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Foreword

by Akira Iriye 
Series Editor

This book is a volume in the series entitled The United States and the 
World: Foreign Perspectives. As the series tide indicates, it aims at 
examining American relations with other countries from a perspective 
that lies outside the United States. International relations obviously 
involve more than one government and one people, and yet American 
foreign affairs have tended to be treated as functions of purely domes
tic politics, opinions, and interests. Such a uninational oudook is not 
adequate for understanding the complex forces that have shaped the 
mutual interactions between Americans and other peoples. Today, 
more than ever before, it is imperative to recognize the elementary fact 
that other countries’ traditions, aspirations, and interests have played 
an equally important role in determining where the United States 
stands in the world. As with individuals, a country’s destiny is in pan 
shaped by how other countries perceive it and react to it. And a good 
way to learn about how foreigners view and deal with the United 
States is to turn to a non-American scholar of distinction for a dis
cussion of his country’s relations with America.

The authors of this volume are well-known Soviet scholars who have 
specialized in the study of United States history. Their numerous 
writings, for instance Professor Sivachev’s Government and Labor in 
the United States during World War11 (1974) and Professor Yakovlev’s 
Contemporary History o f the United States (1961) have been widely 
acclaimed in Russia. And yet few American historians and students are 
aware of these works. Despite the fact that these scholars have written 
extensively on their country’s relations with the United States, most 
American historians do not appear to have even heard of them. This is 
regrettable, not only because American historical works are regularly
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read in the Soviet Union, but also, and fundamentally, because one 
can never expect to have a full appreciation of binational relationships 
until one breaks away from a purely uninational perspective. Readers 
of this book will become aware of the sharply contrasting ways in 
which past events are interpreted in different countries. They will not 
necessarily agree with what Professors Sivachev and Yakovlev have 
written; they may in fact take issue with many of their viewpoints and 
with the conceptual frames into which they fit historical data. They 
may feel puzzled and even provoked by the book’s description of such 
events as the United States intervention in Siberia, Russian contribu
tions during World War II, and the origins of the Cold War. They will 
undoubtedly be struck by what appear to be unusual emphases placed 
by the authors on certain events. If so, they will then be in a position 
to understand how each society comes to terms with its own history, 
and how it imposes meaning on events in order to ensure political and 
cultural stability. International relations are a complex phenomenon 
because they involve a multiplicity of symbols and meanings. By 
knowing something about other peoples’ symbolic systems, one arrives 
at a deeper understanding of one’s own society and its interactions 
with others. Professors Sivachev and Yakovlev have spent many years 
writing this book, and it deserves to be read and discussed extensively 
by all those who are interested in coming to grips with the cultural and 
intellectual gaps that separate countries.



Foreword

by Rem V. Khokhlov

In April 1971 the University of Chicago Press proposed to the University 
of Moscow that a book on Soviet-American relations be written as part 
of a series of publications under the general title “ The United States 
and the World: Foreign Perspectives.”

It was not just coincidence that the University of Chicago initiated 
this new undertaking—the publication in the United States of a book 
prepared by Soviet authors concerning the relations between our 
countries. The University of Chicago was the home of the first impor
tant center for the study of Russian subjects in the United States, and 
it occupies a prominent place in the annals of professional contacts 
between the scholars of our two countries, historians as well as others.

It seems logical to me, also, that the Press addressed its proposal to 
the University of Moscow in particular. Ever since the university, which 
now bears his name, was founded in Moscow by the great Russian 
scholar M. V. Lomonosov in 1755, it has steadfastly maintained a 
lively interest in America, its science and its culture. Lomonosov was 
familiar with the scholarly achievements of the great Benjamin 
Franklin and valued them highly.

During the American War for Independence the newspaper Mos- 
kovskie ve domosti , published by the University of Moscow, gave its 
support to the rebellious colonists and assured its readers that freedom 
would triumph in America.

Today, when the USSR and the United States are moving into the 
vanguard of scientific-technological progress, it is especially important 
that we should be well acquainted with each other's achievements. This 
requires not only the development of economics, science, and culture, 
but also concern for the strengthening of the world as a whole.

*
The late Rem V. Khokhlov was president of Moscow University from 1973 to 1977.

IX
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The University of Moscow has always played an important role in 
the development of science in our fatherland and in the international 
connections of Soviet scholars in various fields. During the last few 
decades the scale of its activities in science and pedagogy has expanded 
particularly.

The University of Moscow now has a school of American studies that 
embraces the most diverse branches of learning. In the field of the 
natural sciences, scholars of the university maintain a constant, active, 
and creative dialogue with their colleagues across the ocean.

The humanities departments of the university are developing pro
grams specializing in American problems. The solution of this 
problem is furthered by required courses in American history in the 
secondary schools, by a course in the recent history of foreign coun
tries, and also study of the English language—one of the required 
foreign languages studied by the majority of students of our secondary 
schools.

Every year scores of specialists on the United States graduate from 
the University of Moscow. The history department, for example, 
graduates a group of ten to fifteen specialists in American studies 
annually. All students in the history department study the history of 
the United States in general courses in world history. Most of them 
also study English so intensively that even if they are not specializing 
in the United States, they can refer to American literature, study 
American problems independently, and extend their knowledge in 
this field in every possible way. About eighty students, many of them 
not specializing in American history, attended the course in history of 
the United States given in English by Professor E. David Cronon of the 
University of Wisconsin in 1974.

The University of Moscow participates actively in the program of 
scholarly cooperation between our nations that has been developing 
successfully since the late 1950s. The history department alone 
accepted seventeen exchange students from the United States in 1972- 
73, and fifteen in 1973-74. Several departments of our university had 
forty-one researchers and seven professors from the United States in 
1974, each working for a considerable period. Our historians, in turn, 
along with specialists in other branches of American studies, visit the 
United States regularly.

We can now say with some confidence that the scholarly exchange
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has made a great contribution to the improvement of Soviet* American 
relations, to widening the effectiveness of the principles of peaceful 
coexistence, and to improved cooperation between our peoples and 
nations. The proposed book is new evidence of this.

Soviet and American scholars can do much to put an end to the 
obstacles of the cold war. Great opportunities for further cooperation 
and rapprochement of our peoples are opening up before historians. 
This does not mean, however, that they must paint an idyllic picture 
of the relations between our countries, which have developed along 
different lines. The saying historia est magistra vitae takes on a positive 
meaning only to the extent that history reflects reality scientifically 
and objectively.

This is the first time that Soviet history professors have addressed 
themselves to the American student on such an important question. In 
this book, along with other general works by Soviet scholars in Amer
ican Studies, you will find the basic concepts we use in evaluating 
the relations between the Soviet Union and the United States. I hope 
that the work will be received with understanding by the American 
reader.





Preface

We have set no easy task—to write an account of Soviet-American 
relations for an American audience at a time when the heavy burden 
of the cold war is just beginning to be lifted from the backs of our 
two peoples.

Having received this unusual proposal from the University of 
Chicago Press, and having deliberated for a long time, we sent back an 
equally unusual reply—we agreed to write this book. The decisive 
factor in dispelling our doubts was the desire to take what part we 
could in overcoming the negative heritage resulting from the cold war.

We also realized that to bring together the ideas of American and 
Soviet citizens on the most critical questions of our interrelations 
would prove no easier than the docking of Soyuz and Apollo in space. 
However, inasmuch as the scholars, engineers, and cosmonauts of 
both countries have undertaken to work together enthusiastically, why 
should historians not try to take at least a tentative step in the same 
direction? It seems certain that the one effort will have a positive 
influence on the other: cooperation in space exploration is bound to 
help mutual relations on earth—and, of course, the other way around 
as well.

We did not set out to please the American reader, accustomed to 
historical works on this subject written from a methodological and 
political point of view far different from ours. We should point 
out, moreover, that the Press did not demand this of us, but recom
mended that we should feel free to present our own views.

We did take into account, however, that certain facts and positions 
perfectly familiar to Soviet readers would have to be given more 
attention in a book addressed to a foreign audience. Thus it seemed

xiii
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essential to say a little more about our side of American-Soviet 
relations.

The proposed book has been written from the standpoint of his- 
torico-materialistic methodology. Underlying the historico-material- 
istic conception of the historical process is the idea of a regular 
succession of socioeconomic structures: the primitive communal 
system, slavery, feudalism, capitalism, communism. Adherents of the 
historico-materialistic school are called Communist historians, or, after 
the founder of historical materialism as a science and methodology, 
Marxist historians. It was V. I. Lenin who made the greatest contribu
tion to the development of the historical ideas of Karl Marx and 
Frederick Engels. That is why the historico-materialistic ideology may 
properly be called Marxist-Leninist.

As applied to the present subject, which belongs to the problem of 
international relations, historico-materialistic methodology requires 
understanding the nature of an historical period, exposing the motive 
forces and goals of a nation’s foreign policy, determining the class 
nature of those national interests by which governments are guided, 
and always taking into account the organic connection between 
foreign and domestic policy. To be more specific, in the given case, 
historical materialism requires that we point out both the major 
differences between the foreign policy of bourgeois and socialist states, 
and at the same time the objective inevitability of peaceful coexistence 
between countries with different socioeconomic systems.

No methodology can automatically guarantee a historian success nor 
secure him against errors, mediocrity, and failures. In the final analy
sis, the value of any research depends on the ability to grasp the 
meaning of events in a broad and penetrating way, against the profes
sional background of the scholar. But here we must return again to the 
importance of methodological principles in historical scholarship and 
point out that errors in a specific analysis are often predetermined by 
mistaken, unscientific methodology, and by false initial premises. 
This cannot be said about a scholar’s successes—methodology alone, 
we repeat, will not assure success.

This book is first of all the result of research done by the two 
authors, based on primary sources, both Soviet and American. We 
have also utilized works by Soviet and American historians, striving to 
show the level that historiography on the given subject has reached in
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the two countries. Encounters and conversations with Americans in 
both the USSR and the United States have been very useful. These 
have helped to throw light on the recent past of our relations, their 
present state, and how Americans conceive them in the immediate 
future.

Of special value were conversations with a number of American 
statesmen; with officials of many government and private institutions 
in the United States; and with our university colleagues and members 
of the press. We also want to thank the staffs of all the libraries and 
archives, whose help was so useful to us, and to the International 
Research and Exchanges Board in New York City.

Our work was reviewed by the Academic Council of the History 
Department of the University of Moscow and approved for publica
tion. Every manuscript destined for publication by the University of 
Moscow Press is subjected to this same procedure. In the course of the 
review many critical comments were expressed for which the authors 
are sincerely grateful.

We are aware that only insofar as the work is successful can credit for 
it be ascribed to the collective body, while the blame for all the 
shortcomings is ours alone.

Chapters 1-4 were written by N. V. Sivachev and chapters 5-7 and 
the Epilogue by N. N. Yakovlev.





1 Russian-American Relations,
1 7 7 6 -1 9 1 7

Imperial Russia Faces the American Republic

If wc consider Russian-American relations in three basic dimensions— 
(1) direct interaction between the two nations, (2) economic-cultural 
connections between the two peoples, and (3) the positions of Russia 
and the United States within the system of international relations—we 
can say with certainty that during most of the period up to 1917 the 
third element was predominant in the relations between our two coun
tries. Within the system of the “ concert” of European powers that de
termined international relations in the nineteenth century, Russia’s 
most constant opponent was Great Britain, though she often had 
conflicts with France, and occasionally with Prussia and Austria. Sim
ilarly, during the first hundred years of its existence, the young 
republic across the ocean found itself in conflict most often with 
Britain, and occasionally with the Anglo-French coalition. From this 
stemmed the “ balance of powers” policy which played a most impor
tant role in Russian-American relations up to the end of the nine
teenth century.

The basis of direct Russian interest in America was laid long before 
the United States came into being—in the course of geographic 
discoveries and settlement by Russian colonists in the northwestern 
part of the continent, the area later called Alaska. Subsequently 
commercial ties were established,1 though at first these were only 
sporadic.

Communion between Russian scholars and their American col
leagues began as far back as the colonial period. This took the form of 
the acquaintance of M. V. Lomonosov and other Russian scholars with 
the works of Benjamin Franklin. Franklin’s reputation in Russia 
increased quickly, and by the time the United States became inde-

1



2 Chapter One

pendent he was one of the foreigners most highly regarded by Russian 
intellectual society.

Actual Russian-American relations came into being at the time of 
the War for Independence—at the time of the first American Revo
lution which led to the birth of the new nation. Having made its 
appearance in the fires of war, the American republic at once appeared 
as an important and complex factor in Russian foreign policy, one that 
had both positive and negative aspects from the Russian standpoint.

In the eyes of the serf-owning Russian nobility and the Empress 
Catherine II, the chief undesirable aspect of what had taken place in 
the thirteen English colonies was that the “ rebels” had toppled the 
principle of legitimacy so dear to the czarist system. In Russia itself, 
the great peasant rebellion led by Emelyan Pugachev (1773-75) had 
just died down. It was apparent to the members of the court of St. 
Petersburg that a part of Russian society had reacted to the struggle for 
independence in the American colonies with an intolerable enthu
siasm. Unlike the Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti, another news
paper, Moskovskie vedomosti, published by the University of Moscow, 
openly took the part of the insurgents and consistently assured its 
readers of the inevitable victory of the cause of freedom.

Although the publisher of Moskovskie vedomosti, N. I. Novikov, 
was by no means a revolutionary, he welcomed the establishment of 
civil liberties in the United States and criticized Russian serfdom. At 
the same time he condemned the American republic’s sanctioning of 
slavery.

A. N. Radishchev, the father of the Russian revolutionary tradi
tion, went much farther than Novikov. In his ode, “Liberty,” he 
openly praised the American Revolution and its leader, George 
Washington. His Puteshestvie iz Peterburga v Moskvu (Journey from 
St. Petersburg to Moscow) appeared in 1790, and the American story 
occupies a certain place in it. It was not without cause that Catherine II 
called Radishchev “ a rebel worse than Pugachev.” Radishchev called 
for the overthrow of oppression by the landlord-serfowners, and this, 
viewed against the background of two revolutions—in America and in 
France—constituted a palpable threat to Russian czardom. Radishchev 
welcomed constitutional law established through revolution, but 
sharply condemned the darker aspects of American life, above all, 
racism.



3 Russian-American Ralationa,
1776-1917

All this docs not mean that news of the American Revolution 
marked the onset of counterrevolutionary hysteria among the ruling 
circles of Russia. Nothing of the sort. The Russian government did not 
even dream of intervention in Boston or Philadelphia under some 
pretext such as the protection of the wares of Russian merchants in 
Alaska. To the court of Catherine II, national interests took prece
dence over ideological interests, and this meant adherence to the 
principles of the balance of power. What is more, czarism did not put 
any obstacles in the way of the mission of Francis Dana, sent to Russia 
by the Continental Congress in 1781. If it had been more insistent, 
this mission could have won official recognition of the United States 
government from the Russian empress. In any case, the mission was 
not molested by anyone; no one suggested expelling it or regarded its 
members as “ subversive” American agents in Russia. Dana returned 
home in 1783 in accordance with a decision made by the Congress.

The hostility of the Russian nobility to bourgeois republicanism did 
not play a dominant role in Russian policy toward America.

From the end of the eighteenth century until 1917, differences 
between the political systems of Russia and the United States played 
no serious role in determining the nature of the relations between 
them. Although noticeably different in political superstructure and in 
other respects, republican America and monarchist Russia were both 
exploitive class societies based on private property, and were thus fully 
able to get along with each other.

As a matter of fact, the ideological antagonism between Russia and 
the United States proved to be very superficial; ideology was subordi
nate to real national interests. As it turned out, czarist Russia not only 
did not enter into conflict with the United States but actually sup
ported the struggle of the American colonies for independence. That 
is precisely how history regards the Declaration of Armed Neutrality 
proclaimed by the Russian government in 1780.

In this declaration, the powerful Russian Empire came forward in 
defense of freedom of the seas for neutrals during wartime. This was a 
blow against Britain, Russia’s chief antagonist, and was of great ad
vantage to the American colonists. Within a short time almost all of 
the neutral European states subscribed to the principles put forward in 
the Russian declaration. The same position was taken by France and 
Spain, which were fighting as allies of the Americans. The Americans,
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as Lenin remarked, took advantage of “ the strife between the French, 
the Spanish, and the British, ’ ’ fighting ‘ ‘side by side with the forces of 
the French and Spanish oppressors against the British oppressors.”2 
The legitimist solidarity of the British and Russian monarchists 
was superseded by conflicting vital interests of the Russian and British 
empires.

The leaders of the American Revolution, viewing the various forces 
in the international arena, made a sensible appraisal of Russia’s posi
tion, and the tradition of friendly Russian-American relations was 
established. Trade relations between the United States and Russia, 
which began during the War for Independence, became permanent 
only after the war.

During the last years of the eighteenth century a further rapproche
ment between Russian and American interests took place under the 
complex conditions of wartime. A series of important diplomatic steps 
followed. In 1803 the United States sent Levett Harris as its consul to 
St. Petersburg, and his mission proved far more successful than 
Dana’s. A year later Thomas Jefferson and Alexander I exchanged 
important messages in a spirit of mutual respect after Russian assis
tance helped free the crew of an American frigate taken captive in 
Tripoli.

In 1808-9 diplomatic relations were finally established. After 
expressing esteem for Thomas Jefferson and James Madison, the in
structions to the Russian envoy to the United States, F. Palen, drawn 
up in the czar’s name by Foreign Minister N. P. Rumyantsev, went on 
to say: “ The political interests of my empire reinforce this friendly 
attitude. In the United States I would like to find a kind of rival to 
England. I believe that their own interests impel them, to a greater 
extent than the powers on the European continent, at least to limit if 
not to end the pernicious despotism practiced by Great Britain on 
the seas.” 3

The above by no means justifies the lamentations of Thomas A. 
Bailey in which that American historian gave way to the momentum of 
the cold war, asserting, “ and the Tsar, as was perfectly natural, 
exploited us openly in promoting his own ambitions.”4 American 
statesmen at the beginning of the nineteenth century took an entirely 
different view. In his State of the Union message on 5 November 
1811, commenting on the existence of bad relations with Britain and
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France, President Madison contrasted them with the relations with 
Russia which were based “ on the best footing of friendship.“5 This 
was not just a routine phrase, for a second war with Britain already 
loomed on the horizon. For Madison’s administration it was highly 
important that Russia, engaged in a difficult war with Napoleon, with 
Britain as its ally, should not alter its friendly relations with the United 
States.

As shown convincingly in N. N. Bolkhovitinov’s book, Stanovlenie 
Russko-Amerikanskikh otnosbeniy (The formation of Russian-Ameri
can relations), Russian diplomacy found itself in a ticklish posi
tion. Russia had to strengthen her newly concluded alliance with 
Britain and at the same time maintain friendly relations with the 
United States, then at war with Britain. The Russian government 
found a solution in a mediation proposal which was eagerly accepted by 
the United States. An impressive American delegation arrived in St. 
Petersburg: John Quincy Adams, the first minister from the United 
States to Russia; Albert Gallatin, the secretary of the treasury; and 
Senator James Bayard. Although the British refused mediation, the 
Russian initiative placed them in a more difficult position and gave 
the Americans a somewhat better negotiating position at Ghent.

The year 1815 marks the end of the formative period of Russian- 
American relations. By this time political relations had been estab
lished between the two sides and had passed through their first tests; 
lasting economic ties had been established; and contacts had been 
made in the fields of learning and culture.6

The Shaping o f  Russo-American Relations

Outstanding among the important events during the second stage in 
the history of Russian-American relations (1815-61) are the conflicts 
surrounding the colonization of the Northwest and their successful 
resolution, the conclusion of the trade agreement of 1832, and the 
agreement on the neutral navigation rights reached during the diffi
cult years when Russia was fighting the Crimean War.

Inasmuch as the development of conflicts between Russia and the 
United States in the American Northwest coincided with the enuncia
tion of the Monroe Doctrine, this episode should be considered in 
greater detail. There has been long-standing controversy about the
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enunciation of the Monroe Doctrine in world historical literature.7 
Opponents of Russian-American cooperation have claimed that it was 
motivated principally by the threat of thé Holy Alliance (of which 
Russia was viewed as the primary backer) to the liberation movement 
in the Spanish colonies of America, and by Russian expansion in 
North America.

So far as the possible intervention of the Holy Alliance in Latin 
America is concerned, it has been shown that it was completely out of 
the question. The impact of Russian expansion in the American 
Northwest on the enunciation of the Monroe Doctrine was more 
complex. During the cold war years American historians asserted and 
declared categorically that Russia was an age-old aggressor, and that 
the Monroe Doctrine constituted a long-term barrier against the 
Russians erected with a view to the future. This view has been ex
pressed with special frankness and straightforwardness by Clarence A. 
Manning, who asserted that Russians constituted “ a constant menace 
to all their neighbors.” In view of this, he set the goal of ‘‘reconsid
ering the present in the light of the past. ’ ’•

In order to examine the origin of the Monroe Doctrine and objec
tively evaluate its Russian and British aspects, its motive forces must be 
discerned in the scope and direction of the expansion of the United
States, Britain, and Russia on the American continent toward the end

%

of the first quarter of the nineteenth century. The mainspring of all 
the political actions that culminated in the Monroe Doctrine was the 
ever-growing expansion of the bourgeoisie of the United States on the 
American continent. Encountering or fearing that they might en
counter opposition in their path, the American expansionists were 
prepared to exaggerate the threat to them of European governments so 
as to create about themselves the aura of an enemy of colonialism. As 
Foster Rhea Dulles wrote: ‘ ‘The strong position that the United States 
took in 1823, both in its notes to the Russian government and in the 
declaration of the Monroe Doctrine, was directed against largely 
imaginary fears.”9

While the Monroe Doctrine was a product of the bourgeois-slave
holding expansionism of the United States, paradoxically enough it 
was also a positive factor in the struggle of the Latin American colonies 
for independence because of the principle of noncolonialization con
tained in it, as well as the ban on the substitution of one colonial
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“ sovereign” for another, thereby promoting a national liberation 
movement in Latin America. The imperalist aspect of the Monroe 
Doctrine in the relations of the United States with the countries of the 
Western Hemisphere did not make itself manifest in full measure 
until much later.

Against whom was the Monroe Doctrine directed? A superficial 
chronological logic has led many authors to assert that this act was 
primarily intended to ward off the threat contained in the directive of 
Alexander I on 16 September 1821, prohibiting foreigners from 
trading in Russian possessions in the Pacific or even approaching them 
from the sea beyond a distance of 100 miles from the coast in the area 
north of the 51st parallel. The conflict between Russian and American 
interests here was self-evident. Britain and the United States pro
tested, and on these grounds some historians perceived the origin of 
the Monroe Doctrine in the actions of the czar and saw it as a joint 
countermove by America and Britain against Russia.10

In actuality the Russian expansionist drive in America had spent 
itself during the first quarter of the nineteenth century, and the 
American government realized this. It strove to foist the principle of 
noncolonization first of all on the British government, and not on the 
Russian.11 A very weighty argument against viewing the thrust of the 
Monroe Doctrine as primarily anti-Russian may also be found in the 
17 April 1824 agreement on the regulation of Russian-American trade 
and territorial disputes. This was the first official agreement between 
our two countries. The czarist government readily yielded on two 
important questions—it moved the northern boundary of its claimed 
possessions to the north (to 54#40'), and it agreed to free trade in 
northern Pacific. In his message to Congress on 7 December 1824 
President James Monroe said: “ It is proper to add that the manner in 
which this negotiation was invited and conducted on the part of the 
Emperor has been very satisfactory.” 12 The 1824 agreement thus 
“ obviated any danger of a future Russian barrier to American con
tinental expansion,” 13 which cannot be said about the relations of the 
United States with Britain and other European states.

Thus, while not denying the existence of conflicts between Russia 
and America in matters of trade and territory in the American North
west, conflicts that had not been settled entirely even after 1824, it 
must be admitted that the Monroe Doctrine resulted above all from
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the expansionist activity of the American bourgeoisie and plantation 
owners clashing with the English bourgeoisie, who refused to recog
nize the principle of noncolonization. The enunciation of the Monroe 
Doctrine had no adverse effect whatever on Russian-American re
lations, for it concerned a region that had by that time come to be 
more indisputably peripheral to Russian territorial interests than ever 
before.

An important landmark in the history of Russian-American re
lations was the conclusion of the first agreement on trade and naviga
tion in 1832. In principle the ruling circles of Russia reacted favorably 
to the notion of an agreement proposed by the Americans. But the 
American minister, James Buchanan, had to make his way through the 
complex maze of the Russian bureaucracy before he was able to 
achieve success. It must be said that he managed to do this brilliandy. 
When the negotiations bogged down in interminable, exhausting 
delays in the signing of the agreement, he decided to fight fire with 
fire and announced that he hoped to present the conclusion of the 
trade agreement to Czar Nicholas I as a gift on the occasion of his 
name’s day (18 December). This became known, and must have 
pleased the sovereign (at least that was the opinion of the high court 
officials); and the Russian bureaucracy demonstrated that when it was 
necessary to do something to please the authorities, it spared no ef
fort. The agreement was signed m time for the solemn occasion on 
18 December 1832.14

This economic agreement was mutually beneficial, embodying the 
reciprocal most-favored-nation principle in trade and navigation. It 
became possible for the citizens or subjects of each country to enjoy all 
civil rights in acquiring and disposing of personal property on the 
other’s territory.15 This was of greater advantage to the enterprising 
Americans than to the citizens of feudal Russia. American hunters and 
fishermen especially prospered in the waters of the north Pacific, as 
did American fur traders in Siberia.

Political relations between Russia and the United States remained 
friendly, and developed further during the years of the Crimean War 
(1853-56). During these years Russian-American trade expanded.16 
Russia and the United States entered into their third official agree
ment with the conclusion of the convention on the rights of neutrals 
on the seas. This agreement, aimed at the protection of these rights 
under the conditions of war, was of advantage to both countries, but
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especially to Russia, then engaged in war against Britain and France on 
both land and sea. The political interests of the two sides became so 
close that Russia agreed to the annexation by the United States of the 
Hawaiian (Sandwich) Islands, while the Americans informed the 
Russians to learn in time of an attack planned by the Anglo-French 
fleet against the Pacific ports of Russia.17

At this point it is appropriate to emphasize once more that at this 
stage the differences between the political systems of Russia and the 
United States did not play a role in determining the substance of the 
relations between them. Jacksonian democracy and the reactionary 
regime of Nicholas I were completely compatible. In his first annual 
message to Congress, President Andrew Jackson referred to czarist 
Russia as “ a steadfast friend,” while in his last message he stated that 
between the two countries “ the best understanding exists.” 18 Nor did 
the part which czarism played in the suppression of the 1848 revo
lution in Central Europe make the American government hostile to it. 
On the contrary, in a message to Congress on 4 December 1849, 
President Zachary Taylor, after expressing in passing his sympathy 
with the Hungarian insurgents, announced that with Russia, as with 
the other European states, the United States maintains ‘ ‘accustomed 
amicable relations.” 19

Of course, American diplomats, having come from republican, 
puritanical families, often found the pompousness of Russian court 
etiquette trying and felt awkward in that atmosphere. Sometimes 
curious things happened. For example, at an official reception in a 
czar’s palace, John Randolph, who was no ordinary figure in United 
States history, addressed the czar with unheard-of democratic famil
iarity: “ How are you, Emperor? How is Madame?” 20 Another envoy, 
John Dulles, was outraged by the fact that Russian women appeared at 
receptions and balls with ‘ ‘a most profuse display of the bust. ’ ’21 To 
some degree this must have distracted the envoy from more important 
matters at receptions, but there were not all that many of those for 
American diplomats in Russia in those years to be concerned with.

It also must be said that American democracy was not unattractive 
to the progressive circles of Russian society. The Decembrists, for 
example, to some extent followed the American example in their plans 
for future reconstruction of Russia. As one historian noted: ' ‘Under 
the conditions of Tsarism and police rule, the bourgeois-democratic 
freedoms of the United States might actually appear as almost an
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ideal, and for this reason it is no wonder that the Decembrists as a rule 
referred to the American experience in their positive plans. This does 
not mean, however, that they closed their eyes to the negative aspects 
of American life. As a rule, the Decembrists sharply criticized the 
existence of slavery, the extermination of Indians, and many other 
dark sides of bourgeois reality which they saw in the republic across the 
ocean.”22

Russian society was especially critical of the institution of slavery and 
racism. This to a large extent explains the tremendous popularity in 
Russia of Harriet Beecher Stowe’s book, Uncle Tom’s Cabin, which 
the magazine Sovremennik (The contemporary) distributed to all of its 
subscribers as a free supplement in 1858.

The great Russian revolutionary democrat, N. G. Chemyshevsky, 
praised enthusiastically the heroic act of John Brown, who went to his 
death for the cause of emancipation. Chemyshevsky welcomed the 
victory of the Republicans in the I860 elections. ‘‘The day when 
victory was on the side of the party that had Lincoln as its candidate,” 
he wrote, ‘‘was a great day, the beginning of a new era in the history 
of the United States, a day that marked a turning point in the political 
development of the great North American people.”23

Russia and the American Civil War

The period of the Civil War in the United States may be regarded as 
the third stage in the history of Russian-American relations. During 
these years it was demonstrated once more that the state and national 
interests formulated by the ruling classes took precedence over less 
essential factors, even such factors as the political structure of the 
society, and the class and group sympathies and antipathies of one 
nation with respect to the social strata, classes, and movements of 
another. As in the years 1775-1815 and 1853-56, the policy of balance 
of power once more came distinctly into the foreground.

One would think that the Russian government, so recendy repre
senting serf owners, would have sympathized with American slave
holders, especially since the problem of slavery had begun to be dealt 
with in a revolutionary way. Nevertheless, St. Petersburg came out, 
without hesitation, for maintaining the integrity of the American 
nation, that is, in favor of the Republican, revolutionary North. The 
Russian government declined a proposal by Britain and France to
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intervene jointly in American affairs. Hostility to democracy did not 
prevent the Russian envoy, Baron Stoeckl, from displaying moderation 
in evaluating the events in the United States. In a dispatch to the czar 
he wrote: * T he disorganization of the United States as a nation is a 
deplorable event from our standpoint. The American federation had 
been a counter-balance against British power, and in this respect its 
continued existence constitutes an element in world balance.”24 

In its policy with respect to the internal American conflict, the 
czarist government followed the concept of balance of power not only 
in its traditional interpretation, but also by virtue of one significant 
specific circumstance. In 1863 an uprising that had been imminent for 
a long time broke out in Poland. Britain and France, continuing their 
anti-Russian policy of the Crimean War period, quickly decided to 
intervene in the name of “ justice.” They were joined by Austria, one 
of the three principal oppressors of Polish freedom. But the American 
government did not criticize Russia, although it doubtless had greater 
moral justification for doing so than did the leaders of any other great 
nation. President Abraham Lincoln and Secretary of State William 
Seward declined the proposals of Napoleon III, the “ defender” of 
Poland, on the basis of the traditional friendship between Russia and 
America. “ In spite of Kosciusko and Pulaski, the United States was 
forced to become anti-Polish; in spite of Lafayette, anti-French. In 
fact, for a time it was even to favor official Russia against the revolu
tionary Polonism of Alexander Herzen and certain other Russian 
friends of republican America. ’ ’25 

National interests of the revolutionary bourgeoisie of the United 
States forced them to close their eyes to the suppression of the Polish 
rebellion by the czarist regime and to take a position friendly to Russia 
and opposed to Britain and France. The national interests of land
owning-bourgeois Russia, on the other hand, dictated a course of a de 
facto support of the second American revolution—resulting in the 
suppression of the South—because of Russia’s conflict with Britain 
and France. The policy of the ruling circles of Russia had nothing in 
common with the policy of Chemyshevsky and other revolutionary 
democrats who contributed to the journals Sovremennik and Russàoe 
slovo (The Russian word.). The siding of the latter with the revolu
tionary North stemmed from the journals’ ties to the revolutionary, 
peasant-oriented democratic intelligentsia.

With the United States and Russia highly interested in friendly
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relations, the dispatch in 1863 of two Russian squadrons to the 
Atlantic and Pacific coasts of the United States aroused all sorts of 
rumors and interpretations, the sense of all of which remained con
sistently pro-American. With this move, the Russian Ministry of the 
Navy accomplished a brilliant military and political operation. It did 
not rule out the possibility of a new war with Britain and France, and 
decided to bring the important parts of its navy out to the high seas 
ahead of time. As evidenced in the instructions issued by the head of 
the ministry, H. Krabbe, the commanders of the squadrons were set 
the task of carrying out offensive actions against the expected enemy.26 
The action of the Russian government made sense from the defensive 
standpoint as well. It did not want to find its fleet blockaded in 
Russian ports, as it had happened at the time of the Crimean War. 
The American pubic was unaware of the content of the secret instruc
tions to the Russian admirals who had anchored on the shores of New 
York and San Francisco. The Russians were greeted with enthusiasm at 
the highest levels of the government, as well. Stoeckl, the Russian 
envoy, informing A. M. Gorchakov, the minister of foreign affairs, of 
the cordial reception of the Russian sailors, remarked that no such 
reception had been accorded the British and French ships: “ It was not 
without a degree of envy that the English and the French observed the 
attention of which our sailors were the object, and they even expressed 
some displeasure in this connection.“27 Insofar as the visit of the 
squadrons was regarded as a precautionary measure against Anglo- 
French intervention, the political significance of this visit did, on the 
whole, serve this purpose.28 Together with Gorchakov’s emphatic 
refusal to receive a representative of the Confederacy in St. Petersburg, 
this served to strengthen traditional ties of Russian-American friend
ship. President Andrew Johnson in his message to Congress on 4 De
cember 1865, attested to the existence of “ the unbroken harmony 
between the United States and the Emperor of Russia. ’ ’29

From Friendship to Estrangement

The fourth stage in Russian-American relations (1865-98) began with 
a euphoric friendship but ended with an estrangement that had its 
roots in imperialism.

In the last third of the nineteenth century Russian-American rela-
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tions broadened. At the beginning of this period Russia “ withdrew” 
from America, having sold Alaska to the United States for a pittance 
($7,200,000). Soviet historiography has refuted the legend that has 
grown up in American literature according to which the purchase of 
Alaska in 1867 represented a favor to the czarist government, which is 
supposed to have sought to get rid of this “ superfluous” territory at 
any price, in return for supporting the North in the Civil War.30 
Although the value of the acquisition was regarded in the United 
States at that time as not very great, the czarist government had 
compelling reasons to make the sale. This was due to the weakened 
position of Russia in northern Pacific, and the strengthened expan
sionist movement of the United States toward the Pacific. The loss of 
Alaska had a depressing effect on the Russian public. Foreign Minister 
Gorchakov, who had long opposed this action, consoled himself only 
because he regarded it also an anti-British measure.

Gradually the time approached when direct Russian- American 
interaction was coming to an important factor in working out the 
policy of the two states with respect to one another, and to the extent 
that this was so, the question of how this would affect the relations of 
each of them with other powers became less important than it had 
been formerly. Evidence of the increased direct relations between 
Russia and America can be seen from the fact that while three official 
agreements had been concluded before the Civil War, eight were 
concluded in the years 1867 to 1900.31

We should dwell especially on the Convention on the Extradition o f  
Criminals. It was signed in 1887, but ratified by the United States only 
in 1893. Although the agreement did not apply to those accused of 
political crimes, it was precisely this which was the basic reason for the 
heated debates over its ratification. This was the heyday of individual 
terrorism by the narodniki (Russian populists) and analogous anarchist 
activities throughout the world, and the convention provided for the 
extradition of criminals who had committed or were planning to 
commit terrorist acts against the heads of states. In the United States a 
campaign was mounted against ratification of the convention, of 
which the most prominent activist was George Kennan, publisher of 
the newspaper Svohodnaya Rossiya (Free Russia). At this time he was 
widely known in the United States as the author of books and articles 
concerning Russian prisons. To criticize prisons is a safe cause. It would
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be hard to find a case in history when the gloomy picture of prisons, 
concentration camps, exile, and interventionist expeditions did not cor
respond to reality but proved to be so appealling as to cast doubt on 
the reporter. And Mark Twain was one hundred percent right when he 
exclaimed, at one of George Kennan’s lectures about the condition of 
political prisoners in the mines of Siberia: “ If such a government 
cannot be overthrown otherwise than by dynamite, then, thank God 
for dynamite!” 32

But it was not only Mark Twain and Walt Whitman and all sincere 
enemies of czarist despotism who listened to George Kennan. His 
work attracted the attention of the expansionist circles of the United 
States, with much greater political results. George Kennan’s talent as a 
journalist and his bold, venturesome acts in Siberia served the interests 
not of ‘ ‘Russian freedom, ’ ’ but of Western Union, of which he was an 
agent, and of the expansionist forces that nurtured fantastic plans for 
the construction of telegraph lines and railroads across the uninhab
ited expanses of Siberia. M. Laserson has called George Kennan “ the 
first American crusader for Russian freedom.” 33 He actually was the 
first. He was followed by a vast cluster, including the “ crusaders” of 
1918-20 and the present-day supporters of the “ dissidents.”

From the 1880s one other essential theme intrudes into Russian- 
American relations: mass immigration to the United States from 
Russia. This was closely related to  the progressing development of 
capitalism. The-direction of the migration was determined by the 
specific features of capitalist development in the two countries: as a 
result of the destruction of the feudal order, the superfluous work 
force was eased out of Russia; it was absorbed by America, for only 
there was this superfluous work force able to find economic use. In 
1870-89 about 250,000 people moved from Russia to the United 
States, while during the following decade alone the movement 
amounted to 450,000. In 1861-1900 it was more than 16 percent of 
the total immigrants.34 Russian population has played an appreciable 
role in forming the American nation, especially the working class of 
the United States and the artistic intelligentsia. The lot of Russians was 
for the most part unenviable; it has been described with merciless 
truthfulness by V. G. Korolenko, who visited the United States, in his 
story, “ Bez yazyka” (Without a language), published in 1895. An 
unenviable fate in the United States did not stop the flow of emigra-
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tion from Russia. Almost no one returned. The emigrants continued 
to move to the United States, “ carrying with them their grief, their 
hopes, and their expectations.”55

At the end of the nineteenth century America for the first time 
armed itself with the slogan of Russian despotism as a hindrance to 
good Russian-American relations. Writing about the cooling of the 
traditional friendship between Russian and the United States, Foster 
Dulles writes: “ In the background of these developments was the 
ideological conflict between autocracy and democracy.”56 The authors 
of similar assertions do not stop to ponder the reason why during the 
period of Jacksonian democracy America was enraptured with the 
Russia of Nicholas I, and why the great republican Abraham Lincoln 
regarded the Russia of Alexander II as the friendliest of states, while 
Grover Cleveland, Benjamin Harrison, and William McKinley, those 
conservatives and reactionaries, henchmen of the monopolies, had 
their eyes opened and saw to their indignation that Russia was defi
cient in democracy.

Such an oversight is even more curious in view of the fact that after 
the Civil War and the Reconstruction, the Russian democracy no 
longer regarded the United States as a model of political freedom. 
After having analyzed all of the articles about America in the two most 
progressive Russian periodicals of that period, Delo and Slovo, I. K. 
Mal’kova came to the conclusion that beginning in the mid-1870s 
publications on American topics became emphatically critical.57 As 
earlier, the journals mentioned the political freedoms in the United 
States that were absent in Russia. They called attention not only to the 
traditional prevalence of racism in the United States, but also to 
something new on the American scene—the dominance of corpor
ations, dictating their will to the country. An article published in the 
first issue of Slovo in 1881 pointed out that “ economic and political 
functions in the United States have been usurped by octopuslike 
corporations.”

Here we approach the true substance of the reasons for the ex
acerbation of Russian-American relations at the end of the nine
teenth century. This was the period when the process of changing free- 
enterprise capitalism into monopolistic capitalism was going forward 
at a breakneck pace. Expansion had always been characteristic of 
capitalism, but with the formation of powerful corporate monopolies,
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gigantic impulses of imperialistic ideology and policy were created and 
at the same time the means for their realization. Imperialism in the 
form of striving to seize foreign territory became such a significant 
feature of bourgeois society toward the end of the nineteenth century 
that this notion became the most widely used term on the pages of 
scholarly and publicist works.

The most profound theoretical explanation of imperialism ap
pears in Lenin’s work, Imperializm, kak vysshaya stadiya kapital- 
izma (Imperialism, the highest stage of capitalism), which appeared in 
1916. Lenin departed from the traditional superficial interpretation of 
imperialism as simply expansion, pointing out that this is only one of 
the manifestations of imperialism. Imperialism is monopolistic capi
talism, which capitalism had come to be in the highly developed 
bourgeois countries toward the end of the nineteenth century. The 
most important trait of imperialism is the concentration of production 
and capital to the point where it creates monopolies, which play the 
fundamental role in economic life and politics. Lenin pointed out as 
one of the principal features of imperialism the merging of bank 
capital with industrial capital, and the appearance on this basis of 
finance capital. He also identified three additional traits of imperial
ism that are directly related to expansion: the export of capital, unlike 
the expon of goods, assumes especially great imponance; interna
tional monopolies are formed that divide the world markets between 
them; the territorial division of the world among a handful of the 
greatest imperialist powers is ended, posing the question of repartition 
of the world.

Lenin named American imperialism finance imperialism, thereby 
emphasizing its economic might. Russian imperialism, along with 
Japanese imperialism, he characterized as military-feudal imperialism, 
pointing out that the deficiency in economic strength in these coun
tries is made up for by a monopoly of military power, weakened, to be 
sure, by economic backwardness.

In the 1890s the United States emerged as the foremost country in 
the world in industrial production. American monopolies set them
selves great tasks of an expansionist nature. An imperialist ideology 
was developed in the United States that embraced wide segments of 
the bourgeoisie and even penetrated into the working classes.38 Even 
before Theodore Roosevelt, Captain A. T. Mahan became the hero of
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the imperialist expansionists. In 1895, when the National Association 
of Manufacturers was formed, more that half of its initial program 
proved to be devoted to the question of expanding foreign markets.39

W ith the “ opening” of Japanese ports and the acquisition of 
Alaska, favorable starting conditions were created for American pene
tration of the Far East. United States expansion in this direction had a 
bearing on Russia in three respects: first, the interests of the two 
countries collided in China; second, the Americans strove to secure 
from the czarist government approval for sweeping, even patently 
impracticable adventurist plans for railroad construction in Siberia; 
third, American capital began to encroach actively into different 
branches of the economy throughout Russia. And the American 
national authorities acquiesced in this. The theme of the protection of 
American monopolies in Russia even found its way into the annual 
messages of the presidents to Congress. Grover Cleveland, for example, 
informed the Congress on 3 December 1894 that he was striving to 
get from the Russian government “ equality of treatment for our 
great life-insurance companies whose operations have been extended 
throughout Europe.”40

The economic opportunities for American and Russian expansion 
were far from equal: the superiority of the United States monopolies 
was obvious. But Russian expansion did have certain advantages in the 
Far East. It rested on greater military strength, and was carried out in 
direct territorial proximity to the boundaries of Russia established by 
equitable treaties with China long before the appearance of imperialist 
plans. In 1891 construction began on the great Siberian railroad, 
which substantially improved Russia's chances in the Far East and 
caused great concern among the expansionist circles of the United 
States.

Thus, the cooling of Russian-American relations came about not 
because the American monopolists, the “ robber barons,” were not 
entirely pleased with Russian prisons after having listened to George 
Kennan or read his works; or because the czar, whose subjects, under 
the two-headed eagle, included millions of non-Russian peoples of 
various hues, was unable to understand fully why Negroes were being 
lynched in the United States. As William A. Williams correcdy states, 
“ far more important pressures were at work to split Washington and 
St. Petersburg. The forces of American and Russian economic expan-
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sion were edging into conflict in the area just south of the Amur 
River.”41 Even Foster Dulles, in explaining the conflict as a clash 
between the ideas of democracy and despotism, remarks in passing: 
‘‘More important than this wave of popular resentment toward the 
Czar's domestic policies, however, a direct conflict in foreign policies 
had for the first time developed between Russia and America. The 
scene was the Far East. ’ ’42 Pauline Tompkins in her book brought this 
out especially persuasively, emphasizing that the exacerbation of 
Russian-American conflicts in the Far East coincided with ‘ ‘the gradual 
waning of Anglo-American antagonism.”43

In summing up the development of the interrelations between 
Russia and the United States in the last third of the nineteeth century 
and asserting that to some extent they had worsened, a number of 
qualifications should be made. In the first place, it was precisely the 
imperialist contradictions that were aggravated. Second, the degree of 
estrangement should not be exaggerated; the placement of American 
capital in Russia was still scanty, while the conflict in the Far East by no 
means led to rupture. Third, the role that Russia played in American 
policy and the role that America played in Russian policy were insigni
ficant, being far outweighed in importance by the relations of each of 
these countries with Britain, Germany, France, Japan, and many other 
states. For these reasons one should not exaggerate the degree and 
importance of Russian-American conflicts at the turn of the century, 
inflate them artificially, or dramatize them artificially, as many 
American historians have done during the years of the cold war.

Between the Spanish-American War and the February Revolution

From 1898 to February 1917 is the fifth period in the history of 
Russian-American relations. It opens with the Spanish-American 
imperialist war, which Lenin called the first war for the repartition of 
the world. It became a turning point in the foreign policy of the 
United States, which was reflected to a certain extent in Russian- 
American relations as well. This war not only gave America an impor
tant colonial acquisition, but inspired American imperialist ideology 
and policy with energy, having shown the economic might of Ameri
can imperialism, and how much it had to lose by delaying the applica-
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tion of its entire force and conceding to its rivals, who had long since 
given up shunning outright seizures.

Instantaneously the Far East had drawn closer to the shores of the 
United States, a situation that manifested its effect immediately on 
the formation of imperialist foreign-policy doctrines. Renouncing the 
principle of establishing spheres of influence in China, with military 
encirclement, for two reasons—American capital would have felt 
cramped in any sphere smaller than the territory of all of China, and at 
the same time would have found it hard to defend the boundaries of a 
possible sphere since the military strength of Japan, Russia, England, 
and Germany was greater here than the American strength—the United 
States government advanced the open-door policy and equal oppor
tunities in China. Its appearance was possible only as a result of the 
successful imperialist debut in the Spanish-American War.

The anti-Russian trend of the colonial doctrine of the United States 
was obvious, although it was addressed in no smaller degree toward 
Japan and Germany, and to some extent England. By the time that 
Secretary of State John Hay proclaimed the open-door policy (1899- 
1900), the Russian government had already noted with attention the 
increased activity of the Americans in the Far East, which held danger 
for it. At the beginning of 1898, Nicholas II appointed Count Cassini, 
“ a proven expert on the East,” as his new ambassador to the United 
States. In his instructions to the ambassador, approved in the emper
or’s own hand, Minister of Foreign Affairs Murav’ev wrote: “ From 
your experience in China, you are well acquainted with the sort of 
greed that guides the Americans in their commercial and trade enter
prises all along the west Pacific coast. There can be no doubt that, 
being well informed on the nature of these relations, you will distin
guish strictly between those enterprises that are desirable for us from 
ones that are directly harmful to our sphere of influence.”44

In his first dispatch to Murav’ev on 22 June 1898, Cassini reported: 
“Not long ago there took place a complete change in the ideas and 
political principles of this country. Discontented with the past, which 
had made her rich, happy and respected, she wants to try a future 
which may very well be fraught for her with many occasions for 
disappointment and serious hardships. I have no faith in the Anglo- 
American alliance. The mentality of the Yankee is too practical, too
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calculating to take matters this far. But so far as the rapprochement 
that has taken place between the two nations from the day the present 
war began, there can be no doubt about it, and that alone is enough 
cause for us to be uneasy.”45

Considering that this was his first message, the Russian ambassador 
displayed great discernment, but he still underestimated the potential 
of the Anglo-American alliance that was formed on the eve of the 
Russo-Japanese War. In the first five years of the twentieth century 
Russian-American relations were cooler than at any time during the 
entire period up to 1917. The United States took a pro-Japanese 
position in the Russo-Japanese conflict: from the earliest signs of war 
up to the conclusion of the Portsmouth Treaty in 1905, the American 
government brought into full play the principles of balance of power, 
supporting Japan against Russia. During the time of the Russo- 
Japanese War a wave of Russophobia rolled across the United States. 
George Kennan, the “ crusader for Russian freedom,” who exerted 
great influence over Theodore Roosevelt and other statesmen, de
scended to outright racism. He very graciously allowed thejapanese into 
the club of nations belonging to the “ superior” race, conceding that 
thejapanese are “ to all intents and purposes Aryans.”46

The outcome of the Russo-Japanese War to some extent smoothed 
over the conflicts between Russia and the United States in the Far East, 
but it did not put an end to their imperialistic rivalry in this region. 
The czarist government, having reached a degree of understanding 
with their recent enemy, thejapanese, undertook measures to achieve 
a plan that would bring them into balance against America.

Political tension in Russian-American relations at the beginning of 
the twentieth century was one of the reasons for the weakness of 
American investments in Russia.47 Before the First World War Ameri
can capital in Russia amounted to 118,000,000 rubles, constituting 
only 5 percent of all foreign investments. The lion’s share of these 
investments (111,000,000 rubles) belonged to two companies—the 
International Harvesting-Machine Company (a branch of Interna
tional Harvester) and Singer (a branch of the Singer Manufacturing 
Company).48

In brief, the economic-political interrelations between the two sides 
consisted first of all in that the Russians sought to obtain large loans 
from the Americans, while American businessmen demanded sub-
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stantial concessions under favorable conditions, mainly in the area of 
railroad building. Up to the time of the First World War neither side 
had succeeded in gaining its objective. The czarist government made 
advances to the House of Morgan, but the admiral of American finan
ciers did not loosen his purse strings, considering the conditions not 
yet ripe far the intrusion of the dollar into Russia. Morgan, and also 
the joindy operating group consisting of the railroad magnate Har
riman and the head of the finance firm Kuhn-Loeb, Jacob Schiff, in 
turn, planned to establish control over the Siberian railroad, including 
its Manchurian branch.

In 1907 the Council of Russian Ministers turned down a proposal to 
give the Americans the railroad concession.49 This helped Jacob Schiff 
and the other leaders of American expansionism to realize more fully 
the insufficient development of democracy in Russia and under this 
slogan to mount the usual anti-Russian campaign. This time the 
object of the attack proved to be the trade agreement of 1832, which 
had led to an especially active development' of commercial ties be
tween Russia and the United States just at the beginning of the 
twentieth century. The average annual import of American goods into 
Russia in 1901-3 reached a volume of 46,000,000 rubles. The Russian 
expon to the United States, amounting to 4,600,000 rubles, was 
considerably more modest.50 The United States occupied a prominent 
place in imports to Russia—in 1910 fourth place, while in 1911 it had 
moved to third place.51 During these years treaty relations continued 
to expand. In 1904 an agreement was reached according to which the 
rights of the corporations of one country were recognized in the courts 
of the other. This served to consolidate the achievements of the 
Americans in Russia, for Russian corporations were practically absent 
in the United States. In 1911 another agreement appeared, concerning 
the protection of seals in the Bering Sea area, bringing the number of 
Russian-American treaties to thirteen.

How can one explain, then, the campaign mounted in the United 
States for the denunciation of the treaty of 1832, culminating at the 
end of 1911 with its liquidation? If we go according to the propa
ganda slogans of the day, the denunciation must be regarded as an 
action dictated by the devotion of the ruling circles of the United 
States to humane principles. The principal arguments of the pro
ponents of abrogation of the treaty of 1832 were czarist despotism in
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general and discrimination against Jewish immigrants from Russia, 
who had returned to the empire on commercial business, in particular.

Jacob Schiff, the George Kennan newspaper Svobodnaya Rossiya 
financed by him, and all the groups who took part in the campaign for 
denunciation, asserted that the czarist government prohibited Ameri
can Jews in large numbers from entering Russia. In 1911 Secretary of 
State Philander Knox refuted these statements, pointing out that 
during the past five years the State Department had established only 
four cases of refusal on religious grounds of visas to American citizens 
applying for admission to Russia.52 The czarist government did put ob
stacles in the way of the entrance of those of its former subjects who 
had left Russia illegally, without having fulfilled their military obliga
tion before leaving.55 To the extent that some of them had prospered 
in the United States and found themselves among the financial and 
commercial elite or close to it, such refusals became the object of 
official governmental attention. When Sergei W itte arrived in the 
United States on the unenviable mission of concluding peace after the 
war that Russia had lost, Theodore Roosevelt, at the demand of the 
“ crusaders,’' suggested that the czarist government should “ consider 
the question of granting passports to reputable American citizens of 
Jewish faith .” 54

At the beginning of the twentieth century the Jewish community in 
the United States already represented an impressive force, having 
become one of the most important centers of world Zionism. Fol
lowing the logic that whatever is good for Jewry must also be good for 
the country of their sojourn, the Zionists, seeking to strengthen their 
positions in the United States and in Europe, mounted a campaign 
against Russian-American trade. Superficially this gave the appearance 
of a struggle against czarist despotism, to which it was easy to attract 
broad segments of the population. To the extent that the Jewish 
community was influential in itself, and also taking into account that 
the interests of its leaders coincided with the policy of the American 
expansionists who had run up against Russian opposition, the ruling 
classes of the United States saw in this a mighty combination of forces 
with which it was necessary and advantageous to reckon. In his own 
way, Thomas Bailey was right when he noted that in the campaign for 
denunciation of the agreement of 1832, “ Our people were crusading 
for American and not Jewish principles,” 55 which should be read as 
follows: it was of advantage to the expansionists to enlist the Jewish



23 Russian-American Relations,
1776-1917

community in the imperialist struggle against Russia. The Soviet 
historian M. Pavlovich is absolutely correct when he explains that “ the 
question of passports for the ‘honorable American citizens’ of the 
Jewish faith could in itself be only one of the elements that led to the 
exacerbation of Russian-American relations but certainly not the fun
damental reason for the conflict and the breaking off of the Russian- 
American trade agreement of 1832.“ 56

We cannot take seriously the assurances of the participants in this 
campaign and of individual United States historians that the 1832 
agreement was torpedoed in the name of humanism and human 
liberties, which were said to be a component part of the “ evangelian 
mood” 57 of the Progressive Era, for example. The evangelian mood 
had a broad field in which to operate in the United States. To battle 
for humanism one did not even need to go to Alabama and Missis
sippi—one could remain in Washington and New York. The issue was 
the use of humanistic slogans in the imperialist struggle, in which the 
Zionists took an active part with great profit to themselves, thereby 
making the first major contribution to the deterioration of Russian- 
American relations.

It was especially easy for Jacob Schiff to run the campaign for 
denunciation of the treaty for he was not only a Zionist leader but also 
an expansionist trying unsuccessfully to obtain concessions in Russia, 
and an ardent proponent of pro-German orientation, which was a 
matter of no small importance with the world war looming im
minently. American political figures not involved in the interests of 
the Jewish community took part in this campaign in part because 
it was a way to combat Russian influence in the Far East. The cam
paign also enlisted the efforts of those to whom it had a domestic 
political value, for preelection political considerations, in spite of the 
fact that denunciation of the agreement and exacerbation of relations 
with Russia by no means necessarily served to strengthen the inter
national position of the United States. And what is more, this ob
viously led to a strengthening of the economic position of Germany in 
Russia to the detriment of the United States, and to a weakening of 
the American position in the Far East owing to improved relations 
between Russia and Japan.

The considerations of political intrigue won out, due in large mea
sure to the Democratic leaders running for election in 1912. The vast 
majority in Congress voted for abrogation of the treaty. President Taft
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was not an advocate of sharp confrontation with Russia and did not 
want to give the denunciation of the agreement the form of an 
emphatically anti-Russian demonstration, for which the “ crusaders” 
were striving hard. The chief executive was afraid that this would 
damage the interests of the United States, would strengthen the 
already apparent Russian-Japanese rapprochement, and would lend it 
an anti-American character. It was therefore politely conveyed to St. 
Petersburg in December 1911 that the government of the United 
States considered the 1832 agreement no longer in force beginning 1 
January 1913. In light of this, we can in no way agree with the view of 
Max Laserson that for Russia the denunciation was “ a diplomatic 
lesson in human rights, ’ ’ a blow greater than any military defeat of the 
Russian state.58

The abrogation of the 1832 trade agreement put a damper on 
expanding Russian-American trade, but not for long. W ithin the 
circles of the Russian monopolist bourgeoisie and high officialdom an 
influential pro-American party was being formed to favor rapproche
ment with the United States. The brothers Guchkov emerged as its 
leaders. In 1912 Lenin even referred to A. I. Guchkov as “ the Ameri
can Guchkov.” 59 In 1913 this group created the Russian-American 
Chamber of Commerce, which was especially active during the war 
years. American industrialists and^financiers also watched the Russian 
market with close attention, realizing that the exacerbation of Russian 
relations with Germany and the involvement of England and France in 
the imminent conflict in Europe were opening alluring prospects for 
them in Russia.

At the beginning of the twentieth century contacts between Russia 
and the United States in the sphere of culture and learning were 
developing more actively. In our country, those giants of American 
literature, Mark Twain and Jack London, were well known. The works 
and activity of Henry George, in which Tolstoy took a great interest, 
made a great impression on the Russian public. The progressive Rus
sian public was familiar with the works of the American Utopians. On 
the other hand, Tolstoy and other outstanding Russian writers (Chek
hov and Maxim Gorky) came to be better and better known to the 
American reader. Beginning at the end of the nineteenth century, the 
music of Tchaikovsky began its triumphant progress across the coun
try, and Tchaikovsky visited the United States on tour. Evidence of the
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growing connections in the sphere of learning is the fact that the 
outstanding Russian historians M. M. Kovalevsky and P. N. Milyukov 
gave lectures in the United States. These were arranged by the Univer
sity of Chicago,60 which played an important part in organizing Rus
sian studies in the United States.

Revolutionary Social-Democratic Russia also paid close attention to 
life in the United States, not for ideological inspiration, but because it 
placed a high value on the technological and economic achievements 
of that country, and on the traditional struggle of the American 
working class for its rights. In 1906 Maxim Gorky visited the United 
States with the intention of mobilizing the democratic American 
public in support of the first Russian revolution. Not much came of 
this. The great proletarian writer was not very well pleased with 
America. He was amazed at the heartlessness and spiritual oppression 
he found there. “ The light of inner freedom, the freedom of the 
spirit, does not shine in people’s eyes, ’ ’ he wrote of the people of New 
York. ‘ T have never seen such a monstrous city, and never have people 
seemed so insignificant to me, so enslaved.’’61

Nevertheless it should be noted that the revolutionary faction of the 
American workers hailed the first Russian revolution and tried to assist 
it as much as possible. The Industrial Workers of the World organi
zation, in response to an appeal from the International Socialist 
Bureau on 22 January 1906, held mass meetings in many American 
cities to express support for the Russian workers and to raise funds to 
assist them. In a number of cities these meetings were organized 
joindy with the Socialists. Leaders of the IWW hailed the Russian 
Revolution as “ the greatest struggle for human liberty ever witnessed 
in the annals of history.’’62

Lenin wrote a number of works about the United States. He was the 
first to debunk the theory that America was exceptional, showing in 
his analysis of premonopolistic and monopolistic capitalism in the 
United States that its development had followed the general laws 
brought to light by Marxist polidcal economics. He also wrote árdeles 
on the development of agriculture in the United States, and about 
American bourgeois reformism during the Progressive Era. He exposed 
the class nature of progressism, emphasizing that bourgeois reformism 
is a means of struggle against socialism.

The First World War opened wider opportunities for American
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capital in Russia. The removal of German capital and the under
mining of French and British economic opportunities forced the weak
ening czarist regime to turn for help to the United States. President 
Woodrow Wilson, one of the active participants in the campaign for 
denunciation of the 1832 trade agreement with the despotic czarist 
government, now saw the conclusion of a new trade agreement that 
would ensure the predominance of United States interests in the 
Russian Empire as a most important aspect of relations between the 
two countries. Wilson assigned this as a first-priority task to Missouri 
businessman David R. Francis when he appointed him ambassador to 
St. Petersburg in 1916.63 Having arrived in Russia, Francis set to work 
with enthusiasm to accomplish what had proved beyond the powers of 
his predecessor. He informed Washington of the boundless opppor- 
tunities for American capital in Russia. However, he, too, was un
successful in concluding the trade agreement.

But even without the trade agreement, American imports to Russia 
were growing at an astonishing rate: from $31,000,000 in 1914 to 
$555,000,000 in 1916.64 Military orders occupied first place in the 
economic connections between the two sides. John W hite, who had 
been a secretary in the embassy in 1915, later recalled: “ American 
businessmen were coming in to St. Petersburg all the time that I was 
there, and getting good war contracts.“ 65 Taking advantage of the 
difficulties that beset the czarist government, the American mon
opolies imposed disadvantageous conditions on their Russian cus
tomers. However, the necessities of war drew the Russia of Nicholas II 
and the America of Wilson ever closer together.

In 1916 the American-Russian Chamber of Commerce was formed 
in the United States with the purpose of broadening economic expan
sion in Russia. For the first time in the history of Russian-American 
relations the bankers of the United States began to subsidize the czar’s 
government, lending him $150,000,000 over the period of the war 
years.66 Thus the House of Morgan confidendy intruded into Russia. 
Czarism, which for decades had opposed American penetrauon into 
the Russian economy, no longer had the strength to defend itself 
against the penetradon of Yankee capital. The czarist regime was 
prepared to squander the natural resources of the country and to 
satisfy the demands of the American expansionists which only very 
recently had been considered the fantasdc pretensions of wealthy



27 Russian-Ameiican Relations,
1776-1817

provincials. This was one of the signs and portents of the approaching 
collapse of the Russian autocracy.

The United States and the Provisional Government in Russia

The sixth and last chapter in the pre-Soviet history of Russian-Ameri
can relations proved to be the shortest—from February to October 
1917. But during this short interval of time the relations were very 
active—on the pan of the Americans even feverishly active.

American literature gives a one-sided presentation of the allegedly 
enthusiastic reaction of the ruling classes of the United States to the 
February Revolution in Russia. Actually the reaction was conflicting, 
and as the revolutionary process deepened it became increasingly 
hostile. On the one hand, the government and the expansionists saw 
great opportunities in Russia under the provisional government. The 
February Revolution gave Woodrow Wilson a political winning trump 
for his declaration of war against Germany. ‘ ‘To make the world safe 
for democracy,” that democratic cloak for the imperialist goals of the 
United States in the First World War, looked more respectable in the 
light of the fact that America had entered the war as an ally not of 
czarist, but of a new, bourgeois-democratic Russia. The expansionists 
regarded the course of events in Russia even more optimistically 
inasmuch as the provisional government from the outset was oriented 
first and foremost toward the United States.

However, there were also some very weighty reasons for the cooling 
of American enthusiasm for Russia as she appeared in 1917. Even with 
all the ballyhoo about the alliance of the “ two democracies, ’ ’ the ruling 
circles in the United States could see no less than two big drawbacks in 
Russian events. One of them—the danger that the Revolution might 
take Russia out of the war—was even discussed openly. There was less 
talk of the other—the threat that the Revolution held for the entire 
bourgeois world. In the memoirs of David Francis, published in 1921, 
the February Revolution is referred to as a “ remarkable uprising.”67 
But it must be kept in mind that it earned this flattering title only 
after the “ unpleasant uprising” of 7 November 1917 had taken place.

In the light of this, the goals of W ashington’s policy toward Russia 
were as follows: to strengthen the economic and ideological and 
political position of the American bourgeoisie in revolutionary-demo-
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cratic Russia, to make full use of the Russian potential in the war 
against Germany, and to prevent the Revolution from developing into 
a socialist one.

Thanks to the energetic efforts of Ambassador Francis, the United 
States was the first country to recognize the provisional government. 
Francis did everything possible to make the official announcement of 
recognition on 22 March, four hours before similar actions were taken 
by the British and the French. In his telegram to Secretary of State 
Robert Lansing on 19 April, the ambassador reported that the embassy 
was continuing to receive letters expressing gratitude for the recog
nition, which came at “ a most critical tim e" in the existence of the 
new government.68 The liberal bourgeoisie, which had been brought 
to power by the February Revolution, came forward to express Russia's 
gratitude. The United States embassy did everything possible to en
courage the pro-American mood among the bourgeois circles of 
Russia. On its initiative a semiofficial organ of rapprochement with 
America—the Russian-American Committee—was created.69

It was the United States that played the more active role in Russian- 
American relations in 1917, the activity manifesting itself even in the 
economic sphere, mainly through official government channels. 
W ithin a short period of time three missions were sent to Russia—the 
Root mission, the Stevens mission, and the Red Cross mission—which 
all had one single goal: to strengthen American influence and support 
the counterrevolution in every direction. Most important of these was 
the Root mission,70 which arrived in Vladivostok on 3 June 1917. Its 
composition was selected with great care. Included were officials 
(Elihu Root), businessmen (Samuel Bertron and Cyrus McCormick), 
the military (Chief of Staff General Hugh Scott and Admiral James H. 
Glennon), the Russian expert Charles R. Crane, the clergyman John R. 
Mott, and, finally, two delegates from among the "workers"—James 
Duncan, vice-president of the AFL, and the "socialist” Charles E. 
Russell. All of the goals of American policy in Russia mentioned above 
may be clearly discerned in the activity of the Root mission.

The mission made it clear to the provisional government that it 
would recommend to Woodrow Wilson that he render financial and 
other assistance to Russia, but only on the condition of stability, that 
is, counterrevolution on the part of the regime and continuation of the 
war. Elihu Root and his colleagues failed completely in trying to
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reeducate revolutionary Russia in the spirit of bourgeois America. The 
“ workers" delegates behaved shamefully. The prestige of the AFL 
among the revolutionary workers was low, and the precepts of Samuel 
Gompers made no impression. As late as 2 April 1917, Gompers sent a 
telegram to the St. Petersburg soviet, which Ambassador Francis de
livered to* P. N. Milyukov to be used at his own discretion. In it the 
president of the AFL admonished the Russian proletariat that ‘ ‘free
dom” is a “ product of evolution,” and warned against widening the 
Revolution. “ Even in the Republic of the United States of America, 
the highest ideals of freedom are incomplete, but we have the will and 
the opportunity.” 71 The Russian workers did not perceive AFL vice- 
president James Duncan as a person of their own class. The potential of 
Charles Russell was seriously undermined by the fact that by the time 
of his voyage he had already been expelled from the Socialist party of 
the United States, a fact that was widely publicized in the Russian 
revolutionary press. As a result, the Root mission did not make contact 
with revolutionary Russia. Instead the ties of the United States with 
the counterrevolution were strengthened, reinforced by the promise of 
loans.

On 12 June 1917 the Stevens mission arrived in St. Petersburg, 
having as its goal to appropriate the main railroad routes of Russia and 
put the great Siberian main line in order, placing the transport 
facilities at the service of the imperialist war and the counterrevo
lution. John F. Stevens was appointed advisor to the Russian Ministry 
of Transportation, and thereupon played an important role in the 
struggle against the Revolution.

The mission of the American Red Cross, which arrived in Petrograd 
on 7 August 1917, was also charged with important political tasks. 
R. S. Ganelin in his study writes: “ There can be no doubt that the 
propaganda campaign of the Red Cross had not only military but also 
political goals. Directed against the Bolshevik party, it was by no 
means confined within the framework of the question of war and 
peace.” 72

The ruling circles of the United States set out to allocate loans to the 
provisional government. Altogether, $450,000,000 was appropriated, 
but actually much less was received.73 We must say that private 
business in the United States did not manifest as much enthusiasm for 
investment in Russia as the Russian bourgeoisie and its provisional
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government had expected. The latter sent an extraordinary and very 
impressive embassy to the United States, headed by Professor B. A. 
Bakhmet’ev, assistant to the minister of trade and industry, inasmuch 
as the czarist ambassador, Yu. Bakhmet’ev (bearing the same surname 
as the new ambassador), had refused on 17 April 1917 to recognize the 
authority established by the February Revolution.74 Bakhmet’ev ex
plained to his government that American business had reservations 
regarding investment in Russia because of the “ anarchy” in the 
Russian state.75 He proposed winning the confidence of the business 
world of the United States and turning more boldly toward Washing
ton, strengthening ties with American capital. In August 1917 Ad
miral A. V. Kolchak set out to visit Washington as a guest of the 
United States government,76 and soon became the main hope of 
Woodrow Wilson in the struggle for the ‘ ‘Russian democracy. ’ ’

In July 1917 the counterrevolution in Russia scored a temporary 
victory. An end was put to dual rule. From this point on American 
interference in Russian affairs increased sharply, coming completely 
into the open. Ambassador Francis demanded that the provisional 
government arrest Lenin, but it displayed what he regarded as “ de
cided weakness.” 77 In August 1917 a national conference was called, 
summoned to consolidate all the forces of the counterrevolution. 
Woodrow Wilson addressed a homiletic telegram to this forum, in 
which he expressed “ confidence in the ultimate triumph of ideals of 
democracy and self-government against all enemies within and with
out.” 78

When things began to go very badly for the counterrevolution, the 
American embassy unleashed a storm of activity in two directions: it 
demanded the establishment of “ discipline” in the army and the 
transfer of power to General Lavr Kornilov. Francis informed Wash
ington more than once that he had demanded that Kerensky raise the 
level of discipline in the army. The ambassador placed his reliance on 
Kornilov, praising him in every possible way as a “ good soldier, 
patriot,” an educated person who knew seventeen languages.79 Fran
cis’ support of Kornilov was opposed by the leaders of the Red Cross 
mission, William Thompson and Raymond Robins, who favored the 
other “ patriot,” Kerensky.80

The failure of the Kornilov faction was a disappointment to Francis 
and the ruling circles of the United States as a whole. The counter-
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revolution in Russia quickly lost its force. W ith the ground cut out 
from under him, Francis proposed organizing an armed interven
tion—even before the October Revolution. On 6 November 1917, in a 
panic, he inquired of Robert Lansing: ‘ ‘W hat would you think of our 
sending two or more army divisions via Vladivostok or Sweden to her 
[Russia’s]1 aid if I could get the consent of Russian Government 
therefor or even induce Government to make such a request?” 81 

But the following day the Socialist Revolution took place in Russia. 
Russian capitalism had come to an end.



2 The First Years 
of Soviet Power

Emergence o f Soviet Foreign Policy

The Great October Socialist Revolution inaugurated the stage of 
contemporary history in the development of mankind. This phase is a 
period of general crisis for capitalism; of socialist revolutions and the 
successful socialist transformation of the world; of the crisis and 
collapse of the colonial structure of imperialism. As long ago as 1916, 
Lenin, in a work on imperialism, showed that monopolistic capitalism 
marks the eve of socialist revolution. During the years of the First 
World War capitalism entered a state of general crisis, which became 
the determining feature in the history of the bourgeois world after the 
October Revolution. The general crisis of capitalism is not the cyclical 
crisis of overproduction, but a crisis in all of the foundations of the 
society based on the principles of private property. The decisive factor 
in the general crisis of capitalism was that in the largest country on 
earth the bourgeois system was destroyed and successful socialist 
construction was begun.

Capitalism does not make way passively and automatically for the 
history of the new social system. The entire purport of the social 
activity of the bourgeoisie as a class in recent times is directed toward 
opposition to socialism. This takes an infinite number of methods and 
forms. The capitalist states stepped out into contemporary history 
carrying the banners of armed intervention against the first socialist 
state. Subsequently armed “ expeditions” against socialism were used 
more than once in all parts of the world except Antarctica and 
Australia. In addition, every hour and every minute there was and 
there is now being conducted an ideological-political struggle by the 
bourgeoisie against the world of socialism.

32
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It must be emphasized especially that both objectively and sub
jectively, through conscious activities of the bourgeoisie and its 
institutions, capitalism is striving in the most recent period to adapt 
somehow to the principles of socialization. Naturally, historically the 
most effective form of realizing the objectively developing process of 
abandoning private property is the establishment of socialism, which 
is exactly what the general and fundamental sense of social revolu
tions, in all their various forms, consists of. But capitalism, making use 
of all of its resources and institutions, acting under the leadership of 
the state, through which the collective interests of capitalism are 
expressed, strives to direct the development of the principles of 
socialization along unnatural, abnormal lines. For a relatively long 
time capitalism has succeeded in adapting to the objective process of 
socialization and directing it to state-monopolistic channels. At the 
same time the bourgeoisie makes use of socialist achievements, 
especially in such areas as control of the economy, social security, and 
education.

Most important in state-monopolistic development has been bour
geois adaption to the processes of socialization. The fact that the 
bourgeoisie has turned to using the category of socialization for the 
purpose of preserving the decaying foundations of private property 
contains within it inner contradictions of colossal force. The adaptation 
of private-property relations to the objective process of socialization 
with respect to both property itself and also to the solution of 
socioeconomic problems is the root explanation for the relative 
viability of capitalism in the twentieth century, although the doom of 
this system was proved with scientific authenticity by Karl Matx as 
early as the middle of the nineteenth century and has been demon
strated convincingly in recent times.

But there is also another completely different side to the application 
of state-monopolistic methods to preserve the bourgeois system. Al
though the ruling class achieves temporary success in specific critical 
situations in setting out along the bourgeois-collectivist path as a way 
out of the general crisis of capitalism, at the same time it inevitably 
undermines the foundation of private property. The development of 
state-monopolistic capitalism, reflecting the decay of the foundations 
of private property, creates objective preconditions for the establish
ment of a socialist method of production. It was for this reason that 
Lenin felt that “ state-monopoly capitalism is a complete material
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preparation for socialism.’’1 Gradually the meaning of what has 
happened in contemporary history has crystallized more clearly. In 
a general, schematic framework, it comes down to the following 
dilemma: socialism or state-monopolistic capitalism—which system 
affords the greatest scope for the development of productive forces, the 
social progress of mankind, the true emancipation of the personality; 
which of them creates the practical conditions for the achievement of 
the age-long dream of mankind—to put an end to war? Contem
porary history measures about six decades. In the course of this 
historically brief period the answer to the questions that have been 
posed has already been given: the superiority of socialist principles 
over state-monopolistic ones, in spite of all the shortcomings and 
difficulties of socialist construction, is obvious.

Having overthrown the power of the bourgeoisie and the land- 
owners and converted the means of production into public property, 
the Soviet socialist state took a new line in principle in foreign policy, 
as well. The fundamental foreign-policy problem of the Soviet state 
came to be to ensure external conditions that would favor the 
consolidation of the victory of the Socialist Revolution and successful 
socialist construction. Accordingly, the foreign-policy course taken by 
the new nation was indisputably revolutionary. But this has nothing to 
do with the assertions of those historians who consider that the Soviet 
state saw as its chief foreign-policy goal stirring up ‘ ‘world revolution’ ' 
and “ inciting” the workers in capitalist countries to strikes, mutinies, 
and insurrections. By the way, apropos of “ world revolution,” the 
Bolshevik party never advanced the slogan of “ world revolution” as a 
policy for undermining the existing regimes in other countries, or as 
an idea for a worldwide march against capitalism. If, during the years 
of military intervention, slogans were advanced against the govern
ments of countries engaged in the intervention, this was a legitimate 
form of response made necessary by the struggle against governments 
which, on their own initiative, without any provocation on our part, 
had started a war to destroy the socialist system and to seize the 
territories of a sovereign people. The communist conception of 
revolution itself starts out from the premise that Socialist revolution is 
the result of the inner contradictions of capitalism, and not that it is 
something introduced from outside.

On the other hand, the Soviet state always regarded itself as the
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bulwark of the international Communist movement in the sense that 
through the successful building of socialism it promotes the worldwide 
historical process of turning capitalism into socialism by revolution. 
From the first day of its existence, it declared that it would help 
peoples snuggling against colonial oppression and racial-national 
discrimination. In other words, the Soviet state never engaged in the 
expon of revolution, bearing in mind that revolution, unlike the 
Bourbon family, cannot be brought in a carriage from abroad; but at 
the same time it was always an important factor in the international 
revolutionary movement. It is important to emphasize this, for some 
historians to this day from time to time accuse the USSR either of 
inciting “ world revolution” or of “ departing” from this position and 
displaying national narrow-mindedness. The international and the 
national aims of the foreign policy of the socialist state have always 
been in complete harmony.

From its first years, the Soviet government tried to build its relations 
with capitalist countries—and these up until the end of the Second 
World War were the full-time concern of the foreign policy of our 
country—on principles which somewhat later came to be called the 
principles of peaceful coexistence among states that have different 
social systems. The theoretical grounds for these principles, laid down 
by Lenin, passed through three basic stages: before the Revolution, 
from 7 November 1917 to the end of the Civil War and the period of 
the armed intervention in 1920, and in 1921-22 mainly in connection 
with the Genoa conference.

The notion of the inevitability of peaceful coexistence flows out of 
Lenin’s theory of the possibility that the Socialist Revolution would 
triumph initially in one country only. This was a new position in 
Marxist theory, formulated by Lenin during the years of the First 
World War. Even before the victory of the Revolution, the Bolsheviks 
took into account the inevitability of working out some forms of 
cooperation with the capitalist nations after the overthrow of the old 
system in Russia. Although no concrete politically programmed 
arrangements to this end had been worked out before 7 November 
1917, the Bolsheviks came out against continuation of the imperialist 
war in the event that they succeeded in seizing power, which opened 
the possibilities of bringing into being the principles of peaceful 
coexistence.
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In 1917-20, Lenin’s principles of peaceful coexistence take on more 
definite expression in the political activities of the revolutionary 
government. They encountered tremendous difficulties in their path. 
The greatest of these was that the capitalist nations did not wish to. 
coexist with Soviet Russia, having unleashed against her a war on a 
broad front: from the kaiser to Woodrow Wilson. The Soviet people 
had to defend their right to peaceful coexistence in a difficult armed 
struggle forced on them by world imperialism.

There were also domestic difficulties. The revolutionary forces in 
power found it difficult to work out at once the entire complex of 
methods of interrelations with the world of capitalism abroad that met 
them with hostility. This was complicated further by the fact that in 
the extraordinary conditions of those times slogans like ‘ ‘revolutionary 
war,” “ world revolution,’’ and other petty bourgeois, adventurist 
formulas were popular among a significant faction of the party and the 
workers. One can only be astonished at how quickly and successfully 
the Revolution detached itself from this Trotskyist-Bucharinist adven
turism. It chose at once, unerringly, the course of peace, solving all the 
remaining problems as it went along, gathering experience in foreign 
policy and instilling moderation in the hotheads.

The foreign-policy activities of the Soviet state began with the peace 
decree adopted 8 November 19d7. It reflected with remarkable 
accuracy the essence of the initial stage of revolutionary foreign policy. 
It opened by addressing itself to the peoples of the world, and above 
all the workers of the capitalist countries, but did not stop here. It was 
also addressed to the bourgeois governments with the proposal to 
enter into peace negotiations. It was pointed out in the decree that the 
Soviets were prepared to discuss counterproposals. This was nothing 
but a manifestation of an objectively functioning conformity to law, 
the law of the inevitability of positive cooperation between states 
having different social systems.

During the first months of its existence, the main specific problem 
that the Soviet government had to solve was the question of getting 
out of the war. It must be said that it got out of the war with great 
difficulty. A separate peace was signed, but through no fault of Soviet 
Russia, which displayed patience and tact, permitting the members of 
the Entente (including the United States) to enter into the negotia
tions. In the process of concluding the Peace of Brest-Litovsk an
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important stage in the formation of the principles of Soviet foreign 
policy was passed. Lenin came out categorically against a mechanical 
interpretation of the interrelations between the national and the 
international aspects of the Revolution. When sharp disagreements 
emerged among the party leaders with respect to the conclusion of the 
Brest-Litovsk peace in January 1918, he showed that it would be 
an unforgivable mistake to formulate the course to be taken by 
counting on an immediate revolutionary outbreak in Europe. A true 
revolutionary, said Lenin, is one who strengthens the revolutionary 
power he has won in one country and in this way promotes the 
progress of socialism throughout the world, rather than nurturing 
illusions of a ‘ ‘European revolution’ ’ or giving way to despair when he 
sees that it is not making progress.

Inasmuch as proletarian revolution had not taken place in other 
countries, Soviet power in Russia, according to Lenin, must enter into 
contact with bourgeois governments, striving for peace and the 
creation of conditions for the strengthening of the Russian socialist 
bastion. He rejected the views of those who held that the Revolu
tion has no right to maintain contact with these other govern
ments, and said that in that case the socialist republic “ could not exist 
at all, without flying to the m oon.’’2 The head of the Soviet 
government condemned resolutely the adventurist conception of 
instigating international revolution. Thus, we have before us three 
conceptions of world revolution: the bourgeois conception, used as a 
propaganda bugbear for purposes of counterrevolution; the oppor
tunist, adventurist conception, that is essentially petty bourgeois; and 
the Leninist position, viewing the international revolution as an 
objective worldwide process of replacement of capitalism by socialism, 
demanding the support by the revolutionary forces of the world for 
revolution in one country, pointing out that the truest form of service 
to international revolution on the part of Soviet Russia had to be the 
consolidation of its own achievements and successful socialist .con
struction.

The Brest-Litovsk peace, with all of its disadvantages for the Soviet 
state, laid one more stone in the edifice of the policy of peaceful 
coexistence. In the note of 18 September 1918, from Georgi V. 
Chicherin, the people’s commissar for foreign affairs, to the German 
consul general in Moscow, Chicherin said: “The Worker-Peasant
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Government resolutely wishes to maintain good-neighbor relations 
and peaceful coexistence [italics ours] with Germany, despite all of the 
differences in the systems of the two states, and it is convinced that the 
German Government also wishes to have peaceful coexistence with 
it . . .  the Peoples’ Commissariat firmly believes that Russia and 
Germany will continue to move along the path of peaceful coex
istence.” 3

It had no sooner liberated itself from the threat of German 
intervention, than Soviet Russia, in the spring and summer of 1918, 
was subjected to invasion by its former allies. Now the proposals for 
peace, for the cessation of the undeclared war against the Soviet state, 
were already addressed to the countries of the Entente. From August 
1918 to December 1919 the government of the Russian Soviet 
Federated Socialist Republic (RSFSR) did this eleven times.4 However, 
the outcome of the intervention was settled without resorting to direct 
or indirect negotiations—the interventionists were simply driven out 
or forced to clear off and return where they had come from.

The years of the intervention did not promote the spread of the 
principles of peaceful coexistence at all. Nonetheless, during this 
period the Soviet government developed this idea substantially. It 
tried not to exacerbate relations with the bourgeois countries and, 
being guided by socialist interests, did everything possible to establish 
normal diplomatic relations with them. Chicherin, in his report at the 
meeting of the Central Executive Committee of Soviets on 17 June 
1920, when the imperialist intervention by way of Poland was at its 
height, said: ‘‘Our slogan has been and remains the same: peaceful 
coexistence with other governments, whatever they may be.” 3

The victorious conclusion of the Civil War and the expulsion of the 
foreign interventionists greatly improved the prospects of peaceful 
coexistence. The Soviet state was interested in adjusting its economic 
ties with the outside world. It strove to make fuller utilization of these 
economic opportunities for the building of socialism under the 
conditions of the New Economic Policy (NEP) announced at the tenth 
congress of the Russian Communist party in March 1921. The leading 
capitalist countries, in their turn, needed to reestablish their former 
ties with Russia, without which it was difficult to count on the normal 
functioning of the economic organism of the world. The capitalists
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also entertained the hope that they could achieve through economic 
pressure what they had not been able to achieve through arms—the 
liquidation of the socialist system in Russia. Bourgeois propaganda 
began to talk about the renunciation by the Bolsheviks of “ world 
revolution,” and even about the internal capitulation of Soviet power 
to Russian capital. In essence, this same position was asserted by the 
Trotskyist opposition as well. Neither the capitalists nor the Trotskyists 
understood, or they chose not to understand, the nature of the NEP. 
The NEP was intended for active socialist construction, for the 
building of socialism in the USSR. For this reason our state was most 
interested in constructive peace.

The foreign-policy activities of the Soviet government in prepara
tion for the Genoa conference of 1922 and its conduct there played an 
exceptionally important role in forming the basis of the Leninist 
principles of peaceful coexistence. At this time an important step was 
made in working out a single foreign-policy course for all the Soviet 
republics, and thereby the formation of a united Soviet state. The 
delegation of the RSFSR spoke at Genoa on behalf of all the Soviet 
republics (Ukraine, Belorussia, and the others). It warded off all of the 
attacks of imperialist diplomacy and made it clear that the Soviets 
would not make any concessions in matters of principle. In addition, 
in the spirit of the principles of peaceful coexistence, which by this 
time had been clearly worked out, the Soviet government announced 
that it was ready to establish firm ties with the bourgeois countries 
based on equality, nonintervention, and reciprocity.

Of fundamental significance was the programmatic announcement 
of Chicherin at the opening of the conference: ‘ ‘While adhering to the 
principles of Communism, the Russian delegation recognizes that in 
the present historical epoch, which permits the parallel existence of 
the old system alongside the new socialist system that is arising, 
economic cooperation between nations representing these two systems 
of property is imperative for general economic reconstruction. The 
Russian government therefore places the greatest importance on the 
first point of the Cannes resolution concerning mutual recognition of 
the different systems of property and different political and economic 
forms that exist today in different countries. The Russian delegation 
came here not to propagandize for its own theoretical views but for the
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sake of entering into economic relations with the governments and 
commercial-industrial circles of all countries based on reciprocity, 
equality, and full recognition, without reservation.” 6

Monopoly of foreign trade is the cornerstone of Soviet foreign 
economic policy. This idea was expressed by Lenin as long ago as the 
first days of the Revolution, while in April 1918 he signed a decree on 
nationalization of foreign trade according to which no operations in 
foreign trade could be carried on except through the state body, the 
Peoples’ Commissariat of Foreign Trade. W ith the lifting of the 
economic blockade of Soviet Russia in 1920, the imperialist nations 
mounted an attack on the monopoly of foreign trade which was 
intensified with the transition by the Soviets to the NEP. G. E. 
Zinov’ev, L. B. Kamenev, N. I. Bukharin, and others declaimed 
against monopoly or for its relaxation. But through the efforts of Lenin 
all attempts to weaken it were swept aside.

The matter of ‘ ‘concessions’ ’ occupied a certain place in the foreign- 
policy program of the Soviet government during its first years. It was 
held to be significant economically and politically. Economically, 
concessions were felt to be expedient to attract the more advanced 
technological methods of the bourgeois countries and their capital, for 
the Soviet republic had need of both. Politically, concessions might 
contribute to the “ reeducation” df the more aggressive circles of the 
interventionist .bourgeoisie, serving to cool their militaristic anti-Soviet 
ardor. However, the Soviet government did not exaggerate the 
importance of concessions. In general, as the experience of the 1920s 
showed, they did not take hold, although their number was not 
inconsiderable.

The year 1922 concludes an important phase in the history of Soviet 
foreign policy, the period of the formation of its main principles. The 
Soviet state found the optimal form of solving its national and 
international problems. The Bolshevik party, having emerged as the 
initiator in the creation of the Communist International, helped all 
the revolutionary forces of the bourgeois world to work out the correa 
programmatic and theoretical arrangements. In doing this, the Soviet 
government and the Bolshevik party did not engage in the instigation 
of revolutions, nor permit any interference in the affairs of other 
nations.

Peaceful coexistence is a special form of the class struggle. The
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Soviet people have promoted the revolutionary process in the world 
through successful socialist construction. They have derived the 
benefits of a peaceful breathing space and of economic and diplomatic 
relations with the bourgeois countries. In entering into business ties 
with the land of the Soviets, the world bourgeoisie has also derived 
economic benefits, at the same time hoping to localize and overcome 
the “ Russian contagion,” to bring about the demise of socialism. 
History has made peaceful coexistence objectively inevitable for a 
protracted period of time. And the fact that international capital has 
gone along with this, having no other way out, and that one or 
another of its elements have rejected peaceful coexistence more than 
once and have turned back to the age-old formulas of interventionism, 
have made clear which of the two sides has regarded these principles 
with the lesser enthusiasm.

In the resolution of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee 
on 17 May 1922, on the activities of the Soviet delegation at the Genoa 
conference, it is noted that “ the entire course of international 
relations during recent times gives evidence of the inevitability at this 
stage of historical development of the temporary existence simultane
ously of the communist and bourgeois property systems, and forces 
even the most implacable enemies of Soviet Russia to seek paths of 
understanding with the communist property system, after their 
four-year endeavor to liquidate this system by force has ended in 
collapse.” 7

The Soviet state consolidated itself firmly in the international arena. 
It looked ahead to the future with confidence, threatening no one and 
feeling no fear of the old, capitalist world. The formation on 30 
December 1922 of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics gave the 
Soviet People new strength and created a mighty stronghold for peace 
and socialism.

Jumping ahead, we may now say that the principles of peaceful 
coexistence, originated in the Soviet foreign policy during the first 
years of Soviet power, were destined to have a great future, especially 
in the last two decades. They have been rooted firmly in the practice of 
international relations and in the code of international law. The Soviet 
Union has continued to be their major bearer and promoter. The 
Constitution of the USSR, adopted in 1977, has incorporated those 
principles in the Soviet fundamental law. Among the basic aims of the
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foreign policy of the USSR, according to the Constitution, is that 
of “ consistently implementing the principle of the peaceful coexis
tence of states with different social systems” (Article 28).

The United States Faces the New Russia

The ruling circles of the United States received the October Revolution 
in principle in the same way as the bourgeoisies of the rest of the 
world. While there were certain special nuances, underneath every
thing there lay the usual features typical of the bourgeois outlook 
making no pretense at being exclusively American. In defining their 
relation to Soviet Russia the American bourgeoisie and its government 
took into account the following main considerations: (1) in having 
nationalized foreign holdings and canceled the debts incurred by 
prerevolutionary governments, the Russian Revolution had inflicted 
damage on the American bourgeoisie and its government; (2) when it 
declared its intention to conclude peace and shortly afterward suc
ceeded in doing so, Soviet Russia ceased to be an ally in the war against 
the German bloc and thereby disturbed the calculations of the United 
States and the whole Entente to use the Russian armed forces for its 
own purposes; (3) with one stroke the Revolution canceled out those 
glowing prospects of insinuating American influence into Russia 
which appeared so promising when the provisional government was in 
power; (4) the Revolution was socialist in nature, had overthrown the 
power of the bourgeoisie in one sixth of the planet, and was exerting a 
revolutionary influence on the entire world, even on its most stable 
sector, the American one.

The first factor was not in itself of essential significance in the 
elaboration of the course of the United States with respect to Russia, 
for the material losses were not great, and furthermore, if the 
American government had wished, it could have entered into direct 
negotiations with the Soviet government and reduced the economic 
loss to a minimum. Nonetheless, American propaganda regarded this 
argument as being of value and put it into circulation, adding to it the 
thesis that the Soviet government had deliberately violated all sorts of 
agreements, and continued to make use of the argument for a very 
long time. The second consideration was at first more substantial, but 
very quickly lost all significance. However, it was in the two first
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directions that the United States government found propagandists 
justification for its hostile policy toward the new Russia. But the real 
sources of the hostility, its actual moving forces, were rooted in the last 
two considerations, although official Washington preferred to remain 
silent about this for completely understandable reasons. Nothing at all 
was said about the third factor, while the fourth was used only in an 
absolutely perverted way—in the form of a hysterical clamor to the 
effect that Soviet Russia thought only of undermining and overthrow
ing foreign governments, including the government of the United 
States.

The bourgeois United States gave the October Socialist Revolution a 
hostile reception, in the stria  sense of the term. The American armed 
intervention in Soviet Russia is a fact well known to the readers of both 
countries and it is unnecessary to set forth these events in detail. We 
will only point out that the reasons for the intervention and its goals 
are set forth inadequately in many American works.

It must be admitted that some Soviet works also suffered from 
certain errors. The book of M. Pavlovich, for example, which came out 
in 1922, when the Japanese invaders had not yet been expelled from 
within our borders, contains this kind of uncritical assertion: ‘ ‘We can 
only sympathize with the somewhat intensified American influence on 
Kamchatka and the entire littoral of the Okhotsk Sea.” 8 In 1934, 
apparendy carried away by the friendly atmosphere created by the 
establishment of diplomatic relations with the United States, another 
Soviet historian wrote: “ When the O aober Revolution threw off 
Kerensky, the practical Americans attempted to achieve their main 
goal—restoration of the demolished eastern front—with the aid of the 
Bolsheviks.” 9 In this account the main goal of the American inter
vention is, of course, presented in a distorted form. And many years 
later, A. E. Kunina gave way to another extreme, asserting that “ the 
United States came forward as the initiator and active participant’ ’ in 
the intervention.10 The participation of American imperialists in the 
intervention is undeniable, but after the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, blame 
for initiating the intervention rested on the shoulders of Anglo-French 
and Japanese imperialism.

These erroneous, careless formulations, however, represent only a 
peripheral influence on Soviet historiography. Basically, Soviet authors 
always grasped correctly the counterrevolutionary essence of the
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American intervention and the active participation of the imperialist 
circles of the United States in the ‘ ‘crusade’ ’ against bolshevism. In 
recent Soviet studies, the role and goals of the United States in the 
intervention are explored objectively and fully, drawing on diverse 
sources, among them Soviet and American archives.11

American historians have put forth a number of theories to explain 
the intervention: some say that American troops were sent to Russia to 
restore the eastern front in the war with Germany, to suppress German 
penetration to the east, and were therefore carrying out a mission 
against the kaiser; others, that the intervention was directed against 
Japan, which, taking advantage of the weakness of Soviet Russia, had 
decided to seize a part of the Russian territory; still others say that in 
sending soldiers to Russia Woodrow Wilson wanted to promote ‘ ‘self- 
determination,” for which the ‘‘Russians” were fighting.

First to appear was the version that the intervention was conceived as 
a means for restoring the eastern front, as a way of saving Russia from 
kaiserism. The United States government announced that at the very 
least it hoped to insure the safety of the military supply depots in the 
Murmansk-Arkhangelsk region and to prevent the arming of German 
war prisoners in Siberia. At the same time it was not in the least 
interested in whether there was a threat to Soviet ports from the Ger
mans. Democratic Senator Claude A. Swanson, in a speech on 7 Jan
uary 1919, justifying the intervention without qualification and 
demonstrating the low level of his geographic knowledge and conver
sance with naval matters, said: ‘‘The port of Vladivostok and this port 
of Archangel are the two most important ports and were in consider
able danger at the time of the Russian collapse. Germany was trying to 
get both.” 12 Supported by this kind of thinking, the government 
zealously prepared the anti-German version for justifying the inm i
sión into Russia. For the sake of greater plausibility it gave out the 
propaganda that the Bolsheviks were ‘‘German agents.” For a sizable 
sum it acquired “ documents” that allegedly proved this. Edgar 
Sisson, an official representative of the United States, bought them in 
Petrograd, and they entered into history as the “ Sisson documents,” 
“ proving” that bolshevism acts as an “ arm of Berlin,” not of 
Moscow. At the personal instruction of Woodrow Wilson they began 
to be published in September 1918.

The thesis of the American government and of subsequent histo-
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rians that the intervention was directed against Germany is refuted by 
a whole series of arguments. In the first place, there was no threat to 
Arkhangelsk or Murmansk, and certainly not to Vladivostok from 
Germany and Austria-Hungary. In the second place, the assertion that 
the Americans were aiming to protect the Czechoslovak corps in 
Siberia against the German and Austrian prisoners of war, allegedly 
armed by the Soviets to fight against the Czechoslovaks, does not 
stand up under critical examination. It is a well-known fact that the 
head of the American Red Cross mission, Colonel Raymond Robins, a 
steadfast enemy of Germany, sent Captain William Webster (Amer
ican) and Captain W. L. Hicks (British) to Siberia in the spring of 1918 
to verify this assertion. They ascertained that the Siberian Soviets were 
not arming the German war prisoners. This was true later, as well. One 
would have thought that their report would have removed this item 
from the agenda. But as Frederick Shuman writes, “ This report might 
have been expected to put an end to wild stories, but it did not. No 
attempt was made to discredit the report or to challenge its accuracy. 
All evidence points to the validity of its conclusions. Allied and 
American officials, however, had long since ceased to be capable of 
objective observation of affairs in Russia.” 13 In the third place, if the 
United States government had been concerned first and foremost with 
making the eastern front more active, it should have agreed to the 
most reliable method of achieving this—to enter into contact with the 
Soviet government. This would have been all the more logical in view 
of the fact that the Soviet government had officially inquired of 
Washington whether it was ready to extend assistance to Russia if she 
were to refuse to ratify the Brest-Litovsk peace treaty or if she were to 
be subjected to an unprovoked attack by Germany, and if so, how. 
The United States.government did not go along with this, whereupon 
Colonel Robins, naively figuring out that as far as Russia was con
cerned Wilson was mainly interested in the fate of the eastern front, 
saw that there was nothing more for him to do there.

Occasionally in the American literature one encounters a position 
that presents the anti-German interpretation in a way that makes it 
appear less primitive, more refined. Christopher Lasch, for example, 
writes that so far as the United States government was concerned,
4 ‘Bolshevism itself was merely an extension of kaiserism. ’ ’u  This would 
seem to rescue the anti-German version from any vulnerability to
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attack. However, to continue our argument, as a fourth reason against 
the validity of this notion we may point out that the Siberian interven
tion began at a time when the days of kaiser’s Germany were 
numbered, and it was expanded to its full extent after the world war 
had already come to an end. Its full swing came in 1919, when the 
counterrevolutionary, anti-Soviet purport of the expedition appeared 
in all its nakedness. The liberal weekly Nation, on 19 July 1919, 
reflected exactly this interpretation of the American intervention: ‘ ‘It 
is now perfectly evident that, despite the fact that we are at peace with 
Germany and that Germany has ratified the treaty, the Allies are 
going to carry on their unauthorized and unhallowed wars against 
Hungary and Russia. America may now trade with Germany freely but 
not, the Government announced, with either Hungary or that portion 
of Russia occupied by the Bolsheviki.” 15 Finally, we may also point 
out, that the United States and its allies readily agreed to use the 
erstwhile troops of the kaiser to overthrow Soviet power in the Baltic 
area, that is, to spread the influence of kaiserism in that region.

Thus, it is impossible to take seriously the notion of a struggle 
against kaiserism as representing the true goals of the American inter
vention. In the clear class-oriented counterrevolutionary expressions of 
a memorandum composed by one of the government agencies in 
August 1918, there is not a word about the Bolsheviks being agents of 
the kaiser.16 But just such a slogan was needed for propaganda pur
poses. It was customary at that time to label everything that was 
objectionable in the political scheme as “ pro-German and Bol
shevist. ’ ’ 17 For anyone even moderately familiar with the history of 
domestic politics in the United States during that period, the true sense 
of the “ German” terminology of the ruling circles should be clear. It 
was employed in the class struggle against revolution and against any 
radical tendency of that time. Even wide circles of liberals who had 
come out for recognition of Soviet Russia were made out to be 
“ Germans.”

The Bolsheviks were no greater “ advocates of kaiserism” than 
Eugene V. Debs, who found himself in prison, or than any of the 
other opponents of the anti-Soviet intervention in the United States. 
W ithin the United States it was awkward to brand such wide segments 
of the population “ kaiserists,” especially after 11 November 1918, 
but this description of bolshevism, first used on 7 November 1917,
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continued thereafter. In January 1919 the Washington Post came out 
against "a  Germanized Russia.” This was found necessary, as with 
other organizers of the intervention, to justify the counterrevolu
tionary campaign into Russia. The newspaper expressed itself quite 
frankly: ‘ ‘The extermination of the Bolsheviki is a necessity of life to 
free men ând free nations.” 18

The second explanation, that the intervention was directed against 
Japan, had less vitality, even though it came far closer to objective 
reality as compared with the antikaiser fantasy.19 It is right to say that 
one of the goals of the United States military expedition to Siberia was 
to contain the Japanese, or at any rate to control their excessively 
determined activity. But this was only one of the motives for the 
intervention. The United States government realized that it could find 
in the Soviet government a most reliable ally in opposing Japanese 
penetration of Siberia, but it made no approach to the Soviets. Up 
until the end of the Japanese intervention the United States still took 
no decisive step against Japan, choosing the lesser of two evils. It must 
also be remembered that American intervention did not confine itself 
to the Far East. It began even earlier in the European part of northern 
Russia, and the notion of containing Japan from there would have 
been just as implausible as the notion of striking at Germany from 
Vladivostok.

But some American historians do look objectively at the real reasons 
for the intervention. Among these we may point to the works of 
Frederick L. Schuman and William A. Williams, in which the idea of 
the counterrevolutionary, anti-Soviet nature of the American armed 
interference in Russia is brought out persuasively enough.

An analysis of the specific actions of the United States government 
during those years and a theoretical understanding of the entire course 
of its international policy in recent times show that the true practical 
goals of the intervention were the following: first, to overthrow the 
revolutionary power; second, to consolidate American positions in the 
“ new” Russia. Under existing conditions, the second goal seemed 
attainable, for France and Britain were weakened, Germany routed, 
and Japan set itself against Russia through its plans and actions in 
Siberia. As for the first goal, there existed in the United States the 
conviction that Soviet power, precarious even without this, would fall 
as soon as the Russians saw that Woodrow Wilson “ himself” was
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proposing to make Russia “ safe for democracy.” The expectation of 
the rapid fall of Soviet power prevailed in bourgeois public opinion in 
the United States. According to W alter Lippmann and Charles 
Merzer, between November 1917 and November 1919, the New York 
Times reponed no less than ninety-one times that the collapse of the 
Soviets was inevitable.20 The expansionist circles of the United States 
held the hope that Woodrow Wilson would inspire the Russian people 
to overthrow the Bolsheviks, and that in return, as a sign of their 
gratitude for having had their country made “ safe for democracy,” 
the Russians would throw their doors wide open to the Americans.

The American-Russian Chamber of Commerce, the center for the 
expansionists of this bent who were formulating Russian policy, pic
tured the immediate future in February 1918 as follows: “W ithout 
any question, Russia will present at the termination of the war, the 
largest and most favorable field for the extension of American business 
of any foreign country. Assuming a liberalized Germany, there 
undoubtedly will be close relationships between Russia and Germany, 
but the United States, if American interests maintain their interest in 
Russia, and are ready to grasp their opportunities, should be an ex
tremely important factor in the Russian field.” 21 In September 1918 
the executive committee of the Chamber of Commerce , developing 
the principles of “ an American policy for Russia” further, and de
claring ‘ ‘hearty accord with the Administration’ ’ on the question of 
intervention, urged “ to consolidate the work of this expedition” and 
to add a ‘ ‘civil-economic mission’ ’ to the army which would consoli
date what had been achieved through military means.22 The expan
sionists increased their distribution of A  Message to the American 
People, by Catherine Breshkovsky, published in 1919, with a foreword 
by the ancient champion of “ Russian freedom,” George Kennan. In 
it, in plain terms, we find: “ Americans, come to Russia! Do not 
hesitate to invest your capital, and right on the spot convert our raw 
materials into all kinds of products. ’ ’23 All of this, of course, was to be 
done after the overthrow of bolshevism.

Intervention and Its Opponents

The anti-Bolshevik campaign began with the first day of Soviet 
power. The United States government realized at once what had taken
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place in Russia. On 10 November Francis was already telegraphing to 
Lansing: ‘ ‘O f course we should make no loans to Russia at present. ’>24 
And on 24 November he inquired of his chief: ‘ ‘W hat do you think of 
treating Russia as China was treated.” 25 W ithout hestitation, the 
American government intervened in the internal affairs of Soviet 
Russia. On 19 November Francis even issued an appeal ‘‘to the 
People of Russia,” making it ‘‘on behalf of my Government and my 
people.” It was anti-Soviet in character, and urged them not to 
submit to the new authority. He presumptuously proclaimed: “ I have 
not lost faith in the ability of the Russian people to solve their own 
problems.” 26 The Russian people paid no attention to this, nor to a 
subsequent appeal to them by the American ambassador.27 These 
documents, along with a mass of others, some of which we will refer to 
below, could have satisfied fully the inquiries of American political 
figures and propagandists, striving so earnestly in the 1920s and 1930s 
to find examples of the interference of the government of one country 
in the affairs of another.

Interference in Russian affairs clearly was from the outset counter
revolutionary in nature. Woodrow Wilson had already condemned the 
Bolsheviks in his speech at the annual meeting of the AFL on 12 No
vember 1917.28 The president’s message to Congress of 4 Decem
ber, in which he proposed declaring war against Austria-Hungary, is 
worthy of analysis. In preparing the document in question. Secretary 
Lansing composed a memorandum (2 December) in which he assessed 
the nature of the Bolsheviks: ‘ ‘The one thing they are striving to bring 
about is the ‘Social Revolution,’ which will sweep away national 
boundaries, racial distinctions and modem political, religious, and 
social institutions, and make the ignorant and incapable mass of 
humanity dominant in the earth. They indeed plan to destroy civiliza
tion by mob violence.” 29 It is doubtful whether Lansing and all of 
official Washington conceived kaiserism in such terms! And yet it was 
the similarity, in smaller measure, between kaiserism and bolshevism 
that was used as grounds for the imminent intervention in Russia. On 
4 December Lansing presented the president with the draft of a 
declaration on the Russian question composed in such harsh terms that 
Wilson, while he approved of the content, did not accept its form for 
publication.

However, notwithstanding all the liberal phraseology, anti-Soviet
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motifs showed distinctly through the Russian part of the message. 
Wilson characterized the October Revolution as “ the sad reverses" 
and did not let slip the opportunity to link the events in Russia with 
German influence: “ The Russian people have been poisoned by the 
very same falsehoods that have kept the German people in the dark, 
and the poison has been administered by the very same hand. The 
only possible antidote is the tru th .” 30 It was in seeking to discover the 
‘ ‘truth* ’ that Wilson came upon the “ Sisson documents. ’ * William A. 
Williams was right when he concluded that “ intervention as a con
sciously anti-Bolshevik operation was decided upon by American 
leaders within five weeks" after 7 November 1917.31

American historiography concerning the intervention has been most 
successful in dealing with the question of showing the torment that 
Wilson experienced before deciding on the intrusion into Russia. For 
the Democratic president, an apostle of bourgeois liberalism who in 
April 1917 set out on a campaign to “ make the world safe for 
democracy,” it must indeed have been difficult to send troops into a 
revolutionary country which had made itself truly safe for democracy. 
It was much easier for the kaiser, Clemenceau, Lloyd George, and the 
emperor of Japan to make this decision. For six decades now American 
historiography has been tormenting itself, along with Wilson, trying 
to discover some moral or psychological justification for this unseemly 
act. Among present-day historians, George Kennan, bearing the same 
surname and being a distant relative of the “ first American crusader 
for Russian freedom," maintains that the intervention only “ coin
cided" with the Civil War and is indignant with “ Soviet histori
ography," which dares to declare that the intrusion had as its goal the 
overthrow of the Bolshevik authority, when, in his opinion, it 
stemmed from “ the necessities of the war with Germany.32

Kennan sees the tragedy of the intervention not in the fact that it 
mounted a counterrevolution, a civil war entailing massive destruction 
and slaughter, but in the fact that Wilson, by agonizing for such a 
long time and refusing to agree to demand urgently that the Allies 
intervene as soon as possible, sent his soldiers too late: ‘ ‘The American 
forces had scarcely arrived in Russia when history invalidated at a 
single stroke almost every reason Washington had conceived for their 
being there.” 33 The end of the First World War was in sight. Ac
cording to Kennan*s tragic conception the intervention was a mistake, a
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belated measure. George Kennan cannot get around the problem of 
how the “ tragic mistake” that he discovered in Wilsonian policy 
influenced future Soviet-American relations. Retrospectively, he con
soles Wilson with the notion that even without the intervention 
relations with Soviet Russia would have turned out badly, inasmuch as 
nothing else could have been expected from the Bolsheviks: “ All these 
traits of the Soviet official personality would have been present in any 
case to bedevil even the most faithful and enlightened of American 
efforts to moderate the differences and to reduce the gap.”34

While Wilson did not decide to proceed with the military interven
tion at once, he did take an anti-Soviet position from the start. His 
fourteen points had a twofold anti-Bolshevik direction. First, his entire 
platform constituted a liberal-imperialist counterbalance to the Lenin 
revolutionary program of peace, an attem pt to weaken the influence of 
the course of the Socialist Revolution. Second, the sixth point directly 
concerned Russia. It stipulated that German troops must evacuate 
Russian territory, but its wording showed that the “ good will” prom
ised by Wilson would be directed not to Soviet Russia but to Russia 
as she had been before 7 November 1917. The sixth point ended on a 
very solemn note: “ The treatment accorded Russia by her sister 
nations in the months to come will be the acid test of their good will, 
of their comprehension of her needs as distinguished from their own 
interests, and of their intelligent and unselfish sympathy.”35 Events 
quickly showed that the “ sister nations,” among them the North 
American, did not pass this test.

The next important step in W ashington’s Russian policy was the 
appeal addressed by Wilson to the Second Congress of Soviets on 11 
March 1918, which had the purpose of preventing ratification of the 
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. “ Although the Government of the United 
States,” said the president, “ is unhappily not now in a position to 
render the direct and effective aid it would wish to render, I beg to 
assure the people of Russia through the Congress that it will avail itself 
of every opportunity to secure for Russia once more complete sove
reignty and independence in her own affairs and full restoration of her 
great role in the life of Europe and the modern world.”36 At first 
glance it may seem strange that Wilson, even if only for demagogic 
reasons, did not promise assistance to the Soviets in their struggle 
against Germany on condition that they refuse to ratify the Brest-
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Litovsk treaty. But Wilson could not do this. He behaved like a man of 
“ principle.” Any irresponsible promise, however hollow, might be 
construed as some sort of recognition of Soviet power, which Wash
ington did not want. He did not go beyond an appeal not to ratify the 
peace treaty.

The telegram sent in response by the Soviet Congress showed 
Wilson that he was dealing with a revolutionary-socialist sovereign 
government. The president was finally convinced that the “ Russian 
people” must be “ helped.” But how? He racked his brain for some 
means to justify Russia’s enlightenment by force. Realizing this, 
Francis telegraphed from Vologda on 2 May 1918 as follows: “ In my 
judgment time for allied intervention has arrived.” 57 But for Wilson 
that time had not quite yet arrived. He sought to combine the liberal 
idea of the self-determination of peoples (with the purpose of strength
ening American influence among the self-determined peoples), with 
the idea of armed intervention. Unlike the president of the semi- 
Fascist Poland of the 1930s, where the head of state, according to the 
1935 constitution, was responsible only “ to God and history,”38 
Wilson, the ‘ ‘New Freedom’ ’ leader of bourgeois-democratic Amer
ica, had to answer to a wider public.

The United States government found a solution to its problem in 
the counterrevolutionary revolt ofithe Czechoslovak Corps, which be
gan at the end of May 1918. This made everything much simpler for 
Wilson. He ignored the opinion of his military advisers who, naively 
believing that an anti-German operation was being planned, coun
seled against it because of its apparent strategic futility, and made the 
decision to go ahead on 6 July 1918.39 On 17 July the secretary of 
state sent the Allied ambassadors in Washington a memorandum 
setting forth the American view of the intervention. The main part of 
this document read as follows: ‘ ‘Military action is admissible in Russia, 
as the Government of the United States sees the circumstances, only to 
help the Czecho-Slovaks consolidate their forces and get into suc
cessful cooperation with their Slavic kinsmen and to steady any efforts 
at self-government or self-defense in which the Russians themselves 
may be willing to accept assistance. W hether from Vladivostok or from 
Murmansk and Archangel, the only legitimate object for which Amer
ican or Allied troops can be employed, it submits, is to guard military
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stores which may subsequently be needed by Russian forces and to 
render such aid as may be acceptable to the Russians in the organiza
tion of their own self-defense."40

The reference to safeguarding the military depots and defending 
the Czechoslovaks, that is, the entire anti-German part of the memo
randum, must be regarded as propagandists window dressing. The 
true problem was the plan to assist the Czechoslovaks and the "Rus
sians" (in the American lexicon of the intervention period the term 
Russian did not include the Bolsheviks, the Soviets, and was synony
mous with the term anti-Soviet) in ‘ ‘self-defense’ ’ against the Revolu
tion, and ‘ ‘self-determination’ ’ on a counterrevolutionary basis. The 
anti-Japanese purport of the document must also be noted, especially 
when it says that the intervention must help the Czechoslovaks to 
cooperate ‘ ‘only’ ’ with their "Slavic kinsmen. ’ ’ This was a hint to the 
Japanese, and to some extent also to the British and French, that the 
United States was opposed to dividing Russia into spheres of in
fluence, that it was in favor of an open-door policy. However, in order 
not to dampen the interventionist, counterrevolutionary enthusiasm 
of their allies, the United States government also stipulated that it 
would not permit "the least color of criticism” of their behavior.44

The American interventionist army in Russia was not a very large 
force—about 5,500 in the North and as many as 12,000 in the Far 
East.42 It did not engage in any major battles with the Red Army but 
did take part in individual skirmishes, counting 244 killed and 305 
wounded in the North alone,43 according to American casualty 
figures. The Americans contributed to the effort to overthrow Soviet 
rule by supplying, advising, and directing the W hite Army in Siberia, 
and guarding its lines of communications. General William S. Graves, 
the United States commander in Siberia, maintained with apparent 
sincerity that his soldiers were not fighting against the Reds, that they 
were not interventionists.44 He argued that Congress had not declared 
war against Russia (at that time the Americans had not yet become 
accustomed to wars not sanctioned by Congress), and that there were 
almost no battles with the Red Army. However, the general himself 
acknowledged that thanks to the Americans, the railroads of Siberia 
were open only to the Whites, and that the Red Cross worked to help 
only the counterrevolutionaries.4’ Furthermore, at the very beginning
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of his memoirs, Graves writes: “ W ithout the support of foreign 
troops, I doubt if Kolchak or his Government ever possessed sufficient 
strength to exercise sovereign powers.“46 The American railroad mis
sion headed by John F. Stevens spared no effort in organizing trans
portation for the Kolchak “ government,“ and took advantage of the 
opportunity to strengthen American influence in Siberia. To Stevens, 
the “ value“ of his Russian Railway Service Corps was in the help it 
gave to Kolchak.47 Control of the railroad was equivalent to control of 
Siberia, so that the American efforts were not in vain.

The main contribution of the Wilsonian “ measures,“ which had as 
their alleged goal to make Russia “ safe for democracy“ but actually 
served the investment banks of the United States, were not made 
through direct military action in our country but by giving every kind 
of aid possible to our homegrown Russian “ champions of democ
racy.“ Kolchak was almost entirely dependent on the Americans. 
Denikin, Wrangel, the W hite Poles, and all of the anti-Soviet forces 
received every possible means of material support from across the 
ocean, as well as advice on military strategy. G. N. Tsvetkov writes 
that “ there was not a single W hite Guard force which the American 
government would not have been willing to help militarily or finan
cially in the struggle against the Soviet state,“ and that the general 
total of this assistance amounted to approximately four billion 
dollars.48

Together with its allies, the government of the United States also 
put in motion an active diplomatic effort against the Soviets. Through 
their combined efforts the Versailles conference became the head
quarters of the interventionists and the W hite Guards. It was not by 
chance that Herbert Hoover characterized the Russian question as 
“ among the worst problems before the Peace Conference.“49 On 
22 January 1919 Wilson put forward a plan for summoning a con
ference of all the governments that had come into being on the territory 
of the former Russian Empire and were taking part in the Civil War to 
discuss conditions for a prompt cessation of hostilities. When the White 
Guards and their sponsors in the Entente defeated the plan, Wilson 
and Lloyd George sent the William Bullitt mission to Moscow with the 
task of sounding out Soviet conditions for peace. The American envoy 
was received by Lenin himself, and a draft Soviet-American peace 
proposal was agreed on very quickly.
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When Bullitt returned to Paris, Wilson did not even want to speak 
to him, pretending that he knew nothing about the mission. Why did 
the president change his position so abruptly? Bullitt replied to this 
comprehensively at the meeting of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee investigating this diplomatic about-face in September 
1919. When Senator Warren Harding asked “why the Soviet proposal 
was not given favorable consideration,” Bullitt replied: “ Kolchak 
made a 100-mile advance, and immediately the entire press of Paris 
was roaring and screaming on the subject, announcing that Kolchak 
would be in Moscow within two weeks; and therefore everyone in 
Paris, including, I regret to say members of the American commission, 
began to grow very lukewarm about peace in Russia, because they 
thought Kolchak would arrive in Moscow and wipe out the Soviet 
Government. ’ ’50

Wilson felt that the fate of “ Russian democracy” was most closely 
connected with Kolchak. Not only was he more dependent on the 
United States than the other W hite Guard leaders, but he also suited 
the Americans best. Kolchak’s idea of a united and indivisible Russia 
played into the hands of the Americans first and foremost, and did not 
particularly suit the British and the Japanese. In the first days of Soviet 
power the ruling circles in the United States had not yet grasped the 
advantages of this idea for them, but before long they seized it 
tenaciously. They saw that the British and the French were firmly 
established in the outlying national areas of European Russia, while in 
the East, the division of Russia was a cherished dream of the Japanese 
as well as of the British. The Americans needed a united and indivi
sible Russia as the traditional counterweight against Japan and Britain. 
But this was by no means all, or even the main consideration, for the 
very active liberal-expansionist forces of Wilsonian America wanted to 
do more than merely check the ambitions of their allies. They hoped 
that in a united and indivisible Russia American capital and American 
bourgeois-democratic institutions would come to occupy a leading 
place. In December of 1920 in the “ Statement of American Policy 
toward Russia,” having emphatically condemned the idea of dis
membering the Russian state, and supported just as firmly the course 
of not recognizing the Soviets and expressed confidence in the speedy 
downfall of the Bolsheviks, the American-Russian Chamber of 
Commerce painted the ideal portrait of Russia as follows: “ A strong.
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united Russia is of the utmost importance for the economic future of 
America. She will call on us for credit and for guidance in the develop
ment of her unmatched physical resources.” ’1 Of course, it was not so 
much a strong and united Russia that the expansionists of the United 
States needed, as a large and undivided Russia, so that it would not be 
subject to undue influence from Britain, France, and Germany, but 
at the same time would not be strong and independent enough to 
withstand American interference and choose the socialist path of socio
economic development.

The complete defeat of the W hite Guards and interventionists and 
the strengthening of Soviet power in almost the entire territory of the 
former Russian Empire meant the total collapse of Washington’s 
Russian policy. Russia proved unsafe for Wilsonian bourgeois democ
racy. Wilsonian imperialist liberalism was bankrupt against the 
socialist democratism and patriotism of the Russian people. The great 
doctrinaire could not understand this, and decided that the Russians 
had simply not matured sufficiently to accept his “ new freedom.” 
This was both a political and a personal failure for Wilson. The 
collapse of Wilsonianism consisted first and foremost in the failure of 
America’s counterrevolutionary, expansionist designs, and not in such 
historical trifles as the refusal of the Senate to ratify the Treaty of 
Versailles. “ Thus,” writes E. I. Popova, “ it was more than the failure 
of intervention, more than the defeat of a military intrusion into 
another people’s country—it was the complete failure of Wilsonian 
liberalism, its capitulation before a new idea and a new system.” ’2

The defeat of Kolchak and Denikin taught the American govern
ment a lesson. It gave up continuing direct intervention, removing its 
troops from Russia in 1919-20. On 7 July 1920 the State Department 
announced the removal of restrictions on trade with Russia in nonmili
tary goods. It was stipulated that this was not a ‘ ‘political recognition’ ’ 
of “ any Russian authority” and that individuals and corporations 
that entered into trade relations with Russia ‘ ‘will do so on their own 
responsibility and at their own risk. ’ ’”  This decision was influenced by 
the United States government's apprehension over the Anglo-Soviet 
negotiations that began in the spring of 1920; it did not wish to leave 
the Russian market entirely to Britain.

Faced with the inevitability of formulating a new Russian policy, the 
Democratic government proved incapable of advancing any construe-
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tive ideas. Secretary of State Bainbridge Colby’s note to the Italian 
ambassador on 10 August 1920 only reemphasized the Russian policy 
of 1917-20 and charted the course the United States was to follow for 
the next thirteen years, up to the time when the next Democratic 
government came to power. Formulated when the Polish-Soviet war 
was at its height, the note was in reply to an inquiry from the Italian 
government about the American attitude to that conflict, and 
amounted to a diplomatic demarche against the Soviet state.

The Colby note54 was the most expressive and fundamental docu
ment of the State Department during the entire period of nonrecogni
tion of the land of the Soviets. Two principal themes stood out 
through the whole message—abuse of the Soviet government and the 
notion of the territorial integrity of the Russian state. In Colby’s 
estimation, “ the existing regime in Russia is based upon the negation 
of every principle of honor and good faith, and every usage and 
convention, underlying the whole structure of international law; the 
negation, in short, of every principle upon which it is possible to base 
harmonious and trustful relations, whether of nations or of indi
viduals. ’ ’ He ascribed to the Bolsheviks the fantastic statement that 
the very existence of Soviet power in Russia was dependent on the 
overthrow of the governments “ in all other great civilized nations, 
including the United States.” “ The diplomatic service of the Bol
shevist Government,” warned the secretary of state, “ would become a 
channel for intrigues and the propaganda of revolt against the institu
tions and the laws of countries, with which it was at peace, which 
would be an abuse of friendship to which enlightened governments 
cannot subject themselves.” Needless to say, the history of Soviet 
relations with the bourgeois states up to that time had made these 
conclusions groundless.

Along with justification for the nonrecognition policy, the idea of 
Russia’s territorial integrity occupies an important place in the note. 
Secretary Colby was prepared to exclude Finland, Poland (territory 
having a Polish population), and, with certain reservations, Armenia 
(where he still hoped to establish American influence) from a united 
Russia. Washington did not want to see Russia divided further, openly 
disapproving of the program of the Supreme Council of the Allies 
favoring independence for the Baltic States and the Caucasus, and 
the activities of the Japanese, who held under their military control a
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part of the Russian Far East. According to Vera Dean, Wilson “ had 
opposed recognition of the independence of Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania and had privately expressed the opinion that these countries 
would eventually be reincorporated into Russian territory.’’55 As we 
know, the United States recognized the above-mentioned states only 
in July 1922. Wilson’s government was even more opposed to a 
change in the status quo in the Far East. Recognizing as permanent the 
historic boundaries in that area, it did not want the Japanese or any 
other power coming forward with the notion of cutting into Russian 
territory.

We have noted already why the United States adhered to the 
position of the territorial integrity of Russia. There is no doubt that 
this aroused some interest on the part of the Soviet government, which 
perceived a certain difference between the approach of the United 
States and of the other imperialist nations to the problem of our 
borders. But in Colby’s note even this idea, which was to some extent 
positive, bore a distinctly anti-Soviet character. During the course of 
the intervention and the Civil War, those in the ruling circles of the 
United States became at least partially aware of the great concern of 
our people about safeguarding the territorial and political integrity of 
their country. Especially instructive to the Americans was the experi
ence of the Russian Far East, where the population demonstrated that 
even being out of touch with the main centers and isolated amid the 
White Guards, when it found itself far distant from Moscow in the hill 
sense of the word, it did not conceive of any existence except as part of 
the united family of the peoples of our country. The Americans saw 
that one of the reasons for the victory of the Bolsheviks was that the 
peoples of Russia found in them their most national party. Bainbridge 
Colby decided to “ deprive” the Communists of this sort of popular 
support. “ Thus only,” he reasoned, “ can the Bolshevist regime be 
deprived of its false, but effective, appeal to Russian nationalism and 
compelled to meet the inevitable challenge of reason and self-respect 
which the Russian people, secure from invasion and territorial viola
tion, are sure to address to a social philosophy that degrades them and 
a tyranny that oppresses them .”

While Colby’s note was a malicious anti-Soviet libel, in the pan 
that concerned tenitory it did give official America a cenain basis for 
claiming in the future that during Russia’s difficult years it stood for
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the integrity of the Russian state and held back those who wanted to 
enrich themselves at the expense of Russian land. This is exactly what 
Franklin Roosevelt did when he told M. M. Litvinov in November 
1933 that the United States had “ protected” the Russian Far East 
from Japanese seizure during the first years of Soviet rule. Colby’s note 
finalized the active interventionist work of the United States govern
ment in Soviet Russia and began a new phase of American policy in 
which the ruling circles counted mainly on the belief that, without 
American recognition, the Bolshevik regime would collapse, or at the 
very least decline in strength.

In carrying out its anti-Soviet policy Wilson’s government received 
encouragement and support from many of the bourgeoisie, whose 
counterrevolutionary and interventionist attitudes often went even 
farther than the official steps taken by the president. W ith few excep
tions, the press was resolutely against the Soviets. A flood of calumny 
was directed against revolutionary Russia, including the assertion that 
women had become public property. Among the most active enemies 
of Soviet Russia was the National Civic Federation, including a wide 
spectrum of reactionaries and conservatives, from the biggest monop
olists to trade-union bureaucrats. The Zionists, who had earlier been 
in favor of the “ Russian democracy,” also joined the anti-Soviet 
chorus. Louis Marshall, president of the American Jewish Committee, 
declared: “ Everything that real Bolshevism stands for is to the Jew 
detestable.” 56

The expression of bellicose anti-Soviet views was in fashion in the 
Congress. Talk about ‘ ‘a state of war’ ’ between Russia and the United 
States was frequently heard on Capitol Hill, although the W hite 
House and the State Department tried their best to avoid such 
’ ’harsh’ ’ words because they did not fit in with the liberal camouflage 
used to cover the armed intervention. On 14 January 1919 Senator 
Charles S. Thomas of Colorado asserted in a devastating speech that 
“ Bolsheviki long ago declared war against us,” that “ Russia is the 
center from which all Governments are being attacked.” 57 Senator 
Porter J. MacCumber of North Dakota went farthest in bellicose 
appeals, proposing on 14 February that the president increase the 
American army in Russia to 500,000 men in order to “ liberate” the 
Russian people “ from the assassins who now hold them in subjec
tion.” 58 On 3 March, when Kolchak was beginning his attack, he
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repeated his appeal, urging that the interventionist army be brought 
up to a strength of half a million.59

To be sure, other voices were also heard within the walls of the 
Capitol. Senator Hiram Johnson of California on 12 December 1918 
introduced a resolution in which he pointed out that there existed a 
“ state of war” between Russia and the United States without the 
sanction of Congress and demanded that the the secretary of state 
provide the Senate, “ if not incompatible with the public interest,” all 
of the information on the basis of which the American government 
had sent troops into Russia.60 On 7 January 1919, another very pres
tigious senator, Robert M. LaFollette of Wisconsin, declared that “ the 
Congress and the country ought to know why we are making war upon 
the Russian people.”61 And on 9 January Senator William Borah of 
Idaho warned the W hite House, ‘ ‘If we ever go into Russia to set up a 
government by force we will leave millions of our boys in nameless 
graves, bankrupt our Treasury, and in the end come out something as 
Napolean d id .” He spoke out in the spirit of peaceful coexistence: “ I 
take the position that the Russian people have the same right to 
establish a socialistic state as we have to establish a Republic.”62

Revolutionarily and progressively inclined Americans, together with 
some liberals and even a few conservatives, spoke out against interven
tion and for recognition of and- friendly cooperation with Soviet 
Russia.63 Naturally the revolutionary sections of the American working 
class and intelligentsia hailed the Socialist Revolution in Russia with 
special warmth. Most of the socialists spoke out in defense of our 
revolution and fought resolutely against the intervention. W ith the 
appearance of the Communist party in the United States in 1919 there 
arose the most steadfast center for the struggle for Soviet-American 
rapprochement, for friendship between our peoples. Ten Days that 
Shook the World, a book written by John Reed, the founder of the 
Communist party in the United States, played a leading role in 
exposing misinformation about Soviet Russia, and propagandizing for 
the great humanism of the Socialist Revolution. The eminent Amer
ican publicist and writer, Lincoln Steffens, also did a lot to dissemi
nate the truth about the Soviet state.

Still another staunch friend of Soviet Russia was Eugene V. Debs, 
who found himself in prison shortly after the Russian Revolution for 
having spoken out against the imperialist war. “ Eugene Debs and
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John Reed,” writes a biographer of Debs, “ found common cause in 
their belief in the Bolshevik Revolution. ’ ’** In the election campaign of 
1920 Debs told the Socialists: “ I heartily support the Russian Revolu
tion without reservation. ’ ’65 Although he did not agree in all matters 
with the Bolsheviks, he remained to the end on the side of the 
Revolution. In December 1922 he had this to say about the Bol
sheviks: “ For five years they have stood with more than Spartan 
courage against the foul assaults of the whole criminal capitalist
world___ The Russian Republic stands trium phant, gloriously
triumphant on its fifth anniversary, a beacon light of hope and 
promise to all mankind!”66

Refuting slanderous statements made about the revolution in 
Russia, Norman Thomas, the future leader of the American Socialists, 
wrote in a pacifist magazine, The World Tomorrow, in September 
1918, “ The truth is that Russia is now in the process of working out 
the most significant social experiment since the French Revolution. In 
the Soviet form of government she has made a unique contribution to 
the organization of the political state. But that is the smaller part of 
the story. Her great task is that she is striving to secure economic 
democracy as a basis for the development of mankind.”67

The AFL supported Wilson’s policy toward Russia unconditionally. 
In his memoirs Samuel Gompers expresses regret that “ all our efforts 
to prevent the second Russian revolution failed. ’>6S The AFL leaders, 
speaking in favor of the intervention, at the same time joined the 
campaign against the “ Reds” in the ranks of their own trade unions. 
Nonetheless, at the congresses of the federation, the question invari
ably came up of putting an end to the intervention and recognizing 
Soviet Russia. W ithin the labor union movement sympathy for the 
Soviet state was greatest among the clothing workers’ and ladies’ 
garment workers’ unions. Sidney Hillman, president of the Amal
gamated Clothing Workers of America, a Russian emigrant, paid a 
visit to his former homeland and returned to the United States ‘ ’full of 
enthusiasm for the workers’ republic.” 69 In 1920 a trade-union 
alliance for the establishment of trade relations with Russia was 
organized.70

Colonel Raymond Robins carried on a very active propaganda cam
paign in opposition to the anti-Soviet intervention, and tried to bring 
to the American public an understanding of the true significance of
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what had happened in Russia. He often appeared before bourgeois 
audiences, trying to persuade the business world and American 
statesmen to look at the Russian situation sensibly and without bias. 
Robins emphasized the hopelessness of military intervention as a 
means of struggle against the Revolution, appealing for positive action 
as a counterbalance to revolutionary ideas and a guarantee of pre
serving bourgeois values. In a speech before a group of businessmen in 
June 1919 he urged: “ Against idea there must be idea. Against 
millennial plan there must be millennial plan. Against self-sacrifice to 
a dream there must be self-sacrifice to a higher and nobler dream.“71 

In general, the movement to put an end to the intervention and to 
recognize Soviet Russia took a great many organizational and political 
forms in the United States. It proved one of the real factors in ending 
the intervention and the blockade.

First Contacts

In the struggle against world imperialism the Soviet government did 
not make any distinctions in principle between the behavior of the 
ruling circles of the United States and their accomplices in the counter
revolutionary campaign. Soviet officials often spoke of President 
Wilson in uncomplimentary but accurate terms. Among the people, 
the impression that the Americans were interventionists also took root. 
In 1919 the most popular revolutionary poet, Vladimir Mayakovsky, 
would address the president of the United States as follows:

I shall come to him,
I shall say to him:
“ Wilson, . . .  well,

Woodrow,
Do you want a pailful of my blood?” 72

All the same, the Soviet government had grounds for expecting that 
the ruling circles of the United States would not take so hostile a 
position as Germany, England, France, and Japan. This expectation 
stemmed from the fact that the American capitalists had less to lose 
than the British, French, or Belgians, that the United States had no 
territorial claims in Russia, as Germany and Japan did. In some 
measure the Soviet government relied on the unselfishness of the
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Americans, and even more on their practicality and keen business 
sense. It expected that the United States would try to get trade going 
with Russia, seeing that the positions of her competitors were 
weakened.

As we have noted earlier, during the critical days of the ratification 
of the Brest-Litovsk peace treaty, the Soviet government did not rule 
out the possibility of turning for assistance to the United States if 
German aggression were to continue. In May 1918 the Supreme 
Council of National Economy’s Committee on Foreign Trade worked 
out a plan for economic relations between Soviet Russia and the 
United States, which Lenin gave to Colonel Robins to take back home 
for the information of interested parties. The plan noted that “ today 
and in the immediate future, after the conclusion of a general peace, 
Germany will have to yield its first place as provider of industrial and 
consumer goods to Russia. Another country, highly developed in 
capital but not so ravaged by war, will take its place. In the immediate 
future that country can ony be America. ’ ’73

In spite of the fact that the United States had participated in the 
intervention, Lenin consistendy moved toward establishing business 
reladons between the two countries. When an American correspon
dent asked, “ W hat is the posidon of the Soviet government with 
respect to an economic understanding with America?” he replied, 
“ We are decidely for an economic understanding with America—with 
all countries, but especially with America.” 74 It was to the Americans 
that Lenin addressed the first words he ever spoke direcdy about the 
coexistence of the two systems. In September 1919, replying to the 
quesdon about peace and concessions from Christian Science Monitor 
correspondent Isaac McBride, the head of the Soviet government, 
explained: “ A durable peace would be such a relief to the toiling 
masses of Russia that these masses would undoubtedly agree to certain 
concessions being granted. The granting of concessions under reason
able terms is also desirable for us, as one of the means of attracdng 
into Russia the technical help of the countries which are more ad
vanced in this respect, during the coexistence side by side of Socialist 
and capitalist states.” At the same time, Lenin added that this should 
not be taken to mean a lessening of faith in the worldwide victory of 
socialism, emphasizing that “ Soviet power will win the whole 
world.” 75
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In February 1920 he told another American journalist, “ Apparently 
some American entrepreneurs are beginning to understand that it 
makes more sense for them to conduct profitable business with Russia 
than to wage war against Russia, and this is a good sign. . . .  I see no 
reason why a socialist state such as ours cannot have unlimited business 
relations with the capitalist countries.” 76 

The Soviet government most often approached Washington with 
proposals for peace and an end to intervention, believing that if there 
was any chance at all of achieving these things, it was most likely to be 
found there. On 24 December 1918, M. M. Litvinov, the Soviet 
representative in Stockholm, sent a special note to Wilson. In it he 
took the occasion to inform the president: “ In addition to the pro
posal for a general peace transmitted recently by the Soviet Govern
ment to the Allies, today I formally notified the ambassadors of the 
United States and of the Allies in Stockholm that I am empowered to 
enter into negotiations for the peaceful resolution of all questions that 
constitute reasons for hostile actions against Russia. The principles 
proclaimed by you as a possible basis for solving European problems, 
your open declarations of your effort and resolve to arrive at a settle
ment that meets the requirements of justice and humanity prompts 
me to send you the present observations, inasmuch as most of the 
points in your peace program fir into the more far-reaching and 
broader program of the Russian workers and peasants who are today 
the masters of their land.”77

On 12 January 1919 an equally complex question was put to Lansing 
by Peoples’ Commissar Georgi V. Chicherin. He asked why American 
troops remained on Russian territory, since the war with Germany had 
already ended. The United States government had to face up to its 
spurious explanations for the intervention. Actually, there was noth
ing to say in reply to Chicherin’s question. “ My bewilderment about 
the reasons for the presence of American troops in Russia,” he wrote, 
‘ ‘was shared by the American officers and soldiers, and we sometimes 
had occasion to hear expressions of this bewilderment direedy from the 
men themselves. We pointed out to these Americans that their 
presence amounted to an attempt to reimpose on the Russian people 
the yoke of oppression which they had thrown off, and the result of 
this disclosure was entirely favorable to the good relations between 
us.” 78 The American position was saved only by the fact that the
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United States did not recognize the Soviet government and was there
fore not obliged to make any answer to these embarrassing questions.

The Soviet government took one more important initiative in its 
efforts to normalize relations with the United States. In 1919 it 
appointed L. Martens its official representative in the United States. 
His behavior in America was more dynamic than that of Francis Dana 
had been in eighteenth-century Russia. Martens did not interfere in 
the internal affairs of the United States, nor break any of its laws and 
customs. As instructed by his government, he followed the line of 
establishing economic ties with interested American firms and indi
viduals, and furnished information about economic and business 
conditions in Russia. In a memorandum to the State Department on 
19 March 1919 he proposed “ ending the present policy of boycotting 
Soviet Russia and establishing a material and cultural exchange pro
gram.” 79 Martens’ mission, however, met with a different fate from 
Dana’s. It was obstructed in every way possible, including raids of his 
office by the police. Under such conditions of course, official recogni
tion was completely out of the question.

After the arrival of Colby’s August note. Martens’ sojourn in the 
United States became even more difficult. The Department of Labor 
demanded his expulsion from the country, and he finally left the 
United States on instructions from Moscow. Ordering him to return 
home in December 1920, Chicherin wrote Martens: “ Convey to the 
American people, especially the workers, the assurance of our unalter
able goodwill, our gratitude for their many manifestations of sym
pathy and cooperation, and also tell them of our willingness to renew 
our historic friendly relations with all of the American people.”80

Colby’s note was to some degree a surprise to Moscow. Only a 
month earlier the United States had removed the barriers to trade with 
Russia. The anti-Soviet demarche of August set United States policy 
back to the worst times of the intervention. There was now no chance 
of normalizing relations while Wilson’s administration was in power.

On 10 September 1920, the Soviet government replied to Colby’s 
note in a telegram circulated among all its representatives abroad—an 
important document in the history of Soviet foreign policy.81 In it 
Chicherin, with his characteristic aptness of expression, struck to the 
ground Colby’s anti-Soviet scheme, and instructed all the diplomats 
to make a complete revelation of this malicious attack by the United
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States. The peoples’ commissar explained to the neophyte Soviet 
diplomats that Colby’s note “ constitutes a political attack on the 
policy and on the very system of Soviet Russia that is completely 
unprecedented in diplomatic experience.’’ The circular telegram dealt 
with the key question of the correlation between the revolutionary 
movement abroad and the domestic policy of the Soviet state:

The Soviet Government recognizes clearly enough that the revolu
tionary movement of the working masses in each country is their 
own affair and constitutes their own problem; that it should adhere 
steadfastly to the view that the communist system cannot be foisted 
on another people by means of force; and that the struggle to achieve 
it must take place through the efforts of the working masses of each 
country. Inasmuch as in America and in many other countries the 
working masses have not seized power and have not even been con
vinced of the necessity to seize it, the Russian Soviet Government 
considers it essential to establish and to maintain unswervingly 
peaceful relations with the existing governments of these countries.

In parrying the thrusts of Washington, the Soviet government did 
not assume an isolationist posture. Chicherin encouraged his col
leagues to believe in the possibility of normalizing relations with the 
United States:

»

Mr. Colby is very mistaken in his belief that our countries can only 
have normal relations if a capitalist system prevails in Russia. We 
hold, on the contrary, that it is essential to the interests of both 
Russia and North America to establish between them even now, 
despite the fact that their social and political systems are antithet
ical, the completely proper, lawful, peaceful, and friendly relations 
necessary for the development of commerce between them and for 
the satisfaction of the economic needs of both countries. The 
Russian government is convinced that not only the working masses 
but also the more farsighted representatives of the business circles of 
North America will reject the shortsighted policy, deleterious to 
America itself, which is expressed in Colby’s note, and that in the 
future normal relations will be established between Russia and 
North America, justas between Russia and Britain, despite the pro
found opposition between their systems.

The Soviet government did not expect that the Democrats would 
normalize relations with the RSFSR before leaving the White House,
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but they did pin certain hopes on the new Republican administration. 
Chicherin said at the meeting of the Communist party members of the 
Congress of Soviets that the Republicans, “ influenced by business 
considerations important to the capitalist circles, will most probably 
enter into trade relations with us.”82 During this period American 
business1 interest in operating concessions in Russia gathered momen
tum. In the fall of 1920 Washington Vanderlip arrived in Moscow to 
negotiate for concessions having in his mind far-reaching expansionist 
plans. Lenin assessed his proposals as follows: “ Here we have an 
unblushing imperialism, which does not even consider it necessary to 
veil itself in any way because it thinks it is magnificent just as it is. ’ ’83 
A plan was advanced on our part: a contract for concessions would go 
into effect only when de facto normal relations had been established 
between Russia and the United States, which must take place before 
1 July 1921. Since this condition was not met, the agreement did not 
materialize. But under pressure from interested business circles, the 
Treasury Department and the Federal Reserve System on 20 December 
1920 removed the ban on the export of currency to Russia, although it 
was still not permitted to accept Soviet gold in payment.

When in March 1921 the Republicans moved into the W hite 
House, the Soviet government considered it a suitable time to ap
proach the Congress and President Warren Harding with a proposal 
for normalizing relations. Washington did not delay in making its 
reply. On 25 March 1921 Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes sent 
a telegram to Maxim Litvinov through the American consul in Revel, 
in which our modest proposal for trade was rejected on two counts: in 
the first place, Russia had nothing to trade with, and second, before 
having the audacity to talk about trade with America, the Soviets 
would have to make “ fundamental changes” in their views con
cerning property.

Now the Republicans, too, had expressed themselves officially on 
the Russian question. In general they followed the course outlined by 
the Democrats: relations could be normalized only with the restora
tion of capitalism. This was a shortsighted policy even from the 
standpoint of the commercial economic interests of the United States. 
The businessmen who were interested in Russian trade did not regard 
Secretary of State Hughes as one of them. They brought pressure to 
bear on Secretary of Commerce Herbert Hoover, who was closer to
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commercial and industrial circles. Hoover protested officially to the 
State Department, pointing out that it was repeating its prewar error 
by allowing trade with Russia to be handled by Germany. He insisted 
on trade without German mediation, through direct American finan
cial transactions, and fought for economic expansion in Russia, for the 
“ installation of American technology in Russian industries.”84 But 
blind hatred of the Soviet system and lack of faith in the economic 
potential of the new Russia prevented him, also, from taking a sensible 
view of the prospects for American-Soviet relations.

The years 1921-22 are notable for increased American activity in 
Soviet Russia in connection with the drought and famine in the Volga 
region. The American people reacted with compassion to the misfor
tune that befell Russia, worn out by wars and foreign invasion. An 
extensive movement to help the starving population of our country 
got under way in the United States. Official agencies also took part in 
these activities. The undertaking had many aspects, all of which 
should be considered in evaluating it.

The chairman of the American Relief Administration (ARA), 
Herbert Hoover, and his associates, reflecting the point of view of 
those who earlier had organized the intervention, blockade, and boy
cott of revolutionary Russia, believed that the moment had come to 
exert real political pressure on the* Soviets, to intervene in Russian 
affairs and achieve what they had been unable to accomplish through 
military means: to weaken Soviet authority, alienate the people from 
it, and restore the bourgeois order. But within the campaign for relief 
to Russia there were also many whose motivation was exacdy the 
opposite: namely, to help the Soviet government. This was the posi
tion of the popular relief movement, which reached an impressive 
scope, and also unmasked the anti-Soviet intentions of Herbert 
Hoover. The ‘ ‘Friends of Soviet Russia’ ’ organization announced that 
its slogan was ‘‘famine relief without counterrevolutionary condi
tions,” and that its principle was ‘‘to give without imposing imperi
alist and reactionary conditions as do Hoover and others.”85 The 
progressive forces of the country realized that Hoover’s policy was not 
his personal policy but a reflection of the anti-Soviet intentions of the 
ruling circles. In the appeal of one of the leftist organizations it was 
emphasized that * ‘The policy of Hoover is the policy of the American 
government. ’>86
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Along with the counterrevolutionary considerations at the top level, 
one other important point that is usually overlooked in the works of 
American authors is the economic interest American farmers had in 
sending Russia some of the reserves of their agricultural produce, 
which under conditions of crisis and depression might help to raise 
prices. Benjamin C. Marsh, one of the leaders of the National Farmers’ 
Union, consistently expressed this point of view in his letters to Herbert 
Hoover and in public appearances, explaining that help to starving 
Russia would relieve "the tragic condition of our farmers.’’87 He 
condemned Hoover for not being interested in the fate of American 
farmers. At the same time, Marsh noted that Hoover was trying, 
through the activities of the ARA, "to  kill the Soviet government.”88 
This observation is especially important inasmuch as it was made by an 
enemy of Soviet power who believed, as did Hoover himself, that 
American aid would help the Russians to ‘ ‘see the futility of the Soviet 
system of government. ’ ’89 

The Soviet government, although it found itself in exceptionally 
difficult circumstances, did not move in the direction of any conces
sions of a political nature. Knowing Herbert Hoover for what he was, 
it told the leaders of the ARA very plainly that in rendering relief to 
the starving they must refrain from any interference in the internal 
affairs of Russia. Under these conditions an agreement was concluded 
in Riga by Litvinov and Walter Lyman Brown, ARA director for 
Europe, on 20 August 1921. Occasionally conflicts arose between the 
ARA and the Soviet authorities. For example, when the active White 
Guard Arzamasov, one of the chief workers for the ARA in Tsaritsyn, 
was arrested, Colonel William N. Haskell, director of the ARA in 
Russia, sent a letter to the representative of the government of the 
RSFSR which showed the kind of language that was sometimes used by 
the relief organizers: "In  view of all the above I have authorized Mr. 
Bowden, District Supervisor at Tzaritzin, to use his judgment as to 
what particular section of the Tzaritzin government shall receive relief 
supplies. I am not inclined to insist that he shall feed the city of 
Tzaritzin if in his judgment on the ground he has reason to believe 
that the local authorities are injecting political matters in the relief 
work there. There are so many people to be fed in Russia that I can 
find many places to use that part of our relief supplies which were 
originally intended to be distributed in the city of Tzaritzin.” 90
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But threats of this sort were unusual. On the whole, the Americans 
realized that they were dealing with an established authority. James P. 
Goodrich, the former governor of Indiana, in April 1922 informed 
Herbert Hoover from Russia that ‘ ‘at this moment there is no hope of 
a counterrevolution or of any sudden change in the government. ’ ’91

Although the dark political aspects of the activity of the ARA in 
Russia should not be disregarded, they are less important than the fact 
that assistance was rendered to the starving population of our country. 
The value of the goods sent to Russia through the ARA amounted to 
$62,000,000, including transportation costs. Of this sum, $14,000,000 
was covered by the Soviet government. Furthermore, about $5,000,000 
came to the ARA from other organizations acting separately. It must 
be noted that even the United States government, which did not 
recognize the RSFSR, appropriated $20,000,000 and turned this sum 
over to the ARA. When the activity of the American services working 
for famine relief in Russia was at its height (August 1922) as many as 
10,000,000 people were involved.92 The Soviet people and the Soviet 
government reacted to this assistance with gratitude. On 22 November 
1922 Lenin received Haskell as his guest before the latter left for the 
United States and officially expressed the gratitude of the Soviet 
people and government to the American people. He was very in
terested to learn from Haskell o f  Herbert Hoover’s intention to visit 
Russia and become acquainted at first hand with the conditions of her 
economy. On Lenin’s instructions a letter was even sent to the secre
tary of commerce expressing positive reaction to Hoover’s proposed 
visit. In accordance with a resolution of the Soviet of Peoples’ Com
missars of the USSR a letter was sent to Hoover on 10 July 1923, 
expressing gratitude for the assistance rendered the Soviet people.

In the early 1920s a campaign developed among American workers, 
farmers, and intelligentsia to extend technological and economic help 
to the USSR. A Society for Technical Aid for Soviet Russia was organ
ized, and in 1921 it included 10,000 members. On 22 June 1921 the 
government of the RSFSR adopted a resolution ‘ ‘concerning American 
industrial emigration” which encouraged American technical assis
tance groups to come to Russia, but subject to certain conditions. The 
government feared that individual Americans, carried away by fleeting 
romantic enthusiasm, might recoil and be disillusioned when they 
encountered the practical difficulties in Russia. Chicherin was panic-
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ularly skeptical about this kind of a id ." But Lenin enthusiastically 
supported the American initiative, stipulating, however, that all those 
coming in must understand in full measure beforehand the difficulties 
they would be facing.

The leaders of most of the American groups that arrived were 
Communists—William Haywood, S. Rutgers (a Dutchman), and 
others. An especially large undertaking in which American workers 
gave technological assistance to Soviet Russia was the organization and 
work of the “ autonomous industrial colony of the Kuzbass,“ which 
functioned from 1921 to 1927.94 O f course, the significance of all of 
these groups in the economic development of the Soviet state during 
the 1920s should not be exaggerated. The government of the USSR 
took a sensible view of their potential, did not encourage mass immi
gration, and repeatedly declared that it was desirable to have only a 
small number of well-organized bodies of production workers come to 
our country.

In the matter of concessions things developed somewhat differently, 
but the result was equally modest. The Soviets, for their part, were 
litde concerned about the possible disappointment of American 
businessmen in the socialist system but took into account that a 
concessionaire would be active only under conditions that brought him 
profit. It tried to create a mutually beneficial situation. On 2 Novem
ber 1921 the first concessional agreement was signed in Moscow 
between the Soviet government and the American United Medical and 
Pharmaceutical Company for the exploitation of asbestos deposits 
in the Urals. The first concessionaires were Armand Hammer and 
B. Mishel. Among the other American concessionaires, we should men
tion Averell Harriman, who engaged in exploitation of the Chiatura 
manganese mines in the Caucasus.

The Russian Far East, which from April 1920 till November 1922 
saw the establishment of the Far Eastern Republic (FER), a buffer state 
friendly to the RSFSR, occupied a special place in Soviet-American 
relations during that period. The FER government included not only 
Bolsheviks but also representatives of petty bourgeois parties. Amer
ican policy toward the Far Eastern Republic was fundamentally contra
dictory. Realizing that the Far Eastern Republic was not separated 
from the RSFSR by a Great Wall of China, the United States did not 
want to establish normal diplomatic relations with it. It persisted in
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the hope that the Socialist Revolutionary and Menshevik elements 
would gain the upper hand in Transbaikalia. If fundamental changes 
were to take place in Eastern Siberia, it would suit the United States 
completely, but only the Japanese were capable of “ changing” the 
situation, and their presence promised nothing good for the Amer
icans. This was the reason for the vacillation in American policy. The 
Americans recognized the Far Eastern Republic de facto; they sent to 
Chita, its capital, their consul, John K. Caldwell, and received in 
Washington the FER representative, B. E. Skvirsky, as well as a special 
trade delegation headed by A. A. Yazykov.

The ambivalence of American policy was evident at the time of the 
Washington conference of 1921-22. The United States did not permit 
either the RSFSR or the FER to attend the conference. The organizers 
of the conference took it upon themselves to be the “ moral represen
tatives” of the Russian people. The government of the RSFSR twice 
protested the discussion of Pacific problems without its participation 
and registered a special protest about consideration of the question of 
the Chinese Eastern Railway which concerned China and Russia 
exclusively.

But the United States government did not break relations with the 
FER, hoping to influence the course of events in Siberia. When the 
FER delegation arrived in Washington, it was received by the State 
Department. The contradictions in the United States position are 
obvious also if one analyzes the American attitude toward the Japanese 
occupation of the Russian Maritime Provinces. The Harding admin
istration was opposed to any increase of Japanese influence there, but 
at the conference it restricted itself to simply including in the protocol 
an expression of its hostility to seizures of territory in Siberia.

The destinies of the Far East and Russia were decided by the Soviet 
people themselves, who by the end of 1922 had driven the last of the 
interventionists from within the boundaries of their country. The 
reliance of the Americans on a separate bourgeois Siberia as the 
prototype of the future united Russia, and the plans of the Japanese to 
seize the coastal region failed once and for all. By a resolution of the 
Peoples’ Congress of the Far Eastern Republic on 14 November 1922, 
power was turned over to the Soviets, while the republic itself became 
part of the RSFSR. Skvirsky, who remained in Washington, became a 
representative of the interests of the RSFSR.
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A notable chapter in Russian-American relations during the period 
in question were the negotiations about the possibility of sending to 
Moscow an American commission of inquiry following the failure of 
efforts to foist unacceptable economic conditions on us at the Genoa 
and Hague conferences. Although the United States did not take part 
in the conferences, it exerted considerable effort to see that they 
failed. Immediately after the end of the Hague conference an unof
ficial inquiry reached Moscow from the United States—under what 
conditions would it be possible to start negotiations on the reestablish
ment of business connections, and could the Americans depend on the 
reception in Russia of an American commission of experts?95 This 
inquiry masked goals which were by this time familiar: to try to 
change the Russian situation by nonmilitary means, to secure a pre
dominant position in the Russian economy, to squeeze out competi
tors, particularly the British and the Germans.

But the ruling circles in the United States had still not grasped that 
the Soviet side would cooperate only on an equal basis. The general 
principles of the reply to the United States government were set forth 
publicly by L. M. Karakhan, assistant to the peoples’ commissar for 
foreign affairs, in an interview with a correspondent for the New York 
Times on 19 August 1922. He said, “ Our government has no objec
tions to individual American businessmen and business groups 
coming to Russia under general conditions for negotiations on eco
nomic matters. As for some special commission of experts or a commis
sion of inquiry coming here, such a commission can be admitted only 
on condition that our representatives would be admitted to America 
on a mutual basis for an investigation of the American market. In 
general, we would welcome in every possible way the beginning of 
trade negotiations with the American government.”96 The Soviet 
government maintained this position also in the negotiations in 
Germany between the United States ambassador, Alanson B. Hough
ton, and Chicherin, who was undergoing medical treatment there. 
The Americans were offended at the proposal that the two sides 
negotiate as equals, and on 18 September 1922 broke off the negotia
tions on the basis of the alleged ‘‘Soviet refusal.”97 There was really 
nothing at which to be offended. The behavior of the Soviet govern
ment was irreproachably correct. ‘‘The Soviet government,” read the 
answer from Moscow, ‘‘would be extremely receptive to any measure
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whatsoever based on mutuality that would permit each country to 
become acquainted with the economic situation of the other. But 
precisely because the Soviet government is striving to establish stable 
relations with America, it cannot regard a unilateral visit to Russia by 
an American commission of inquiry as a proper step. It is perfeedy 
obvious that Russian public opinion would regard such a unilateral 
arrangement as incompadble with the principle of the equality of the 
two sides, and by this very fact atdtudes would be created that would 
be harmful to the stability of future relations. ’ ’98

Some high government figures in Washington realized this also. 
James Goodrich, a member of the National Committee of the Repub
lican Party, and a proponent of recognidon of the RSFSR, proposed 
another version of mutual exchange of commissions which was accept
able to the Soviet side, and which posed no difficuldes for the United 
States government inasmuch as it was based on the principle of 
equality. But the plan of the ex-governor of Indiana did not receive 
support in Washington.99

Such is a brief sketch of the complex and strained course of Soviet- 
American relations during the first five years following the Revolution. 
It is easy to see that they were rather active. The Soviet authorities were 
working out socialist principles of foreign policy, of peaceful co
existence between countries with different socioeconomic systems, and 
applying them in their relations with the United States.

The ruling circles of the United States were also active in their 
relations with Soviet Russia, so active that they did not refrain from 
the use of force. But this activity was fundamentally negative. And this 
accounts for the fact that the Americans did not achieve anything in 
Russia and spoiled their relations with our country for many years to 
come.



3 The Road to Recognition 
of the USSR

Political Relations

By the mid-1920s the Soviet people had restored the economy to its 
prewar level, and the Bolshevik party, implementing the New Eco
nomic Policy, brought to the fore the problem of socialist reconstruc
tion. At the Fourteenth Congress of the Soviet Communist Party in 
December 1925 a program of socialist industrialization was adopted, 
the fulfillment of which ensured the reconstruction of the entire 
national economy along socialist lines and the building of a socialist 
society in the USSR. Two years later, in December 1927, at the 
Fifteenth Party Congress, a decision to begin the collectivization of 
agriculture was approved, and directives for drawing up the first 
Five-Year Plan were worked out.

The policy of building socialism encountered bitter opposition from 
the remnants of the classes that had been overthrown. W ithin the 
Bolshevik party itself there arose mixed opposition to the socialist 
policy, which eventually rallied around the ideological banner of 
Trotskyism. During the period of the Civil War and the intervention, 
the Trotskyists were redeemed by their revolutionary verbiage. Now, 
when the socialist reconstruction of the country became the order of 
the day, the counterrevolutionary nature of Trotskyism immediately 
rose to the surface. At the Fifteenth Congress Joseph Stalin made the 
accurate determination of what separated the Trotskyist opposition 
and the party; namely, the question of whether the victorious building 
of socialism in the USSR was possible.1 The opposition—Trotsky, 
Zinoviev, Kamenev, and others—answered in the negative.

This was deleterious in two respects: the Trotskyist-Zinovievist bloc, 
which was still influential in the party, was sowing the seeds of

75
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capitulation and at the same time was giving foreign bourgeois propa
ganda grounds for accusing the USSR of unleashing ‘ ‘world revolu
tion,” for the idea of the opposition was built on the notion that 
socialism was impossible in our country without revolution in the 
West. It was not by chance that the enemies of socialism took Trotsky
ism under their wing, representing it as something ‘‘international,” 
as opposed to the party’s ‘ ‘national’ ’ policy of socialist construction.2

The Soviet peoples also regarded the construction of socialism as the 
paramount international revolutionary question, the solution of which 
would at the same time correspond to the basic aspirations of our own 
country. At one more turning point in history, the organic revolu
tionary unity of the national and international goals of the working 
class and of all workers was demonstrated once again.

To achieve all of this, peace was required. Having a profound interest 
in peace, the USSR was a major factor for peace. At the Fourteenth 
Party Congress, Stalin stated that in place of a period of war, ‘‘a 
certain period of ‘peaceful coexistence’ ” had been established.9 Be
ginning in 1924 the leading capitalist powers had started to recognize 
the USSR. Referring ironically to the United States, Stalin noted: ‘ T 
think that America is the only one of the big countries that has not 
done so.”4 The USSR advanced a program of active commercial 
cooperation with the capitalist countries. Along with this, our country 
persistently sought to conclude nonaggression pacts with all of its 
neighbors and nearby nations. In the mid-1920s the USSR was already 
recognized as a leader in this campaign.

But peace in the 1920s was an unstable peace. Under these circum
stances the government of the USSR sought in every way possible to 
secure recognition of the principles of nonaggression and peaceful 
coexistence. The idea of peaceful coexistence underwent further theo
retical development and was put into practice in specific political ways. 
In a letter to the plenipotentiary in Rome, which is fundamental to the 
analysis of Soviet foreign policy during those years, Chicherin ex
plained that ‘‘inasmuch as we have to maintain friendly relations with 
nations that differ from us socioeconomically and have different par
ties at the head of their governments, we base these friendly relations 
on practical interests, commercial or otherwise. This does not alter our 
social and political nature, nor the nature of the one with whom we are 
contracting.. . .  This behavior on our part is in no way at variance
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with our program and our views. We merely remain within the limits 
of that practical, real area in which it is indispensable for us to be on 
good terms with the capitalist governments.

At the International Economic Conference in Geneva the Soviet 
representative made the following announcement on 23 May 1927:

v
An important question has been put before the conference: the 
question of the establishment of the principle of peaceful coex
istence of two unlike economic systems: the socialist system in the 
USSR, and the capitalist system in other countries. The Soviet dele
gation has enunciated this formula—an inescapable practical 
formula, stemming from the objective fart of the existence and 
interdependence of the world economic system. In enunciating this 
formula we were in no sense, even in part, repudiating any of the 
principles of our socialist system; it was not without purpose that we 
spoke of the existence of two different, two opposite economic 
systems. Has the conference taken any step toward the practical 
realization of the formula proposed by us? Yes, such a step has been 
taken, and this constitutes one of the achievements of the present 
conference. The step taken, like many others, is not decisive 
enough, but the resolution on this subject reflects this idea clearly.6

Through the efforts of the USSR, the idea of a peaceful coexistence 
thus took its place in the code of international law. Even under the 
aggravated international conditions of 1927, Joseph Stalin, in his 
report at the Fifteenth Party Congress, emphasized that “ Our rela
tions with the capitalist countries are based on the assumption that the 
coexistence of two opposite systems is possible. Practice has fully 
confirmed this.” 7 

During the 1920s it was convincingly confirmed that peaceful coex
istence is not an idyll in the interrelations between capitalism and 
socialism, but coexistence under circumstances, of bitter class struggle 
in different forms. Two forms of stabilization—the socialist and capi
talist—were the two directions that the class struggle had taken on the 
international scale, and the results in this stage of history were sum
med up toward the end of the decade.

Toward the United States, the policy of the Soviet state remained as 
it had been in the past. We were trying to attain recognition, and on 
this subject Maxim Litvinov said quite frankly on 10 December 1928 at 
the session of the Central Executive Committee of the USSR: “ We
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have never concealed our regret at the absence of official relations 
between us and the trans-Atlantic republic with which we have no 
conflicts and foresee none.”8 During these years no one in the United 
States dreamed of anti-Soviet intervention. There were no essential 
conflicts between the two countries. At the 1927 Geneva conference 
the positions of the USSR and the United States on the matter of 
peaceful coexistence even proved to be very close. Commenting on the 
results of the conference, Professor Brynjolf J . Hovde of the University 
of Pittsburgh pointed with approval to the fact: ‘‘A strange spectacle 
was presented when the American delegates assisted the Soviet dele
gates to secure the adoption of a resolution admitting the possibility of 
a capitalistic and a communistic system existing side by side.”9

Nonetheless, all efforts by the Soviet government to establish offi
cial relations were met with hostility on the part of the Americans. 
Wallowing in an orgy of prosperity, the American bourgeoisie came to 
believe that it was at the epicenter of world events, that all economic, 
social, political, and moral-ethical problems could be solved through 
the profitable functioning of the American system of rugged individ
ualism. They hoped to correct the sinful “ deviation” of the Russians 
from “ normalcy” (and the slogan “ back to normalcy” was the motto 
of the Republicans in the 1920 elections), from the habitual historical 
course, in a casual manner, haviiig shown that Henry Ford had won a 
victory over Marx. And the specific array of conflicts among the 
imperalist powers during the twenties was such that the USSR did not 
represent a strong and necessary unit in the American conception of 
the balance of power.

Individual Soviet diplomats at first even got the impression that the 
United States was putting an end to its attacks on the USSR and might 
turn in our direction. It was not by chance that Litvinov in a letter on 
13 January 1923 set Skvirsky straight: “ Your information is very 
interesting, although unfortunately I cannot subscribe to your con
clusion that a change will come in the immediate future in the 
relations of the government of the United States with the Soviet 
republic. Unwarranted optimism is just as harmful as undue pessi
mism.” 10 There were no grounds, indeed, for optimism, inasmuch as 
Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes had made some harsh anti- 
Soviet statements in March and July 1923.

The presidential succession in the United States is an important
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international event. The Soviet government listened attentively to 
hear what Calvin Coolidge would say about Russia, taking into ac
count that he said very little in general, and trying not to let anything 
that he might say slip past them. In his first annual message to 
Congress on 6 December 1923, he expressed himself on the Russian 
question »essentially in the same spirit as Secretary of State Hughes. He 
assured anti-Soviet circles that his government did not propose “ to 
enter into relations with another regime which refuses to recognize the 
sanctity of international obligations. I do not propose to barter away 
for the privilege of trade any of the cherished rights of humanity. I do 
not propose to make merchandise of any American principle. ’ ’ All the 
same, the president raised the hopes, albeit in a moderate form, of 
both himself and of everyone else who in their assessment of Soviet 
affairs had already got into the habit of taking the wish for the reality: 
“ Already encouraging evidences of returning to the ancient ways of 
society can be detected. But more are needed.” When this has taken 
place “ our country ought to be the first to go to the economic and 
moral rescue of Russia. ’ ’ Giving himself up to unwarranted optimism, 
the captain of the ‘ ‘rescue team’ ’ added that already ‘ ‘the time is near 
at hand when we can act.” 11

All the same, the Soviet government decided that in Coolidge’s 
message there was some glimmer of a new approach to the USSR, a 
tendency to smooth over the excesses of Hughes’ lexicon, and it 
addressed to the president on 16 December 1923 an expression of “ its 
complete readiness to discuss jointly with your government all of the 
matters touched upon in your message, the foundation of these nego
tiations being the principle of mutual noninterference in the internal 
affairs of the other party. ’ ’ The government of the USSR offeied to 
settle the question of monetary claims as well, “ assuming, of course, 
that the settlement would be based on the principle of mutuality,” 
that is, making it clear that there were claims we had against the 
United States.12

Hughes’ reply followed, by way of the American consul in Revel on 
18 December 1923. The proposals made by the USSR were rejected in 
an intolerably harsh form. Among the arguments adduced was that 
the Soviet government was repudiating the property rights of Amer
ican citizens and refusing to compensate them, was not fulfilling its 
“ obligations” to the United States, and, as the “ most serious” argu-
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ment, that it was conducting * ‘propaganda to overthrow the institu
tions of this country.” 13 According to Frederick Schuman, Hughes’ 
reply was ‘‘so cun and frank as to dispel completely all the illusory 
hopes entertained in Moscow.” 14 Hughes’ slanderous attacks on 
the USSR did not end with this. According to the testimony of a 
high-ranking official in the East European division of the State 
Department, that division “ was largely occupied in supporting the 
nonrecognition policy of Mr. Hughes.” 13

Hughes’ anti-Soviet statement received a reasoned and harsh rebuff 
from Chicherin, in Izvestiya on 26 September 1924.16 The peoples’ 
commissar dwelled especially on unmasking the assertions that the 
Soviet government was conducting subversive propaganda against the 
United States through the Comintern. He pointed out, to begin 
with, that the Communist party cannot be identified completely with 
the Soviet government, and then emphasized that in the Comintern, 
which is an international organization, “ the Russian party is only one 
of its many parts. Precisely for this reason any attem pt to ascribe to 
Soviet national bodies and their representatives abroad the role of 
organs of the Comintern is a malicious, deliberate deception of the 
uninformed public. Of course, the worker-peasant Soviet government 
does express the will of the workers and of their party. In this lies its 
radical difference from the righrwing of the Republican Party and its 
leader, Mr. Hughes, who express the will of the big bankers and trusts 
of America. But from the fact that the Soviet government serves the 
interests of the workers while Mr. Hughes and his government serve the 
interests of capitalist magnates it does not follow that a compromise 
between these governments is not possible. On the contrary, numer
ous facts give evidence that if they so desire, a compromise is entirely 
possible.”

The replacement of Hughes by Frank Kellogg in the position of 
secretary of state in March 1925 was not regarded in the USSR as a sign 
of change in American policy on the Soviet question, although the 
departure of Hughes was viewed with relief. In the second half of the 
1920s Moscow no longer addressed official proposals to Washington, 
realizing clearly that this was hopeless. Secretary Kellogg continued 
without change Hughes’ anti-Soviet course, which Hughes in turn had 
inherited from the Wilsonian Democrats. In January 1927 he accused 
the USSR of efforts to establish a “ Bolshevik hegemony” in Latin
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America, using it as a base for subversive activity against the United 
States.17 As should have been expected, this provoked sarcastic com
ments in Moscow. On 18 January 1927, Litvinov published a state
ment in which he said: “ I will not be surprised if the enlightened 
statesmen of the great powers begin to attribute earthquakes in Japan 
and floods in America to ‘intrigues’ of the Bolsheviks. To refute these 
fantastic ‘explanations’ seriously would be to insult public opinion. ’ ’18 
Like all earlier rebukes of American leaders with anti-Soviet leanings, 
this statement contained within it a constructive element, leaving the 
door constantly open for Soviet-American contacts.

A notable landmark in the Russian policy of the Republicans was 
a letter written by Kellogg on 23 February 1928 to Senator William M. 
Butler, the chairman of the National Committee of the Republican 
Party.19 In reply to a proposal to analyze this policy over the past four 
years, Kellogg reiterated all the dogmas of those who were opposed to 
recognizing the USSR. He pointed out that it was impossible to 
establish ties with the Soviet government since it was controlled by “ a 
group who hold it as their mission to bring about the overthrow of the 
existing political, economic and social order throughout the world and 
who regulate their conduct towards other nations accordingly.”

The ruling circles of the United States armed themselves with a 
great number of doctrines hostile to the USSR, some of which came 
from the ideological and political package of the intervention 
period,20 others arose later. Among the beliefs that went back to pre- 
Republican times the most important were that the Soviet regime 
maintained itself through force, did not keep its agreements, carried 
on subversive propaganda against the United States, had deprived 
American citizens of property unlawfully, and did not recognize debts 
incurred under the old regime. The Republican administration intro
duced two new assertions. At first the leading figures in the United 
States asserted that the USSR was an economic vacuum, but toward 
the end of the decade they declared that trade with the Soviet Union 
would develop more successfully without recognition than if it were 
recognized, for the Russians, stimulated by the expectation of recogni
tion in the future, would supposedly strive toward it at any price and 
would thereby expand opportunities for American export.

Of all these, only two had any real validity: that of the confiscation 
of American property in Russia, and that of the liquidation of pre-
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revolutionary debts. As history has taught us, revolutions are not 
accomplished with the permission of the authorities. Because of this his
torical law, Americans, of course, did lose some of their investments. 
But here some qualification is necessary. W ith the normalization of re
lations, the Soviet government was prepared to discuss claims to ma
terial losses under certain conditions. Russian counterclaims had to be 
taken into account—for there was a debt to be paid for intervention, 
also. However, the “ economic legitimism” of Calvin Coolidge pre
cluded the possibility of presenting any Soviet claims to the United 
States; moreover, the Republican “ new Calvinism,”21 in general, 
proceeded from the assumption that in the postwar economic, polit
ical, and moral world only the Americans could make demands while 
only others were obliged to respond. For the ruling circles, the inter
vention, in its material manifestation, took the form of a twofold loss: 
first they threw away four billion dollars for nothing, and then they 
had to answer the claims for damages of the government that had 
withstood their attacks. But this was a good lesson of history which, 
after all, is important to world civilization and is not to be had free of 
charge. As for trade without recognition, official Washington relied 
on the fact that the USSR was striving to attain recognition and 
improvement in trade conditions; its mistake was in raising this to an 
absolute assumption.

Beginning in the mid-1920s there were three main nonrecognition 
doctrines in the political arsenal—hostile Soviet propaganda on 
United States territory, confiscation of American property, and non
payment of debts.22 The first was obviously unfounded, and the other 
two could at any time have become subjects of constructive negotia
tions. But something more fundamental lay behind these empty 
doctrines: the “ Calvinists” were swaggering; some felt that nonrecog
nition would hasten the reform of the Soviet system, while others 
attached no essential importance to the existence of any kind of Soviet 
Union, when there were more important and interesting things going 
on at the stock exchange.

The anti-Soviet emigres contributed as much as they could to 
justifying the policy of hostility, sometimes coming up with added 
arguments as ‘ ‘people in the know, ’ ’ taking advantage of the fact that 
at that time there was only a handful of homegrown specialists in 
Sovietology. Prominent among the latter was University of Chicago
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professor Samuel Harper, who passed along an intricate route from 
supporting the authenticity of the “ Sisson documents’ ’ to becoming a 
firm advocate of Soviet-American cooperation during the thirties and 
forties. Knowing of his connections with the State Department, which 
always consulted him, the émigrés tried their best to influence him in 
an anti-Soviet direction. In a letter of 18 January 1924, reviling the 
policy of Lloyd George on the Soviet question, the émigré G. Alex- 
eieef wrote: “ Now if America began to trade in principles, we would 
have to recognize that not only Europe but America, as well, would rot 
through. So far, the statements of your Secretary of State convince us 
that your country, thank God, is in good health.” 23 

The American propagandists developed their own peculiar cliches 
concerning the Russia of the NEP. Any shortcoming in Soviet life, 
whether real or imagined, was added to the collection of arguments 
about the inevitable collapse of Soviet power; all achievements—and 
gradually it became necessary to speak of these—were presented as 
justifications for the assertion that capitalism was reemerging in 
Soviet society, for socialism and achievements were still regarded as 
mutually exclusive phenomena. In this connection, the prophecy of 
collapse was connected with one opposition force (the Trotskyist), 
while the reemergence of capitalism was connected with another, the 
right-wing deviation of the party. “ I am inclined to believe,” wrote 
Alexeieef to Samuel Harper, “ that the longer the NEP lasts and the 
larger the class of the new bourgeoisie becomes, the nearer is the end 
of the Bolsheviks. The process is clear, but it is absolutely impossible to 
reckon its length; it may be soon and it may not be for years.”24 
Former ambassador B. A. Bakhmet’ev suggested to Harper in March 
1925, that “ a political NEP” is expected in the USSR, that is, a 
political regeneration.25 Reflecting the opinion of the White émigrés 
and wider anti-Soviet circles, Bakhmet’ev was especially cheered at the 
news of the activization of the right wing, regarding it as “ equivalent 
to a Thermidor. ” In a letter on 15 April 1929 he predicted that ‘ ‘with 
Stalin gone, outwardly bolshevism will continue, but it will be bolshe
vism without backbone. The forces of life will begin to assert them
selves until a time when their advance may be translated into political 
change. As you see I attach a great importance to this Right slant.”26 

Since we have opened the subject of the Russian postrevolutionary 
emigration, we should say that the wave of emigration did not reach
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the United States at once. Those active in working against the Soviet 
government remained closer to the borders of the USSR; the more 
practical, so to speak, people who had not dreamed of intervention 
went to America. A sociological survey of Russian exiles conducted by 
a professor at a Los Angeles college in the late twenties showed that 
they were living in reduced circumstances, but tolerably enough so 
that in answer to the question, “ What do you miss most in Amerca?” 
they answered only with the traditional Russian sigh, while the 
question, “ What things do you like best in America?” they reacted 
with a mass of enthusiastic statements. Anna Kegeler, for example, 
along with her natural emotions about the parents and children she 
had left behind in her native land, also expressed her social feelings 
because of “ money which I losted (sic) after the revolution in Rus
sia.”27 Glafira Nasedkin, whose first husband had been a colonel in 
the czarist army, expressed herself perhaps most tellingly of all. With 
staggering feminine logic, her reply to the first of the above questions 
was “ Servants!” and to the second, “ Equality.” 28

In formulating their policy toward the USSR the Republicans of the 
twenties proved unable to look into the immediate future or even to 
make a sensible evaluation of the present. The 1929-33 depression, 
the effect of which was intensified by fundamental changes in the 
whole international situation, was still in the future. Proceeding as 
usual, they resorted to “ reliable” old standbys like assertions about 
subversive Soviet propaganda against the United States. These and 
other anti-Soviet charges were frequently made in Congress, in the 
press, and in public political life as a whole. Senator Henry Cabot 
Lodge, for example, in an appearance on 21 February 1923, gave the 
following arguments against recognition: the Soviet government wants 
“ to overthrow all capitalist governments,” demonstrably does not 
honor its agreements, and violates the unalterable principle of 
private property.29 Similar tirades were heard in Congress at the end of 
the decade, long after Lodge was dead.

There was also some agitation in favor of recognizing the USSR, but 
it was not very active. In its vanguard, as usual, were the Communists, 
the left-wing Socialists, the radical intelligentsia, the progressive trade 
unions. Certain political figures, clergymen, and representatives of the 
business world took part. The most prominent figure in the campaign 
for recognition was, of course, Senator William Borah. Between May
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1922 and March 1933 he introduced in the Senate seven resolutions 
concering the establishment of diplomatic relations with the Soviet 
Union.30 In response, the dyed-in-the-wool reactionaries three times 
accused him of being a paid agent of Moscow.31 Official propaganda 
was unable to refute Borah’s statement on 20 December 1923 that the 
Soviet government “ either direcdy or indirectly’’ had not under
taken “ any attempt to overthrow the American Government.”32

Trade without Recognition

Such processes as the development of trade and the expansion of 
business and cultural connections between the two countries proved to 
be more productive along the road to recognition of the USSR. In the 
middle and during the second half of the 1920s Soviet-American 
commercial-economic relations were in the making.33 The turning 
point became apparent in 1923-24, when a number of Soviet foreign- 
trade organizations were incorporated in the United States, in accor
dance with corporate law. The most important of these was Amtorg, 
created in 1924 in New York and active to the present day.

At the very beginning, Soviet-American trade consisted almost 
entirely of a limited volume of wheat, foodstuffs, and footwear ex
poned by the United States. By 1924 conon, metals, different kinds of 
industrial equipment, farm machinery, and automobiles were the 
predominant American products imponed by the USSR. This re
flected an evolution in the requirements of the Soviet economy during 
the restoration of the national economy and the transition to the 
building of socialist industry and collective farming. W ith increased 
industrialization there was an especially noticeable rise in imports of 
machines and equipment. The United States moved into second place 
(after Germany) as a supplier of machinery to our country. The USSR 
was fourth among the purchasers of American industrial equipment. 
The chief exports from the USSR to the United States were raw 
materials—furs, gut, bristle, flax, mushrooms, licorice, manganese 
ore.

The growth of Soviet-American trade was hampered by a number of 
major obstacles. One of these was that the USSR in those years did not 
have large reserves of currency. But taken by itself, this was still not a 
great obstacle, for the solvency of the Soviet foreign-trade organiza-
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dons was unquesdoned. The problem was that in the absence of 
official negotiadng reladons, American businessmen were unwilling 
to give Soviet contractors credit in the proper volume and under 
normal condidons. Furthermore, government agencies, which gen
erally did not interfere very much in the growth of trade, sometimes 
put obstacles in its way; they banned the acceptance of Soviet gold in 
payment, asserted publicly that Soviet trade organs were engaged in 
anti-Amedcan propaganda, and so on. Business drew two conclusions 
from this: the opponents of trade shut themselves off more completely 
from the Soviet market, while those who did engage in trade de
manded a higher interest rate in grandng credit. Skvirsky mendoned 
this in his report to the Peoples’ Commissariat for Foreign Affairs on 
6 August 1925, at the same time poindng out as a “ negadve factor in 
all credit negodadons carded on by our responsible trade representa- 
dve here’ ’ a ‘ ‘relative lack of coordination among our organizadons, 
especially on the part of members of different organizadons who come 
here from time to tim e.” 34

In the second half of the twenties there were nodceable changes for 
the better in Soviet-American trade. This was because American 
business saw in the Soviet trade organizadons a permanent and 
dependable partner; because wider business circles at large became less 
receptive to rumors about ‘‘Soviet propaganda” ; and because the 
government of the United States itself, toward the end of the decade, 
began in essence to encourage trade, even though it was afraid that it 
would be condemned for this by the most violent enemies of the USSR.

An important event was the reorganization of the American-Russian 
Chamber of Commerce, which took place in June 1926. The implac
able enemies of the Soviet Union, who earlier consututed the majority 
of its members, were now gone. The head of the new chamber of 
commerce was Reeve Schley, vice-president of the Chase Narional 
Bank. While it did not come out for recognidon of the USSR, it began 
to promote the development of Soviet-American trade. Having been 
convinced that the Soviets could be relied on to fulfill their agree
ments, in 1927 some banks (the Chase Narional, the Equitable Trust 
Company) started to expand their financing of Soviet purchases. 
Conditions were exceptionally advantageous for creditors: credit was 
granted for two to three years at a very high interest rate—as high as 
7.5 percent. Prices of industrial equipment purchased from the United



87 The Road to Recognition
of the USSR

States were fixed articifkally higher for the Russians during these 
years—from 10 to 50 percent.

In 1927 the tenth anniversary of the USSR was observed in various 
public circles in the United States. The journal Current History con
ducted a symposium on the subject, “ Ten Years of Bolshevism,” held 
under the banner of rapprochement with the Soviet Union. Peoples’ 
Commissar A. I. Mikoyan appeared at the symposium with an article 
on the foreign trade of the USSR.56 He explained the principle of state 
monopoly of foreign trade and stressed the reliability of Soviet trade 
organizations as partners. Urging expansion of Soviet-American trade, 
Mikoyan pointed out: “ Business collaboration between these two 
great countries can assist the future growth of their economy.”

In October 1928 Amtorg concluded an important agreement with 
General Electric. The company opened an account in the amount of 
$26,000,000 for six years, on condition that the money be spent on the 
purchase of machines and equipment from it. The president of 
General Electric announced that with the fulfillment of the obliga
tions of the contract by both parties, his company would consider as 
settled all its claims against the USSR for property that had been 
nationalized, estimated by the damaged party as amounting to 
$1,750,000.57 This made a great impression on both business and 
government circles. It gave an example of how it was possible to settle 
all questions of mutual material claims.

In general, during the years 1923-29 Soviet-American trade de
veloped rather successfully. Starting from zero in 1919-20, export to 
the United States grew from two million rubles in fiscal year 1922-23 
to 149 million rubles in 1929, while import from the United States, 
correspondingly, grew from 15 million to 618 million rubles. In fiscal 
year 1924-25 imports from the United States reached 703 million 
rubles.58

While trade lies in the sphere of economic activity, it is not sep
arated from politics by an impenetrable wall. Proponents of trade, as a 
rule, either agitated for recognition of the USSR or adopted a position 
of benevolent neutrality on this question. To be sure, in the second 
half of the twenties it was widely believed that trade and the establish
ment of diplomatic relations were unrelated phenomena, or in any 
cáse not dependent on one another. The opponents of recognition 
adhered to that view. But this was not the main line of resistance in
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the struggle against establishing relations, for everyone who was at all 
in favor of trade, sometimes even willy-nilly, promoted Soviet- 
American rapprochement.

Proponents of recognition, pointing to the growth of trade even 
without diplomatic relations, came to completely different conclu
sions. They stressed that with the establishment of official relations the 
prospects for economic cooperation would improve.

The Soviet government also tried to counteract the false notion that 
trade and diplomatic relations were unrelated. Indisputably, it re
garded trade as a factor in the inevitable establishment of diplomatic 
relations. But it did not put trade to the purposes of political intrigue, 
seeing the important independent functions of trade with the United 
States. The Soviet point of view on the connection between trade and 
recognition and also on its independent role was expressed by Stalin in 
an interview with Thomas Campbell in 1929: “ I realise that diplomatic 
recognition involves difficulties for the USA at the present moment. 
Soviet government representatives have been subjected to abuse by the 
American press so much and so often that an abrupt change is diffi
cult. Personally I do not consider diplomatic recognition decisive at 
the moment. W hat is important is a development of trade connections 
on the basis of mutual advantage. Trade relations need to be nor
malised and if this matter is put on some legal footing it would be a 
first and very important step towards diplomatic recognition. ’ ’39

The years 1927-28 saw the introduction of a new element into 
Soviet-American economic relations—agreements for technological 
cooperation in planning and constructing large industrial units in the 
USSR. Soon after, about 150 American firms sent their representatives 
to the Soviet Union. American technological experience was highly 
regarded in our country. Many were enthusiastic about combining 
Russian revolutionary scope with American efficiency. In Stalin’s 
words: “ We would like the scientific and technical people in America 
to be our teachers in the sphere of technique, and we their pupils.’’40 
In 1929 a Soviet delegation headed by the vice-president of the 
Supreme Council of National Economy, V. I. Mezhlauk, went to the 
United States to conclude an agreement for technical cooperation in 
the construction of an automobile plant in Gorky. The Gorky automo
bile plant and the hydroelectric Dneproges were the two largest Soviet 
projects in which the Americans took part. In 1930 more than forty of
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the largest American firms (Ford Motor Company, General Electric, 
Dupont Company, and others) had agreements with us for technical 
cooperation.41 But in spite of this, Stalin’s idea that the Americans 
might become the Russians’ teachers in the realm of technology did 
not materialize: the Americans had no desire to assume such a lofty 
role, nor could they have laid claim to it.

If agreements for technical cooperation occupied a prominent place 
in Soviet-American economic relations for a short time, this cannot be 
said about concessions, which had been a matter to which the Soviet 
government had paid dose attention from the time when it first came 
to power. In 1927 there were 110 foreign concessions in the USSR. The 
Germans held first place, the Americans second.42 But the enterprises 
concerned were small and on the periphery of the Soviet economy. 
Foreign capital did not become established in the USSR. In 1928 
investment by American firms in the Soviet Union amounted to 12.3 
million rubles, which constituted 24 percent of all foreign invest
ments.43 Soon after, concessions dropped even farther into the back
ground and were eventually curtailed by mutual consent.

Beginning in 1923 Americans in rather large numbers began to 
“ discover” the USSR. Irving T. Bush, president of the New York 
Chamber of Commerce, was right when he told Litvinov on 6 June 
1923 that one of the things that stood in the way of normal relations 
was the faulty and just plain false ideas about Soviet life prevalent in 
America.44 It was a question first and foremost of deliberate misin
formation, of which there was altogether too much in the United 
States, beginning as early as November 1917: the legends left behind by 
the ‘ ‘Sisson documents’ ’ and the testimony concerning the ‘ ‘national
ization of women’ ’ proved tenacious. Americans were presented with 
ideas, slogans, and representations of Soviet life that were a long way 
from the truth. Bourgeois propaganda painted every aspect of Soviet 
reality in an anti-Communist light. Even such a steadfast enemy of the 
Soviet Union as Pitirim A. Sorokin was to admit (in 1944, when his 
former homeland was busy saving the world from Hitlerism) that in 
the United States “ some go so far as to find fault with Russia for 
whatever she does.”43 This bad habit developed in the United States 
from the first days of Soviet power, and as the French proverb has it, 
Les mauvaises habitudes sont tenaces. Let us take, for example, the 
question of the church in the USSR. The dominating cliché in the
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United States was the notion that the church was persecuted by and 
dictated to by the authorities. However, those who had been in the 
USSR and seen for themselves that this was not so, but having got into 
the anti-Soviet mood, quickly formed another, no less false notion. 
They began to assert that the church, functioning “ without serious 
interference from State authorities,” was playing a more important 
role than ever in the life of the Russian people, that it was a form of 
secret protest against socialism.46

But even that part of American public opinion which was free of 
anti-Soviet excesses and standards knew litde about life in the USSR, 
and this was an impediment to progress in broadening connections 
between the two countries. Nor were the leading statesmen of the 
United States distinguished for their knowledge of history and of the 
current condition of our country. The erudite Henry Cabot Lodge, 
who liked to show off by making excursions into history, in one of his 
speeches referred to Prince Rurik as the “ tyrant or Duke of Mos
cow. ’ *47 Even if this could be forgiven,48 the condescension is inappro
priate while reading the memoirs of Herbert Hoover when he writes 
about ‘ ‘Commissar of Foreign Affairs Kamenev. ’ *49

The Soviets were not well informed about the United States, either. 
In telling Chicherin of his meeting with Colonel Robins in Berlin, and 
transmitting his prognosis for tHe 1924 elections, the Soviet ambas
sador plenipotentiary in Germany wrote on 5 August 1923, that “ the 
Democrats will run Borah as their candidate.” 90

The first large group to visit the USSR was a delegation of congress
men. Informing Skvirsky of the government’s consent to this visit on 
27 March 1923, Litvinov wrote: “ It goes without saying that they will 
all have to pay for their own transportation and maintenance in 
Russia. Under the New Economic Policy the government does not in
vite guests at its expense. This will give the guests more freedom to 
form their own opinions and will save us from criticism and accusa
tions of having staged some sort of ‘ideal Russia.’ ” 91 According to 
their own assessment, the congressmen saw the Soviet Union in its true 
colors, just as it was. The results of the visit had a favorable effect on 
the cause of the Soviet-American rapprochement.

Visits by American trade-union delegations played a big role in 
overcoming false impressions about the USSR. The first trade-union 
delegation, headed by James H. Maurer, president of the Pennsylvania
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Federation of Labor, visited the Soviet Union in 1927. It had extensive 
opportunities to become acquainted with Soviet reality. It was received 
by Stalin, the head of the Soviet state M. I. Kalinin, Chicherin, and 
other Soviet leaders. In the same year the delegation published a 
report on its visit, which gave an honest evaluation of the situation of 
the USSR' and recommended recognition by the United States.’2

This delegation was accompanied by a group of experts which 
included Stuart Chase, Paul Douglas, Jerome Davis, and Rexford G. 
Tugwell. The group came out in 1928 with a report of its own.53 It 
contained much that was critical of the USSR, but not the slander that 
was found so often in American publications. We should note that the 
authors drew practically all of their critical materials from Soviet 
documents. It was easy to find in the report many positive reactions to 
the new Russia as well. The authors gave an especially high rating to 
educational achievements in the USSR. Although this book made no 
appeal for recognition of the Soviet Union, its contents as a whole 
strengthened the position of those who favored such a step.

In 1927, the celebration of the tenth anniversary of Soviet power 
was attended by an American delegation of rank-and-file workers who 
spoke out most positively in favor of friendship with the Soviet 
Union.54 That same year a group of American students, representing 
forty universities, visited our country for the first tim e.55

Positive improvements in commercial-economic relations have 
already been noted above. Meno Lovenstein writes, “ From 1921 to 
1929, the opinion of the business and financial magazines shifted to a 
more dispassionate appraisal of Russia. ’ ’56 At the beginning of 1928 
the American-Russian Chamber of Commerce sponsored an exhibition 
in New York devoted to Soviet industry, science, and education. On 
21 May 1929, Skvirsky informed Moscow that a delegation of business
men was preparing to visit us, “ the first more or less organized effort 
by members of American business circles to acquaint themselves with 
the economic situation of the USSR and with the prospects for Soviet- 
American trade.” 57 A delegation of ninety entrepreneurs, accom
panied by a group of correspondents from leading newspapers, spent a 
month—from 15 July to 15 August 1929—visiting different regions 
of the country. On their return, many members of the group spoke 
out for expansion of economic ties with the Soviet Union.

The participation of Soviet people in the rescue of Umberto Nobile’s
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North Pole expedition in 1928 helped to dissipate hostile rumors 
about the USSR. As Skvirsky commented, “ The entire American press 
was for the first time forced to come out with heartfelt praise of the 
USSR, without a single hostile word.” 58 The successful flight of the 
airplane Strana Sovetov (Land of the Soviets) from Moscow to New 
York by way of the Far East in August-November 1929 aroused great 
interest in the United States. At the end of the decade the Americans 
also had evidence that the Russians were not all that rancorous, when 
the Soviet authorities cooperated in searching for the bodies of Amer
ican soldiers who had taken part in the intervention, and transporting 
them to the United States.

The 1920s also saw the formation of Soviet-American scientific and 
cultural ties.59 Writers and journalists with revolutionary tendencies 
had already visited the USSR at the time of the Civil War. Americans 
were very familiar with the historic statement made by Lincoln 
Steffens after his visit to Soviet Russia in 1919: “ I have seen the future 
and it works. ’ >6° Beginning in 1922-23, cultural and scientific contacts 
increased, became more regular, more bilateral; an exchange of books 
was arranged.

Among the first Soviet writers to visit the United States was Sergei 
Esenin, who came in the early 1920s. He found his sojourn in America 
irksome, as we can judge from his sketch, Zheleznyy Mirgorod’, pub
lished in 1923. W hat is more, his visit came about by chance: it was a 
by-product of his love affair with Isadora Duncan. Like every Soviet 
visitor of that time, Esenin was astonished at the technological pro
gress of the United States. Even he, a stranger to rationalism, was 
forced to admit that it might not be a bad idea to do a little borrowing 
in this area. But the rhythm of American life and its basic ideas were 
not to the taste of a man who came from the floodlands of the Oka. 
Unaccustomed to restraint, loving freedom, truth, and kindness, he 
expressed his dislike of the “ crowds of venal and unprincipled 
journalists. ’ ’6l

More sensational and fruitful for the creative world was the visit to 
the United States of another great Soviet poet, Vladimir Mayakovsky, 
in 1925. Like Esenin, he was captivated by the technological genius of 
the Americans. He was especially struck with their ability as builders: 
“ Americans build as though they were acting out for the thousandth 
time a most interesting play that they have been rehearsing. It is
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impossible to tear oneself away from this spectacle of dexterity and 
acuity. ’ ’ But in his appraisal of American reality he manifested more 
social and class awareness than Esenin, embodying it in lines of 
inimitable expressiveness. This is how he spoke of the American 
nation: "O f it, more than of any other, we can say, in the words of 
one of the first revolutionary placards: ‘There are different kinds of 
Americans, some proletarian, some bourgeois.’ ”62 Mayakovsky said 
that when he started out across the ocean he was striving to move 
forward, but when he arrived he found he had moved backward, into 
the world of the past—the world of capitalism, which he was dedi
cated to fighting. He even reproved his predecessor in the discovery of 
America a little for having acted too hastily:

You are a blockhead, Columbus—
I’ll tell you, honestly, 

that so far as I am concerned,
I,

personally,
I would have closed America for a while 

cleaned it up a bit, 
and then 

discovered it again,
for a second time.63

His poems about America were filled with a spirit of competition, of 
confidence in the superiority of the socialist system. In September 
1929, in his poem "Amerikantsy udivlyayutsya” (The Americans are 
amazed), he wrote:

You bourgeois, 
go ahead and marvel

at the communist shore—
we

will not only overtake 
but will surpass

your
fleet-footed

celebrated America 
at work, 

in the air, 
in the railway coach.64
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In the twenties, America became acquainted with Soviet theater 
and cinema. The guest appearances of the Moscow Art Theatre, under 
the direction of K. S. Stanislavsky, were very successful. The film The 
Battleship Potemkin demonstrated the high level of Soviet cinema
tography. During the second half of the decade about twenty Soviet 
exhibitions were organized in the United States.

Scientific ties were more modest, but even in this area certain 
changes for the better were clearly apparent. Nobel Prize winner 
Ivan P. Pavlov visited the United States, where he gave lectures. 
“ The reception has been most friendly,” he wrote from New York on 
1 July 1923.65

The American intelligentsia took a lively interest in the “ Soviet 
experiment. ’ ’ Scores of its prominent members came to visit the new 
Russia. Many were captivated by what they saw in the USSR. D. Moh- 
renschildt, who during the first years of the cold war wrote an ar
ticle about the enthusiasm of American intellectuals for the Russia of 
the NEP, decided to “ rehabilitate” them, pointing out that this had 
been a temporary, uncritical attitude, which had been corrected as 
information about the USSR was expanded.66 But reform was neces
sary only in the case of those who had created for themselves a false 
impression of socialist construction, those who viewed Soviet Russia 
from a petty-bourgeois, anarchist, or Trotskyist point of view. The 
international adventurist, Emma Goldman, was already “ disillu
sioned” in 1924, having left the USSR a sworn enemy of socialism.67 
The same fate overtook Max Eastman, Eugene Lyons, and other wor
shippers of Trotsky who, with the rout of Trotskyism, became hawkers 
of anti-soviet slander. Another group that was “ reformed” was the 
Zionists, who at first had encouraged reemigration of Jews to the 
USSR, but beginning in 1928 discouraged this, having become con
vinced that socialist Russia was not a suitable place for the realization 
of their goals.68 The majority of Americans who were kindly disposed 
toward us did not change their attitudes. Their conduct withstood all 
tests.

We would like to speak particularly about the visits to the USSR of 
two great Americans, W. E. B. DuBois and Theodore Dreiser. The 
first was, of course, most attracted by the equality of races, nations, 
and nationalities in socialist society. After his visit, he said: “ If what I 
have seen with my own eyes and heard with my ears in Russia is
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Bolshevism, I am a Bolshevik."69 Dreiser came to the USSR rather 
reluctantly, warning Moscow that no one should interfere with him, as 
an "incorrigible individualist," in forming and expressing his 
opinion. And no one did. After spending eleven weeks in the USSR he 
wrote an interesting book. While the astute writer did notice some 
defects, he declared that, on the whole, the Soviet system was suitable 
for adoption by the entire world.70

Both Dubois and Dreiser became Communists toward the end of 
their lives. We do not write this to give the impression that after a visit 
to the USSR every American who has formed a favorable impression is 
sure to join the Communist ranks. To many American businessmen, 
journalists, political figures, union members, scholars, leaders in 
literature and art, clergymen, the Soviet Union appeared an object 
worthy of long-term and positive cooperation, even though they 
remained steadfast enemies of socialism. In sum, they understood the 
simple but very important truth, having realized and become con
vinced that what had taken place in Russia was not the affected 
swagger of a small group of extremists, but something deeper, more 
natural, more necessary, at least to the Russian people; something that 
could not be brushed aside; something that had to be taken into 
account and adapted to constructively, but with the greatest advantage 
to oneself.

Grasping this proved beyond the capacities of the Republican 
leaders. They were leading the Russian policy of the United States up 
its usual blind alley. The failure of this policy assumed a bipartisan 
character. Having begun as Wilson’s "tragedy," it ended as Hoover’s 
"tragedy." But neither the messianic dogmatism of Wilson nor the 
‘ ‘rugged individualism’ ’ of Hoover were able to keep the ruling circles 
of the United States from eventually having to recognize the inevi
tability of peaceful coexistence with the socialist state, the necessity and 
usefulness of positive interrelations with it. Certain events and pro
cesses that occurred simultaneously in both the USSR and the United 
States at the end of the twenties and the beginning of the thirties 
played an important educative role in bringing this about.

In this period the fundamental difference between the capitalist 
and socialist forms of stabilization was made apparent by the course of 
events. On the one hand, the capitalist system suffered an unprece
dented economic and sociopolitical shock. At the same time, the
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success of socialist construction in the Five-Year Plan laid a solid 
foundation for a socialist economy in our country. In the shortest 
possible time a powerful industry and large-scale collective agriculture 
came into being. During the years of the Five-Year Plan the cultural 
revolution was growing at a rapid rate. The USSR was becoming a land 
of universal literacy, and this created conditions for accelerated scien
tific and technological progress. A new culture was emerging in our 
country, national in form and socialist in content.

The Five-Year Plan in the USSR and the 
Great Depression in the United States

The 1929-33 depression, a watershed stage in the most recent history 
of capitalism, had tremendous consequences for the fortunes of the 
capitalist world. The evils of the capitalist method of production were 
brought to light as never before. All of the bourgeois countries began 
to experience accelerated developments of state-monopolistic capi
talism in various forms. The depression radically changed the political 
countenance of many countries. Fascism raised its head, and mili
tarism gained momentum, abruptly crushing the pacifism of the 
1920s. Imperialism as a system became tangled in contradictions 
which grew for several years, filially resulting in the Second World 
War.

The Soviet nation always worked for peace, but it was only in the 
1930s that the bourgeois countries came to an adequate realization of 
the strength of the USSR as a factor in the stabilization of interna
tional relations. To be sure, they realized it in different ways: the 
warmongers saw the Soviet Union as their chief enemy; the opponents 
of aggressive wars, as a partner in possible antiwar alliances. Both 
realized that they would have to include the USSR in their calcula
tions. Looking ahead, we must say that the opponents of war in the 
ruling circles of the West became prisoners of their own machinations 
and did not make proper use of Soviet potential during the 1930s, 
while the aggressors were unable to resist the temptation of testing the 
strength of the USSR in practice.

The fulfillment of the Five-Year Plan heightened the interest of the 
Soviet Union in developing economic ties with the capitalist countries. 
The latter, under the conditions of the depression, were no less
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interested in trade with us. However, as before, they were reluctant to 
extend credit, without which the USSR was unable to constandy 
increase its imports. This compelled the Soviet Union to speed up 
exports, which aroused hostility in a number of the bourgeois nations. 
As a result, the volume of foreign trade of the USSR during 1930-33 
declined by more than half: from 7,302 to 2,941 million rubles.71

The increased number of interimperalist conflicts and the intensifi
cation of attacks on the USSR undermined the possibilities for peace
ful coexistence. Litvinov, who replaced the ailing Chicherin as com
missar for foreign affairs in 1930, said at the meeting of the World 
Economic Conference on 14 June 1933: “ Although the International 
Economic Conference of 1927 recognized the principle of peaceful 
coexistence at the present moment in the history of the capitalist and 
socialist systems, this principle has so far not been put into practice by 
all nations.” 72

Litvinov was not referring to the Fascist countries alone. There can 
be no doubt that he was also reproaching the United States for its 
continued refusal to recognize the USSR. It must also be kept in mind 
that the early 1930s saw the unleashing of a malicious and widespread 
anti-Soviet campaign in the United States which took a variety of 
forms. Propaganda and specific government measures against Soviet 
exports to the United States occupied a prominent place in this 
campaign. This time the “ crusaders for Russian freedom” came out 
against “ forced labor” in the USSR and against the practice of 
“ dum ping.” At their demand, antidumping duties were introduced 
on matches, anthracite, asbestos, and other goods imported from the 
USSR. Along with this “ liberal” measure went legislation banning 
the importation of goods produced by “ forced labor.” These mea
sures were zealously implemented although the groundlessness of the 
above-mentioned anti-Soviet fantasies was obvious. Investigations 
carried out by agencies of the federal government did not confirm the 
false assertions of either “ dumping” or “ forced labor.”73

W hat, then, is the explanation for this slanderous campaign against 
Soviet exports? Of course, there were certain business circles in the 
United States that produced goods with which Soviet imports were in 
competition. Under the conditions of the depression they reacted to 
this state of affairs more pathologically than usual. However, the 
danger of Soviet competition was incredibly exaggerated, and all of
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these matters that belonged to the economic sphere were carried over 
into the realm of the political struggle against socialism. Reactionary 
journalists approached this problem as “ fighting the Red trade 
menace. ’ ’74

Their propaganda pointed to the fact that Soviet exports had in
creased to some extent with the beginning of the Five-Year Plan. It is 
true that Soviet exports in general and to the United States in par
ticular reached their highest level for the period between the wars in 
the years 1929 and 1930. The reason for this was twofold—the ex
pansion of Soviet export opportunities and the fact that the Soviets 
were forced to turn possibility into reality because of the refusal by the 
bourgeoisie to extend the necessary credit to cover the cost of imports. 
The reactionaries drew their own conclusions from this. They got the 
notion that the Five-Year Plan would fail without imports from the 
United States, and that the Soviet economy would break down if they 
put pressure on it.

In the United States in the early 1930s there were a great many false 
assessments of the Soviet economy and of the prospects of the Five- 
Year Plan.75 For example, we analyzed the articles in Current History 
on this subject. In January 1931 Henry D. Baker, the former American 
commercial attaché in Russia, wrote about the “ inherent unsound
ness’ ’ of the Five-Year Plan, predicting that the USSR can at best hope 
for a ‘ ‘Pyrrhic victory. ’ ’76 Professor Edgar S. Furniss wrote in issue after 
issue, monotonously and tediously, although without using strong 
language, of the “ failures” of the Soviet planned economy.77

Attacks on Soviet export policies and on the Five-Year Plan merged 
into one. American propaganda and American policy found them
selves once again, though not for the last time, caught up in the 
illusion that without American “ aid” the Soviet Union would be 
unable to cope with its economic problems. These illusions were in 
part offensive, in part defensive designs of the American bourgeoisie. 
As far as the offensive aspect was concerned, some people still hoped 
that through a combination of nonrecognition and economic boycott 
they might turn the Soviet state from its socialist course. But obviously 
they did not have the strength to do this. The American bourgeoisie 
and its ideologists also had to consider another matter: how to prevent 
the achievements of Soviet socialism from having an influence in the 
United States. Though this influence should not be exaggerated, it 
must nevertheless be admitted that it did exist. The idea of a planned
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economy was attractive to many members of the intelligentsia. Un
employed workers discovered for themselves the truth about the possi
bility of permanent and full employment. The accelerated shift to 
state-monopolistic formulas as a solution to economic problems, and 
the trend to liberal social reform, were influenced significantly by the 
principles of socialism, especially with respect to economic planning 
and government responsibility for the social welfare of citizens.

In 1930 anti-Communist hysteria revived in the United States, with 
Congressman Hamilton Fish as its standard-bearer. Fish and his 
associates blamed all of America’s misfortunes—and in the early 1930s 
there were many of them—on the subversive influence and activities 
of the Soviet Union and the American Communists, an explanation 
primitive in its simplicity. Appearing before Congress on 28 February 
1930 he castigated the “ liberals and progressives’’ for their sympathy 
with the “ Soviet dictatorship’’ and was applauded by the members of 
the House of Representatives when he proposed an investigation of the 
activities of American Communists.78 And two months later Grover 
Whalen, police commissioner of New York, following the tradition of 
the “ Sisson documents,” published falsified evidence purporting to 
show that Amtorg and the Soviet Information Bureau in Washington 
were nothing but emissaries from the Comintern to the Communist 
Party of the United States, and that the latter was preparing to 
overthrow the lawful government. In May 1930 the House of Repre
sentatives decided to create a committee headed by Fish to investi
gate Communist activity in the United States. But shortly afterward 
Whalen’s false documents were unmasked as counterfeit, which even 
Fish’s committee had to acknowledge.

In the campaign against ‘ ’Communist propaganda,” as in all of the 
other anti-Soviet ventures of the early 1930s, the factor of the Five-Year 
Plan is clearly discernible. Even the fight for “ freedom of worship” in 
the USSR, led by Edmund Walsh, the former papal nuncio in Russia, 
took the form, in the main, of attacks on the Five-Year Plan, so 
dangerous for the reactionary “ crusaders.” 79 Hamilton Fish prophe
sied for the Soviet Five-Year Plan “ near-collapse for want of capital,” 
and assigned the United States a definite role in promoting this 
“ collapse” : “Unless American capitalists provide funds and extend 
loans and credit the famous 5-year program will come to a sudden and 
startling end.” 80

The Soviet government had to waste a great deal of effort warding
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off political attacks by the ruling circles of the United States. In 
December 1929 it rebuffed attempts to interfere in the Soviet-Chinese 
conflict unleashed by the antinational militarist circles of China under 
imperialist instigation. American interference became especially active 
just when Soviet-Chinese negotiations were nearing a successful con
clusion. On 3 December 1929 Moscow issued a protest, which ended 
with the caustic passage: ‘ ‘In conclusion, the government of the Soviet 
Union cannot but express its amazement that the government of the 
United States of America, which by its own choice has no official 
relations with the government of the Soviet Union, can find it possible 
to address it with counsel and ‘instructions.’ ”81 

Nor could the Soviet Union remain silent about the campaign of 
discrimination against Soviet exports. In July 1930 P. A. Bogdanov, 
president of Amtorg, spoke out against the false charge that American 
manufacturers were threatened by Soviet competition. He cited irre
futable figures showing that the campaign against our exports were 
based on political and not purely economic motives. Bogdanov warned 
the organizers of the campaign: ‘ ‘There is no doubt that curtailing the 
importation of Soviet goods into the United States of America will 
have an effect on our purchases in this country.”82 Following this, 
Skvirsky proposed to the Peoples’ Commissariat for Foreign Affairs 
that drastic retaliatory measures be taken, knowing that this would 
be certain to have a sobering effect on a certain part of the Ameri
can business community. ‘‘Events have shown,” he telegraphed on 
13 August 1930,

that in times of crisis the Americans have been aware of the impor
tance of the Soviet market. When threatened with losing it, they 
reacted in a way that was to our benefit. This strengthened our posi
tion, and we must take that into account. At the next serious con
frontation we ought to take a more decisive stand, and announce that 
we are taking our trade elsewhere, unless we get a trade agreement 
that would guarantee us elementary rights. This will surely force the 
business people concerned to put pressure on Hoover on our behalf. 
W ithout such pressure, Hoover himself will not undertake any
thing. Once we have taken a decisive stand, we must be prepared to 
carry it into effect. At present our position is weakened by the fact 
that at the same time that we issue a warning, we are placing an 
order [for goods] in the amount of $40,000,000. Here there are
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many, including some in the government departments, who are 
convinced that we will not leave the market, for we cannot as yet 
afford to do so. The threat to our exports has lessened, but has not 
disappeared.83

On 2Q October 1930 the Council of Peoples’ Commissars of the USSR 
adopted a resolution providing that the Peoples’ Commissariat of 
Foreign and Domestic Trade could take retaliatory measures against 
countries in which Soviet export goods were subject to discrimination. 
In his report to the Sixth Congress of Soviets on 8 March 1931, V. M. 
Molotov, chairman of the Council of Peoples’ Commissars, warned 
that inasmuch as “ the anti-Soviet activity of Fish and Company 
amounts to a virtual ban on the export of Soviet goods to America, the 
United States must reckon with the fact that this will inevitably and 
immediately have an effect on our imports from America, also.”84 A 
letter—“ K voprosu o nashikh vzaimootnosheniyakh s Amerikoy” 
(Concerning the matter of our interrelations with America)83— 
addressed to the Politburo of the Central Committee of the Soviet 
Communist Party on 18 September 1931 by N. N. Krestinsky, assis
tant commissar of the Peoples’ Commissariat for Foreign Affairs, is of 
great significance in showing the mood in the leading circles of the 
USSR with respect to discrimination against Soviet exports in the 
United States, and the anti-Soviet campaign as a whole. Its proposal to 
strictly curtail purchases from the United States as a retaliatory, defen
sive measure was put into effect.

This decision of the Soviet government resulted in appreciable 
damage to a certain sector of American business. It should be borne in 
mind that in 1931 approximately 40 percent of all machinery and 
various equipment exported by the United States was sold in the 
USSR, along with 66 percent of all exponed metal-cutting lathes, 75 
percent of all forge machinery, and 96 percent of all locomotives.86 
Because of the anti-Soviet crusaders, Soviet-American trade was sud
denly and drastically reduced. In 1931 we imported goods in the 
amount of 801 million rubles; in 1932, 110 million rubles; and in 
1933, only 58 million rubles.87 In other words, exports to the USSR 
during the period of a most severe economic depression in the United 
States decreased almost eightfold within one year and almost fourteen
fold within two years. This forced many people to think twice about
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the consequences of the anti-Soviet spree, and undermined the doc
trine that trade and recognition, or that trade and normal political 
relations, were not related.

At the same time, the USSR remained prepared to enter into 
friendly relations with the United States. Fifteen hundred American 
specialists continued to work successfully in our country, among them 
the prominent builder Hugh Cooper.88 Actually, they all worked well. 
They were treated with respect and goodwill, and many were awarded 
Soviet decorations. Stalin, who did not often take notice of foreign 
correspondents, visitors, or even accredited diplomats, met rather 
often with the Americans. The general secretary of the Central Com
mittee of the Communist Party was a very popular personality in the 
pages of the American press. He could not stand sensation lovers in 
the world of journalism. On 3 April 1932, in reply to a letter from 
Richardson, a representative of the Associated Press wire service, he 
expressed his opinion of rumors about his health in the style of the 
well-known words of Mark Twain: ‘ ‘This is not the first time that false 
rumors that I am ill are circulating in the bourgeois press. Obviously, 
there are people to whose interest it is that I should fall ill seriously 
and for a long time, if not worse. Perhaps it is not very tactful of me, 
but unfortunately I have no data capable of gratifying these gentle
m en.”8’

It was not only for economic reasons that the Soviet Union showed 
an interest in normalizing relations with the United States. On the 
whole, the curtailment of trade with the Americans in no way affected 
the fulfillment of the Five-Year Plan, which did not depend on help 
from the United States. In the early 1930s the first signs of the 
approaching war began to loom on the horizon. At first the threat 
appeared most obvious in the Far East, but beginning in 1933 it 
appeared in Central Europe as well. Aggression touched both our 
countries. History equalized the “ chances” of the USSR and the 
United States—the Germans attacked us without declaring war in 
June 1941, and less than half a year later the Japanese did the same to 
the Americans. The Soviet government proceeded from the assump
tion that Japanese militarism was a threat to both the USSR and the 
United States. Therefore it formed its policy counting on the real 
interest of the Americans in the Soviet Union as a factor in stabilizing 
the situation in the Far East.
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From the very first days of the Japanese aggression in Manchuria 
(1931) the United States government was forced to regard the USSR 
in a new light. This was noticed very quickly by Skvirsky, who reported 
to Moscow that the attitude toward him was changing for the better. 
“ Even [Robert F.] Kelly,’’ he wired on 21 April 1932, referring to the 
chief of die State Department’s Eastern European division, “ declared 
in a chat with me that the existence of normal relations between the 
United States of America and the USSR would have a favorable 
influence on the Far East. ’ ,9° Many, if not most people at the top level 
of government in the United States realized this. But the Hoover 
administration delayed making a positive decision on recognition of 
the USSR that was demanded by events. A further obstacle was that 
the leaders of both parties were counting on America being able to 
make the Japanese threat a problem for the USSR alone. The policy of 
encouraging aggression was already taking its first steps.

Be that as it may, under the Hoover administration and, to an even 
greater degree, in the New Deal atmosphere, which was quickly 
spreading during the election campaign of 1932, people were taking a 
closer look at the USSR as a factor in holding Japanese aspirations in 
check. Franklin Roosevelt met with Alkan Hirsch, an American citizen 
who was working as chief consultant for the Soviet chemical industry, 
and questioned him extensively about the state of affairs in the USSR. 
Reporting on the conversation to V. I. Mezhlauk, president of the 
State Planning Committee of the USSR on 12 September 1932, Hirsch 
mentioned that the presidential candidate was interested, among 
other things, in the Far East.91

In the 1932 election campaign both candidates preferred not to 
touch publicly on the painful Russian question, concentrating on 
urgent domestic problems. But recognition of the USSR was being 
widely debated around the country, and it was brought into the 
foreground of the preelection skirmishes. The positions of the propo
nents and opponents of recognition were clearly defined. By this time 
the arguments of both sides had been summarized and expounded 
more than once by specialists in international relations. This was done 
most completely in the survey “ The United States and the Soviet 
Union,” published on 1 November 1933 by the Committee on 
Russian-American Relations of the American Foundation. Members of 
the committee included Hugh Cooper, Thomas Lamont, Roscoe
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Pound, and other well-known proponents of recognition of the USSR, 
but the report was made in an emphatically impartial style, without 
making any recommendations whatever.

The authors presented readers with twelve arguments against recog
nition.92 The first argument began with the thesis: “The commu
nistic and capitalistic systems are entirely incompatible.” Among the 
other propositions was the assertion that the absence of recognition 
did not stand in the way of trade. The tenth point said that the 
establishment of diplomatic relations would not promote universal 
peace inasmuch as the USSR, devoted to the idea of world revolution, 
had no interest in peace. The report contained an equal number of 
arguments—twelve—in favor of recognition.93 The eighth point de
serves special attention: ‘ ‘To withhold recognition is, in effect, to deny 
that capitalistic and communistic systems can coexist in the same 
world. And that, in effect, is a challenge to war.” The advocates of 
recognition used both economic and political arguments. They 
stressed the stability of the political system of the USSR, repudiated 
fantasies about “ subversive propaganda,” and saw in recognition 
opportunities for an expansion of exports and for consolidation of 
American positions in the world. Point 12 said: “ If the U.S. gen
uinely desires to check imperialism in the Far East, it must co
operate with Russia. It can do so adequately only if there are normal 
diplomatic relations between the two countries.” The calculation that 
recognition would prove to be “ the best means of lessening or 
weakening Communism’ ’ was also cited as an argument in favor of 
recognition. This once again corroborated the fact that peaceful co
existence—and here we are speaking of the arguments advanced by 
people who held exactly this point of view—is a form of the class 
struggle.

Historians and public affairs analysts have repeatedly asked what the 
deciding factor was in the final American decision to recognize the 
Soviet Union in 1933. Statements of views on this matter add up to a 
dilemma: was Washington counting on the fact that trade would be 
expanded, or was it concerned with consolidating its position against 
Japan and Germany (sometimes there is disagreement as to whether it 
was against Japan or Germany)?

Before replying to this question, we must point out that any serious 
analysis of the reasons for recognition must begin elsewhere. Recog-
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nition became inevitable, first of all, because the USSR, as a result of 
successful socialist construction, had become a strong nation, the main 
support of peace in the world. Continued refusal to recognize the 
powerful socialist state was completely absurd. The “ tragedy” of 
Wilson and Hoover was approaching its denouement. The fact that 
helped the ruling circles of the United States to recognize the futility 
of their policy on the Russian question was that just when American 
capitalism found itself in a state of the deepest decline, the USSR was 
successfully completing its Five-Year Plan. Even such people as Hoover 
and Hughes could no longer afford to slight the Soviet economic 
system. The depression was not only a social shock and an unparalleled 
economic collapse; it also gave rise to a psychological trauma that was 
difficult to cure, and delivered a colossal moral blow to the creators of 
the “ most effective” system in the world, which during the thirties 
was so mercilessly humiliated by history in the face of the new social 
system. Hopes for the “ collapse,” or even the “ regeneration” of 
socialism in the USSR, could now persist only in the minds of the most 
incorrigible dreamers. Peoples’ Commissar Litvinov, analyzing the 
reasons for the prolonged and unsuccessful disregard of the USSR by the 
republic across the ocean, said at the plenary session of the Central 
Executive Committee on 29 December 1933:

It lasted, not because the United States had greater quarrels with us 
than other countries did, or that it had suffered more than the 
others as a result of the revolutionary legislation. No, in essence it 
continued the struggle proclaimed by the entire capitalist world 
after the October Revolution against the new system of the Soviet 
state, which had set for itself the goal of creating a socialist society. 
This was a struggle against peaceful coexistence of the two systems. 
As it watched its companions-in-arms in this struggle, the other 
capitalist nations, abandon the front, one by. one, it was as though 
America was saying to them: I understand you, you are weak, you 
are shattered, but I am sufficiently strong so that I can continue the 
struggle for all of you. It maintained its position staunchly for 
fifteen years, but has now finally given up the struggle.94

Now we will consider the role of those other factors affecting 
recognition mentioned earlier. Trade was, of course, one of the impor
tant stimuli, and its effect was further intensified by the depressed 
state of the American economy. But it was not the trade that was the
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deciding argument for recognition, even though probably more was 
said about it in public debates than about any other consideration. 
Joan Wilson writes that the government of Franklin Roosevelt “ used 
the shibboleth of economic recovery effectively in 1933 to insure 
acceptance of Russian recognition.” 95 

It was profitable to emphasize the trade factor in recognition both 
because of its practical effect and also for special political reasons. It 
provided a more or less safe refuge against the attacks of the dyed-in- 
the-wool reactionaries, who were accusing the advocates of recognition 
of being soft toward Communism: who in the world would accuse the 
big monopolists of Communist sympathies? But no less important was 
something else—the ruling circles who were conceding to the estab
lishment of diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union did not wish to 
make it appear that the United States had enemies in the world. They 
were not prepared to admit this either to their enemies or to the USSR, 
for public recognition of this fact would have necessitated taking 
positive steps against such enemies and movement in the direction of 
collective resistance to the aggressor, joindy with the Russians.

W ith very rare exceptions, American historians have analyzed pre
war international relations from an anti-Soviet point of view, later 
justifying the policy of encouraging aggression. They did not want to 
“ exaggerate” Japanese-American conflicts and to show that the USSR 
and the United States had a common objective in taking joint action. 
This position did not appeal to them because of the United States’ 
postwar relations with both the USSR and Japan. The same applies 
also to the German aspect of the problem. Finally, thrusting trade to 
the fore, the postwar analysts showed that hopes for a major expansion 
of trade proved to have been unjustified, and asked (some directly, 
others by intimation) whether there had been any sense in recognizing 
the USSR. Had this measure justified itself; had the game been worth 
the candle? Hoover, for example, answered frankly that it had not, 
that the liberals and Communists had betrayed Roosevelt, and that he 
had made a bad bargain, having opened the doors to “ Communist 
infiltration” and “ the attempt to collectivize the United States, 
particularly through the labor unions.” 96

Many American historians do not consider trade as the main stimu
lus toward recognition of the USSR, ascribing this role to political 
factors—the consolidation of American security in the Far East and in
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other parts of the world. But just as the proponents of the trade thesis 
complain that the expected trade expansion did not materialize, so 
those who emphasize the political factor allege that recognition did 
not lead to collective security because the Soviet Union violated the 
1933 understanding, and proved an untrustworthy partner in the eyes 
of the Americans.

Recognition

The defeat of the Republicans in the 1932 elections removed the chief 
domestic obstacle on the road to recognition of the Soviet state. During 
its formative phase and its first months in office, the Roosevelt 
administration weighed all the arguments for and against with em
phatic deliberateness, clearly inclining toward recognition. This was 
promoted in no small degree by the antimonopolist, -democratic 
movement that had got under way during the years of the depression, 
directed against reaction, fascism, and war. Its demands invariably 
included establishment of diplomatic relations with the USSR. In 
1933 the National Committee for Recognition of the Soviet Union was 
formed, coordinating the activities of a great number of organizations. 
The forces opposed to the normalization of relations remained active 
to the end. The American Legion, the National Civic Federation, the 
reactionaries in the AFL, the superannuated Daughters of American 
Revolution, and individual politicians and clergymen 4 ‘of principle" 
would not surrender. Recognition took place in spite of them.

The ice jam began to move after Roosevelt, on 16 May 1933, 
addressed a message to the heads of the fifty-three nations taking part 
in the World Economic Conference. Among the addressees was the 
head of the Soviet state, M. I. Kalinin, who replied to the American 
president on 19 May 1933 in a very friendly tone. On the threshold of 
the inevitable negotiations, the State Department went into full 
swing. Among the great number of documents prepared in its offices, 
the 21 September 1933 memorandum to the president from Cordell 
Hull occupies a special place.97 The secretary of state tried hard to 
persuade Roosevelt to take a harsh stand in the forthcoming negotia
tions with the Russians. He enumerated a large number of claims 
against the USSR, asserting that only the Russians would gain by the 
establishment of official relations. He proposed taking advantage of
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“ two powerful weapons’ ’ against their partner in the negotiations: the 
fact that the Soviet Union was interested in obtaining credit, and the 
danger on its Far Eastern borders—and use them to win conditions 
favorable to the United States.

In his memoirs, Hull laments that the president did not heed his 
chief advice—to force the USSR from the beginning to meet the 
American conditions, and only after this to utter the word recogni
tion."  Roosevelt realized that Hull’s method was unlikely to lead to 
an agreement with the Soviet government, and decided to conduct the 
negotiations himself, sending the secretary of state off to a Pan- 
American conference in Montevideo." Between 10 and 17 October 
1933 there was a historic exchange of letters between Roosevelt and 
Kalinin, and a short time after that a Soviet delegation, headed by 
Peoples’ Commissar M. M. Litvinov, started out for the United States.

The State Department and the specialists on Russian affairs, who 
had emerged by this time, prepared for the arrival of the Reds as if for 
the coming of the autumn hurricanes on the eastern coast of the 
United States, which are given women’s names by the Americans to 
emphasize the impossibility of rationally predicting their behavior. 
But as a matter of fact, it was not difficult to predict the Soviet point 
of view. The Russian peoples’ commissar was bringing a proposal to 
turn away from the inglorious past, as quickly as possible, under 
mutually acceptable conditions; to establish diplomatic relations and 
in the future to strengthen them in the interests of the Soviet and 
American people; to turn them into a strong link of collective security 
against Fascist aggression; to make them a mighty factor in promoting 
universal peace. Litvinov arrived in New York on 7 November 1933, 
on the sixteenth anniversary of the Great October Socialist Revolution.

The thought runs through Hull’s memoirs, and even more through 
American historical analyses dealing with the recognition of the Soviet 
Union,100 that Roosevelt did not handle this generally necessary step 
properly, and therefore recognition did not have satisfactory economic 
and political results. They start from the false premise that the Rus
sians were striving for recognition at any price, while the Americans 
were (or should have been) in the position of a calculating salesman 
offering scarce merchandise. In retrospect, Roosevelt is reproached for 
softness, lack of foresight, and even negligence in the negotiations.



109 The Road to Recognition
of the USSR

Robert Browder expresses this especially clearly in his analysis of the 
agreement on debts, which he calls “ a mistake.” He writes:

It was a particularly unfortunate move in the light of the circum
stances surrounding recognition. Russia was unusually anxious for 
diplomatic relations, and it is not at all improbable that if enough 
pressure had been exerted she would have made a definite settle
ment then and there. The Soviet Government and Maxim Litvinov 
would have suffered an immeasurable loss of prestige both at home 
and abroad if the negotiations had failed. If Litvinov had been 
given the alternatives of signing an agreement in detail or relin
quishing the prospect of recognition, he would very likely have 
complied with the demands of the United States.101

Comments like this at best corresponded to the mentality of the 
Washington "maximalists” of 1933. But thinking in terms of prac
tical politics, the president and his advisers, even if they had wanted to 
indulge in a hyperaggressive course, could see that there was a more or 
less definite point beyond which they could not go in putting pressure 
on the Soviet government. They were also aware of their own personal 
interest in the establishment of relations and their responsibility in 
case of a possible breakdown in the negotiations, to say nothing of 
prestige—this was as necessary to Washington in 1933 as air to 
breathe. And, of course, if Litvinov’s mission were to fail, it would not 
mean much for Moscow. Soviet historians, therefore, have never 
thought of the 1933 negotiations and their successful conclusion as a 
gift from God to American capitalism.

Washington had to show that it had at least obtained some "con
cessions” from the Russians. Roosevelt was not the last American 
president who had need of ‘ ’concessions’ ’ from the USSR for domestic 
consumption, who turned spur-of-the-moment diplomatic "vic
tories” over the Russians into a weapon in the struggle against his 
political opponents at home. In doing this, American leaders count 
not only on the generosity of the Kremlin, but also on the difference 
between the political processes in the United States and the USSR. 
They believe that the Soviet system permits the Kremlin leaders to 
evaluate circumstances simply objectively, while the American system 
requires the additional freight of triumphal propaganda. As a matter



110 Chapter Three

of fact, that is how things actually are, except only for the fact that the 
degree of sensitivity of Soviet public opinion to what takes place in 
Soviet-American relations is underestimated in the United States. But 
this does not give American propagandists and historians the right to 
transmute American mentality, conditioned by its peculiar political 
features, into objective reality.

The November 1933 negotiations dragged on longer and progressed 
with more difficulty than Moscow had expected. The reason for this 
was the behavior of the ruling circles in the United States. It was 
complicated also by their own prejudices, and even more by the preju
dices of those whose opinion they had to take into account. Roosevelt, 
whose enemies would have thought he had sold out to communism 
even without these negotiations, had to convince the diehard reaction
aries that in his talks with the Red delegation he was being tough and 
was driving them into a comer. Besides this, he had to prove that 
sixteen years of nonrecognition had been in some measure logical, just 
as the repudiation of this earlier course—which could occur only after 
the Soviet side had appeared before the eyes of the world cleansed of 
its sins—was also logical. To Roosevelt, Wilson was a teacher, while 
Hoover was a colleague from whom he had taken over power. Finally, 
America, shattered to pieces at home, and looked down on by the 
dictatorships abroad as a decayed democracy, had to show evidence of 
its strength.

All of this determined American tactics at the negotiations. Litvinov 
was prepared for the immediate conclusion of an agreement on estab
lishing diplomatic relations, along lines which the Soviets had had in 
mind for a long time: first the two countries would enter into official 
relations, and then they would settle all their specific problems. Such a 
simple approach did not suit the Americans. Knowing that the USSR 
would offer the United States the same conditions that it would offer 
to other countries in similar situations, they wished to appear to have 
won these conditions with great difficulty, so that later, they could 
present it in this light to the general public. And on the other hand, 
though they knew that the USSR would not give way to extortionate 
claims of a material and political order, the Americans went ahead and 
made excessive demands in order to prove that the Soviet Union was 
intractable and thus justify the sixteen years of nonrecognition. Here a 
way was being prepared for the immediate future as well. Washington
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had no intention of opening the history of American-Soviet relations 
with a page telling of close political cooperation, in full view of 
potential aggressors. It was therefore important to represent the 
socialist state as a difficult partner.

In certain instances during these talks the Americans were forcing 
their way through an open door. This was especially true of the 
negotiations about the religious question and the legal status of 
Americans in the USSR. Hull showed what appeared to be an unac
countably moving concern about the state of religion in the USSR, 
which, in the light of what has been stated earlier, is entirely under
standable. Litvinov politely pointed out to him that he was touching 
on the internal affairs of the USSR. ‘ ‘After a long argument on this 
subject, ’ ’ the peoples’ commissar reponed to Moscow on 8 November, 
“ Hull stepped down from his position and declared that he expected, 
at the very least, a guarantee of religious freedom for Americans in the 
Soviet Union, without which the restoration of relations would be 
impossible. I replied that the position of the Americans with respect to 
religion would be the same as that of our own citizens and of other 
foreigners. If he should ask me what that position is, I shall answer 
that it ensures freedom of religion to everyone.’’102 Thus, on the 
religious question one can see the intolerable meddling of the United 
States in the affairs of the USSR, and the fact that the problem itself 
was contrived. The problem was really very simple for the Soviet 
Union, if Hull’s real concern was that the moral appearance of the 
American ambassador and of the entire staff of the embassy might be 
damaged on the territory of the godless socialist nation. “ In reply to 
my question,’’ wired Litvinov to the Peoples’ Commissariat for 
Foreign Affairs on 18 November, when the negotiations had already 
been concluded, ‘ ‘why Roosevelt had been so insistent on the question 
of religion, Bullitt said frankly here it was exclusively domestic policy 
that played a role, and that the agreements concerning religion would 
give Roosevelt fifty votes in the Congress that he needed badly to carry 
out some economic reforms. ’ *103 But, naturally, the Soviet Union could 
permit the American leaders, even Roosevelt, to win a “ victory” over 
them only within the limits of decency.

The matter of the legal status of American citizens in the USSR 
looked exactly the same. By this time hundreds and even thousands of 
Americans had had the experience of a prolonged stay under the
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conditions of Soviet reality. Although they did not live in paradise, 
the atmosphere around them was quite pleasant, and they experienced 
no discrimination for either racial or religious reasons. If indeed there 
were any shortcomings in our treatment of foreigners, they were more 
likely to stem from the excessively deferential treatment accorded 
them. Nonetheless Hull and his assistants undertook the solution of 
this “ problem.” And again, joking aside, the desire for exclusiveness 
and privilege were distinctly apparent. “ I referred once more to the 
equality before the law of our own and of alien citizens and to the 
inadmissibility of privileges,” reported Litvinov to his government.104

Two other subjects that were discussed had more substance. These 
were the question of mutual noninterference in internal affairs, and 
the settlement of mutual financial claims. It must be said at once that 
the question of subversive propaganda and of interference in internal 
affairs were in a sphere where it was the Americans and not the Rus
sians who were at fault, although the Americans, both at the negotia
tions and in subsequent historial accounts, took the completely oppo
site approach to the matter. As is known, the United States intervened 
in Soviet affairs with fire and sword, and with appeals by official 
figures for the overthrow of the lawful Soviet authority, not to men
tion the antics of more irresponsible groups—the propaganda agen
cies. On 17 November 1933, Litvinov told the members of the press in 
Washington that over the course of sixteen long years many in the 
United States * ‘had amused themselves spreading wild cock-and-bull 
stories about the Soviet Union,” 105 and no one could ward off his 
well-aimed stabs.

The American side acted as though it were unaware of any hostile 
action against the Soviet Union originating in the United States, and 
at the same time demanded the impossible of Litvinov—the commit
ment to put an end to the struggle of the Comintern against capi
talism. The Soviet peoples’ commissar replied to Hull’s demands that 
he should assume 4 ‘responsibility for the Comintern’ ’ with a ‘ ‘decisive 
refusal.” 106 Donald Bishop is right when he writes that the absence of 
the clause about the Comintern in the final agreement was “ not an 
oversight.” 107 But there is no justification for his assertion that this 
document contains an implied renunciation by the Communist Inter
national of anticapitalist propaganda.

The gravest problem in the Washington negotiations concerned the
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debt claims. The State Department estimated the total Soviet debt 
owed Americans to be an astronomical $771,000,000.108 The Soviet 
position on the question of the prerevolutionary debt had been clearly 
formulated for some time. It included a repudiation of reciprocal 
claims, and the solution of unsolved material problems after the 
establishment of diplomatic relations, with the condition that loans 
would be granted (some payments might be allowed in the form of 
higher interest rates). So far as the USSR was concerned, the total 
amount of the real debt to the United States that it could recognize 
was small by comparison with its former debts to France, Germany, 
and Britain. It appeared to be at least seven to eight times less than the 
figure computed by the Americans. But the USSR could not give the 
Americans preferential treatment without reopening the whole ques
tion of indebtedness with the other countries with whom it had long 
since arrived at a settlement.

We must suppose that the American diplomats realized this, and, 
having seized upon this question, which for the “ richest country in 
the world’ ’ was at bottom a trivial one, decided to show once again the 
“ difficulty” of having normal relations with the Russians. As has 
already been pointed out, all of this made much sense from the 
standpoint of the American idea of refusing to cooperate actively with 
the Soviet Union against the rising aggressors.

After prolonged negotiations in Washington, clear mutual agree
ment was reached on three of the four above-mentioned problems. 
The agreement was spelled out in a public exchange of letters between 
Roosevelt and Litvinov. The declaration on religious freedom109 was 
the only unilateral commitment of the Soviet government, which was 
not overly concerned about the religious practices of its diplomats and 
citizens in the United States. Two others—a commitment to abandon 
hostile propaganda and one on the rights of citizens—were reciprocal.

The question of financial claims, unlike all the others, was settled by 
a gentlemen’s agreement and the initialing of a secret document. 
Litvinov notified Hull on the first day that the discussion concerning 
debts would be meaningless without taking into account counter
claims by the USSR. “ If an immediate solution of the problem is 
desirable,” said the peoples’ commissar, “ it is possible only if both 
sides give up all claims, after the example of Rapallo.” 110 The United 
States government did not give up its claims, although it would have
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been quite easy for them to do so and would have shown the whole 
world straightaway that the two great nations were ready to meet each 
other halfway in order to cope with an impending threat. The Soviet 
side, of course, could not agree to meet the American claims, both 
because they were excessive and because this would have immediately 
complicated the relations between the USSR and many European 
powers.

But, realizing the importance of establishing friendly relations with 
the United States for the strengthening of universal peace, the Soviet 
delegation announced that after the establishment of official ties the 
USSR would be prepared to consider the question of satisfying a 
certain number of the American material claims, provided it were 
done in such a way as not to reopen discussion of the previously 
settled claims of the other powers. It was a result of this that the accord 
of 15 November 1933 was only a gentlemen’s agreement, in the sense 
that the two sides, especially the Soviet side, could move on to final and 
official talks only after further consultadon.111 In its content, though, 
the document was logical and clear. It stated that after revised esti
mates were submitted by both sides, the United States could receive a 
sum of between $75,000,000 and $150,000,000 (the most likely figure 
being $100,000,000), subject only to one important condition. This 
was the extension of a loan to the USSR with a high rate of interest, 
which would reimburse Americans who had claims against the Soviet 
government.

The American literature contains assertions that Roosevelt and his 
advisers were “ negligent" and showed poor judgment in negotiating 
the debt settlement. Negligence may be seen in the fact that the 
president promised the Russians the loan without having considered 
how the Congress would react to this, and also confused the idea of 
“ loan" and “ credit." It is hard to put much stock in this interpreta
tion, for it is supported by neither the facts nor convincing arguments. 
The lexicon of finance among Americans is polished to the point of 
perfection. In the United States even a preschool child understands 
the difference between a loan and commercial credit, so that American 
historians, in trying to cast aspersions on the agreements of November 
1933, are underestimating the capabilities of the statesmen and dip
lomats of the New Deal period. For the most part, these men were 
lawyers and specialists in corporate law. The provision about a loan for
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the USSR was included not as a result of negligence, for in its absence 
the understanding would not have reached the level of even a gentle
men’s agreement; without this condition, the Soviet side would not 
have accepted the compromise that was reached. Moreover, with this 
initialed agreement the United States government placed itself in an 
advantageous position politically. Despite the secret nature of the 
document, Washington could at once begin to claim that it had won 
an advantage. Second, the government had before it two alterna
tives—to bring the understanding to a conclusion, receiving the 
$100,000,000 and strengthening its claim that the Russians had made 
concessions; or, on the contrary, to refuse to accept the conditions of 
the loan, laying the blame for the failure of the proposed debt 
agreement on the USSR, and in this way making it seem impossible to 
enter into friendship and alliance with the Russians. As the immediate 
future was to show, the United States government chose the second 
course, forgoing the $100,000,000 in order to prove the logic of their 
policy of nonresistance to aggression and their repudiation of collective 
security.

In anticipation of the forthcoming negotiations, while they were 
going on, and immediately following their successful conclusion, there 
was optimism in both countries about the possibility of a substantial 
increase in Soviet-American trade. No one had any doubt that Amer
ican credits were an indispensable condition for this, as is clear from 
accounts in the American press of that period. On 18 November 1933, 
the Washington correspondent for the New York Times reported that 
Smith Brookhart, former senator from Iowa who was a special adviser 
on agricultural affairs to the administration, talked of bringing Soviet 
purchases up to $320,000,000 a year by extending credit. Francis Cole, 
vice-president of the American Manufacturers Export Association, and 
Carl W. Linscheid, president of the Export Managers’ Club of New 
York, said the same thing. This was the way the situation was assessed 
by experts and specialists. They expected “ a government guarantee of 
credit” and announcements of ‘‘a credit policy” to follow the recog
nition of the USSR.112 After the conclusion of the negotiations in 
Washington, an editorial in the New York Times pointed out, “ As a 
factor in American industrial and commercial recovery Russian trade 
will depend in no small degree on how much credit Moscow gets to 
make purchases here.” 113
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And so, when American historians write about the unwarranted 
hopes for a substantial increase in trade, they are unable to find 
reasons for the disappointment on both sides of the ocean. The root 
lies on the American continent, and this was clearly comprehended by 
the contemporaries who commented on the agreements of Roosevelt 
and Litvinov. The New York Times editorial mentioned above said 
that the United States was confronted with “ an ultimate choice 
between a revision of our import regulations or a disappointment 
in Russian trade to those who now hail recognition as an introduc
tion of an annual export business to Russia of $300,000,000 to 
$500,000,000. ” 114 The disappointment was a consequence of the 
policy of only one side—the ruling circles of the United States.

Incidentally, this demonstrates once more that trade considerations 
were not the deciding factor that made for the American initiative 
which culminated in recognition of the USSR. In a statement made in 
connection with the establishment of official relations, Colonel Hugh 
Cooper, president of the American-Russian Chamber of Commerce, 
who by virtue of his position had no personal interest in belittling the 
importance of the trade factor, stressed its “ secondary importance” 
and pointed out as the prime moving force that led to recognition of 
the USSR its “ greatest value to world peace.” 115 Senator Robert 
Wagner, one of the main creators of the New Deal, also assessed the 
establishment of relations in this way. He called it “ an effective 
contribution to efforts to bring about univeral peace.” 116 The Amer
icans did not lose sight of the paramount interest of the United States 
in normalizing political relations with a nation that was acquiring an 
ever-increasing importance as a positive force in its plans to contain the 
excessive activity of Japan and Germany.

The government of the United States was interested in the political 
value of establishing diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union, and 
was guided by the notion of the balance of power. It wanted its 
enemies in Europe and Asia, who were growing stronger, to know that 
America had ties with a great Eurasian power which was also threat
ened by them, and that these ties might lead to definite political 
collaboration. In his report on a conversation with Roosevelt, Litvinov 
wrote to Moscow on 8 November 1933: “ Hull had probably told him 
about the remark made by me that morning about the presence of two 
sources of military peril, and Roosevelt, leading the conversation onto
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this subject, figured out for himself that I had meant Japan and 
Germany, which both have expansionist policies. He stressed that the 
Soviet Union stands between these two aggressors, but that together 
with America we would perhaps ward them off.” 117

At this stage of the pre-Second World War period, Roosevelt wished 
to keep the door open to cooperation with the Soviet Union, but was 
in no hurry to take any definite steps in that direction. He needed a 
strong counterforce to use against Germany and Japan, but only 
wanted to use it in case of necessity.

The United States did not wish to begin its relations with the USSR 
by establishing close political and economic cooperation. This restraint 
was reinforced by the traditional anti-Soviet elements in the United 
States, which were attacking the president’s policy on the Russian 
question. Republican Senator Arthur Robinson (Indiana) called recog
nition of the USSR ‘ ‘a terrific mistake, ' ’ a step ‘ ‘inimical to America’s 
best interests.” 118 Herbert Hoover had the wisdom to refrain from 
public comment, but as everyone knew, he took the same position as 
Senator Robinson. The ruling circles of the United States began at 
once to contrive conditions for restraint in Soviet-American relations. 
The White House and the State Department deemed it unnecessary to 
tie their hands by active cooperation with the Soviet Union, but rather 
chose to remain uncommitted. Then if some crisis were to erupt, it 
might be possible to profit from it, not checking the aggressor, leaving 
this task to their newly acquired partner, the USSR.

Despite all of the negative aspects of the Roosevelt-Hull Russian 
policy, the course taken by the Democratic administration in estab
lishing diplomatic relations, realized in the 1933 agreement, was fun
damentally of tremendous positive significance. This act was a great 
service to the cause of peace and antifascism. This was its essential 
importance. Diplomatic relations were arranged at a time of crisis 
preceding a storm. When the final test came, both sides had already 
developed a tradition of mutual trust which had its origins in Novem
ber 1933.

In the Soviet Union the resumption of relations with the United 
States was greeted with gratification and even enthusiasm. This 
strengthened the traditional goodwill of our people toward the Amer
icans and opened up good prospects for cooperation. Litvinov an
nounced to members of the press in Washington on 17 November
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1933: “ Yesterday’s exchange of notes not only creates conditions 
indispensable to the rapid and successful settlement of the unsolved 
problems of the past, but, what is more important, opens a new 
chapter in the development of genuinely friendly relations and peace
ful cooperation between the two greatest republics.’’119 This same idea 
was expressed by Kalinin, head of the Soviet state, in his radio address 
to the American people on 20 November 1933. From the most 
authoritative Soviet tribune, that of the Congress of the Communist 
Party, Stalin observed that ‘ ‘this act is of very great significance for the 
whole system of international relations,” emphasizing that the estab
lishment of Soviet-American relations “ improves the chances of pre
serving peace.” 120



4 On the Eve of the 
Second World War

Major Foreign Policy Concepts

During the second half of the 1930s the USSR finished laying the 
foundations of socialism and set about carrying out far-reaching plans 
for perfecting the socialist society. W ith the successful conclusion of 
the second Five-Year Plan (1933-37), “ all of the exploiting classes 
were liquidated once and for all, the causes giving rise to the exploita
tion of one man by another and the division of society into the 
exploiters and the exploited were completely destroyed.” 1 The 
triumph of socialism in our country was reflected and consolidated in 
law in the new constitution, adopted 5 December 1936.

Great economic and sociopolitical tasks were set before the Soviet 
people by the third Five-Year Plan (1938-42), approved at the eigh
teenth Congress of the Communist Party in March 1939. The “ fun
damental economic task” laid down by the Congress for the third 
Five-Year Plan was the goal of overtaking and outdistancing the most 
developed capitalist countries, including the United States, in eco
nomic matters, that is, in per capita production.2 “ The fulfillment of 
the third Five-Year Plan,” read the resolution, “ will be the best 
evidence of the triumphant force of Communism in its historical 
competition with capitalism.” 3 Here was reflected once again the 
Soviet, Leninist view of world revolution, which has nothing to do 
with instigating revolts or with “ revolutionary interference” in the 
affairs of other peoples.

The Stalin personality cult, which was decisively condemned by the 
Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in 
February 1956 and by a special resolution of the Party's Central 
Committee on 30June 1956,4 caused substantial damage to successful

119
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socialist construction, to the introduction of the principles of socialist 
democracy into all spheres of life, and to the international prestige of 
the USSR. The 1956 resolutions point out the objective and subjective 
reasons for the appearance of the Stalin personality cult. In 1937 Stalin 
began to propagate mistaken views about the aggravation of the class 
struggle as the Soviet Union advanced toward socialism. This was at a 
time when socialism had already triumphed in our country, while the 
exploiting classes and their economic base had been liquidated. In 
practice, this erroneous theoretical formulation served as the basis for 
the grossest violations of socialist law and for mass repressions.

All of this was used by bourgeois propaganda in the struggle against 
socialism and the Soviet system. Distorting the nature and essence of 
the personality cult, the enemies of socialism strenuously propa
gandized the false thesis that the personality cult is a natural outcome 
of the socialist system. However, the most important fact about Soviet 
society in the thirties was not the historically accidental phenomenon 
of the Stalin personality cult but the successful construction of socia
lism; the superiority of socialism over capitalism had been proven, and 
the peace-loving nature of the Soviet state, the bastion of social 
progress, antifascism, and peace, had been demonstrated.

During the thirties peaceful coexistence, the basis of Soviet foreign 
policy, underwent further development. The capitalist world was 
rapidly splitting into two hostile camps, one of which—the Fascist— 
was frankly aggressive and intent on redrawing the map of the world. 
Under these circumstances, the foreign-policy doctrine of the USSR 
was modified to take into account the obvious difference between the 
Fascist bloc and the mixed system of the bourgeois-democratic na
tions. The Soviet Union emerged as a determined opponent of the 
aggressive plans of world fascism and an advocate of cooperation with 
the non-Fascist countries.

In December 1933 the Central Committee of the Soviet Communist 
Party decided to launch a campaign for collective security. It envisaged 
the possibility of concluding pacts for joint resistance to aggression and 
the entry of the USSR into the League of Nations. Thus, the struggle 
of the Soviet Union against the imminent military threat followed two 
main courses. In the first place, the Soviet people were building a 
strong productive potential which increased both our defensive 
capacity and our moral-political unity. Second, the Soviet govern-
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ment, having advanced the concept of the interdependence of 
peoples, summoned all peace-loving, nonaggressive nations to create a 
system of collective security. Entering the League of Nations in 1934, 
after Japan and Germany had withdrawn, the USSR tried to use this 
forum for organizing collective resistance to the Fascist aggressors.

Beginning in the mid-1950s, the struggle against fascism and the 
military threat intensified in all parts of the world, involving people of 
various shades of opinion, from Communists to liberals and conserva
tives. The historic decision of the Seventh Congress of the Communist 
International, which took place in Moscow in the summer of 1935, 
played a large pan in activating this struggle. Here the slogans of the 
Popular Front—against reaction, fascism, and war—were advanced. 
This helped to overcome factionalism in the Communist movement 
and strengthen the forces opposing reaction, fascism, and war, the 
true bearers of which were the most chauvinistic, militaristic, and 
tenoristic elements among the monopolist bourgeoisie, the military 
cliques, and the official bureaucracy of many countries.

The Soviet government had some success in its struggle for collective 
security but not as much as it aimed for. In the ruling circles of Britain, 
France, and the United States, those at the top usually shut their eyes 
to aggression, rejecting collective action with the USSR against the 
Fascist warmongers. Moscow tried repeatedly to convince them of the 
ruinous consequences of such behavior. Litvinov spared no effort in 
propagandizing for the principles of collective security. Western 
statesmen and public opinion recognized him as the leader in the 
campaign to achieve it. But no real joint opposition to the aggressors 
resulted, and the chances for this lessened as the thirties wore on.

When the Nazis seized Austria, the Soviet government appealed for 
specific measures to oppose them, either through the League of 
Nations or outside of it, depending on the counterproposals of those 
on whom Moscow was depending.’ Britain and France declined the 
Soviet proposals, and the American government did not even reply to 
them. The Munich agreement of 1938, in which Britain and France 
betrayed Czechoslovakia with the blessing of the United States, 
demonstrated convincingly that the ruling circles of the West not only 
were not seeking, together with the Soviet Union, to restrain the aggres
sors but, on the contrary, were pushing them to the East, closer to the 
boundaries of the USSR. After Munich, the Soviet Union found itself
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more and more noticeably in a state of diplomatic isolation, inasmuch 
as the bourgeois-democratic countries did not wish to conduct busi
nesslike negotiations with it. The position of London and Paris— 
again, bolstered by Washington—at the Moscow talks of 1939, 
showed once and for all the unwillingness of the Munichites to go 
along with us, and their secret desire to bring the USSR into conflict 
with Germany in Europe and with Japan in Asia.

At the Eighteenth Congress of the Soviet Communist Party, Stalin 
stated: “ The new imperialist war became a fact.“6 A resolution of 
the congress also named the chief perpetrator of the war—fascism:
‘ ‘The posture of capitalism takes its tone from the Fascist countries, 
with their internal bloody terror and their foreign imperialist aggres
sion, which has already led to the second imperialist war, with the 
participation of a number of countries in Europe and Asia, and 
threatening to spread farther. ’ ’7 The congress also severely condemned 
the policy of the bourgeois-democratic governments, which had con
nived with the aggressors. Stalin warned that “ the big and dangerous 
political game started by the supporters of the policy of noninterven
tion may end in a serious fiasco for them .“ 8

As Fascist aggression moved closer and closer to the boundaries of 
the USSR, Moscow found no dependable partners and allies, but 
instead met with hostile treatment from the French and British, who 
encouraged Germany and Japan to attack the Soviet Union. Under 
these circumstances, the Soviet government had to rely in much 
greater measure on its own strength alone, and to conduct its foreign 
policy with this in mind. In May 1939 V. M. Molotov himself assumed 
the position of peoples’ commissar for foreign affairs. This meant not 
that the USSR was moving toward isolationism but rather that this 
peoples’ commissariat was elevated in importance because the country 
was forced to recognize the failure of all previous efforts to organize 
collective security, and to depend to a greater degree than before on its 
own resources. The paramount task before the peoples’ commissar- 
premier was to try to reach an agreement with Britain and France for 
joint action against aggression.

Today the whole world knows that the Anglo-French-Soviet con
ference in Moscow failed because the Western participants were 
hardened Munichites, for whom the trip to the eastern capital was a 
by-product of their secret desire to encourage Hitler toward a policy of
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eastward expansion. To stop the plans of the aggressors and of those 
who were conniving with them, Moscow agreed to the proposal of the 
German government to conclude a nonaggression pact, which was 
signed on 23 August 1939. This wrecked both the immediate plans of 
the Axis powers and the anti-Soviet calculations of the Munichites. 
This is precisely why the Munichites and like-minded historians ever 
since have tried so hard to make this action of the Soviet government 
appear as a betrayal.

As we have mentioned already, the economic depression of 1929-33 
was an extremely important landmark in recent capitalist history. The 
capitalists sought various ways out of this critical situation. Some 
countries adopted fascism, either wholly or in part. Others took the 
path of a more flexible socioeconomic policy, moving the liberals, who 
were boldly breaking with the traditions of bourgeois individualism, 
to the fore. In still others, the changes took a radical-progressive form, 
in some places even bordering on revolution. In spite of all the 
political diversity and even the obvious antagonism between these 
methods, they were unified to some degree by one thing they 
had in common—an accelerated development of state-monopolistic 
capitalism.

The New Deal of Franklin Roosevelt in the United States, which fits 
into the second of the above-mentioned patterns, was most peculiarly 
characterized by two features: the speeding up of state-monopolistic 
development, and liberal social reform aimed at silencing popular 
protest and preventing any revolutionary solution to the crisis of 
capitalism. The depression dealt a shattering blow to the myths of 
American “ exclusiveness,” so popular during the prosperous period 
of the twenties. W ithin a short time everyone saw that the United 
States was the same kind of ‘ ‘European’ ’ country as Britain, France, or 
Germany; that they were all developing according to the general laws 
of capitalism and suffered from exactly the same evils. In the United 
States the idea of rugged individualism was deeper rooted than in 
Europe. Thus, here the repudiation of laissez-faire and the conversion 
to “ European,” that is, state-monopolistic measures, recommended in 
the theory of John Maynard Keynes, was especially traumatic.

The adoption by the American individualist bourgeoisie of a more 
collectivist point of view reflected the hopelessness of their position; it 
was a response to the demands of the working masses that the capi-
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talists as a class be forced to assume responsibility for the social 
consequences of the depression. Recognition of the positive value of 
statist collectivist methods was also influenced by the achievements of 
socialist construction in the USSR. The idea of planning, and the 
notion that the state was responsible for the fate of each person, 
acquired widespread popularity in the United States. The conditions 
necessary for the statement of the tasks of a revolutionary-socialist 
reconstruction of society did not exist in the United States, but the 
bourgeoisie had worked itself into such a state of fear that many of its 
members did not rule out the coming of a revolution. One cannot say 
that a revolutionary situation existed in the United States in the thir
ties. On the other hand, here, in contrast with Germany, tremendous 
resources were available which, with proper mobilization by the state, 
might be used to overcome the consequences of the depression and 
modify in a historically positive way anachronistic bourgeois insti
tutions that had taken shape as long ago as the end of the nineteenth 
century.

That is how the New Deal came into the world, giving rise to both 
unwarranted hopes and to unfounded accusations against the Roose
velt reformers. In the immense literature on the New Deal,9 the 
question of how it ended is usually posed as well. In our opinion, the 
New Deal as a policy of liberal social reforms had been exhausted by 
the end of 1938 and came to an end on the eve of the Second World 
War. But the state-monopoly side of the New Deal did not disappear. 
On the contrary, it gathered even more momentum during the war 
years and in the postwar period. This demonstrates the inevitability 
and objectivity of the state-monopolist development of present-day 
capitalism, which finally leads to the complete negation of the system 
of private property.

The foreign policy of the United States during the period of the 
New Deal was very contradictory. The Roosevelt administration, of 
course, saw that the Axis powers were a danger to the national interests 
of the United States. But it would not take a leading role in the 
struggle against the aggressors, preferring to leave that to others. 
Among these others, it counted most of all on the USSR, and because 
of this made far-reaching plans to weaken both the Fascist nations and 
the socialist state. Nonresistance to aggression was being dictated by 
still another result of the 1929-33 depression: the American economy
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could not seem to recover its former effectiveness, in spite of the fact 
that the most experienced political figures stood at the national helm. 
Aggravation of the international situation might bring important 
stimuli and at last force the rusty economic machinery to function 
actively. And that is what did actually happen.

The Practice o f Soviet-American Relations, 1933-39

To a considerable extent though, the establishment of Soviet-Ameri
can relations in 1933 did become a factor for the prevention of war. 
Both countries had a stake in containing the aggressors, who had to 
take this into account. But it must be admitted that Soviet-American 
relations did not play as great a role as they might have in staving off 
the Second World War.

In December 1933 the first American ambassador, William Bullitt, 
arrived in Moscow, and in the following month, A. A. Troyanovsky, 
the first Soviet ambassador to the United States, also took up his 
duties. Bullitt was well received in Moscow. Even before his talk with 
Stalin on 20 December 1933, the American ambassador told Molotov, 
chairman of the Council of Peoples’ Commissars, on 15 December: “ I 
must emphasize the quite exceptional warmth with which I am sur
rounded here and which is beyond any praise.” 1® In both capitals 
there was much talk of peace and friendship at that time. In the 
speech he made when he delivered his credentials to President Roose
velt, Troyanovsky used the word peace seven times in one passage.11

But Bullitt’s mission to Moscow was not calculated to establish 
effective cooperation in the name of peace, and not because Bullitt, a 
noted liberal and “ sovietophile” married to Louise Bryant, the widow 
of John Reed, who had founded the Communist Party of the United 
States, tried (as often happens in similar situations) to atone for his 
“ sins” through a “ tough” position toward the USSR. Rather, when 
the liberal Bullitt, who was inimically disposed toward the Soviet 
Union, was replaced in his position in Moscow by the conservative 
Joseph Davies, who was friendly toward us, the situation did not 
change for the better on the important questions: Soviet-American 
political cooperation against the aggressors did not ensue. This was 
made impossible by the fundamental principles of America’s prewar 
foreign policy.
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Bullitt was very active from the time of his arrival in Moscow, and 
was helped by the fact that, unlike other ambassadors, the doors of the 
highest Soviet officials were open to him. In a conversation with New 
York Times correspondent Walter Duranty on 25 December 1933, 
Stalin said: * ‘Bullitt made a good impression on me and my comrades. 
I had never met him before but had heard much about him from 
Lenin, who also liked him. W hat I like about him is that he does not 
talk like the ordinary diplomat—he is a straightforward man and says 
what he thinks. In general, he produced a very good impression 
here.” 12 In this interview, Stalin was guided by an elementary rule of 
diplomacy: not necessarily to say what is the case, but to be sure to say 
what is necessary. However, possibly due to some kind of subtle calcu
lation, he neither said what was the case, nor, what is more important, 
what was necessary in order to praise an ambassador. It is doubtful 
whether Bullitt was a straightforward man and told the Soviet leaders 
what he was thinking. And there can be absolutely no doubt that 
even if a high-ranking diplomat is indeed such a man, one should 
try to single out some other qualities of his praise.

At first the Soviet leaders actually did like the American ambas
sador, associating him with the 1919 mission and with the establish
ment of diplomatic relations, in which he played a prominent role. 
Probably this put Bullitt even more on his guard, bearing in mind that 
even without this, influential anti-Soviet and anti-Communist circles 
of the United States regarded him as a pink; that even his own uncle, 
the clergyman James Bullitt, condemned recognition of the USSR in 
the most disparaging terms: the United States had "disgraced itself by 
establishing relations with a country which is beyond the pale—a 
pariah among nations.” 13 He did not want to damage his image even 
further, and, realizing that Washington had no intention of using 
Soviet-American relations as a means to collective security, decided to 
distinguish himself in Moscow, but not in the way in which those who 
had at first been impressed by him had expected.

William Bullitt began his ambassadorial work with blackmailing 
hints that since Japan was always a threat to the Soviet Union, the 
Soviets should be compliant toward the United States. The ambas
sador having taken the initiative, the Americans without delay found 
an area in which the USSR should yield to them. Reopening the nego
tiations about debts, the American government repudiated the main
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principle fixed in the Roosevelt-Litvinov understanding, namely, the 
granting of loans to the Soviet Union. The Americans who took part 
in the negotiations, and historians of this episode, tried to justify the 
repudiation of the loan by the confusion between the terms loan and 
credit. They pointed out that in 1934 Congress had prohibited exten
sion of loans to any government that had not paid off its debts to the 
United States. This thesis was unsound even if only because the USSR 
was not a debtor of the United States in the strict sense of the word, 
but also because the Johnson Act need not have been applied to the 
Soviet Union, even judging by the wording of law itself.

But there are more substantial objections as well. Americans often 
say that foreigners, and among them Russians, do not understand all 
the complexities involved in the working out of foreign-policy deci
sions by the United States, especially the sensitivity of the president’s 
position, which is bound by certain limitations. This argument has 
been applied to the relation between the gentlemen’s agreement on 
debts and the Johnson Act. A similar point is made about the present 
situation in Soviet-American relations. It goes without saying that the 
functioning of the internal political machinery of the United States in 
adopting a decision on the Soviet question is a complex matter, and 
probably the foreign observer does not always see all of the fine points 
of this process. But the Americans did not choose to understand what 
is a more important and obvious truth: people in the Soviet Union, as 
in any other country about which the United States makes decisions, 
are not in the least obliged to admire the ‘ ‘democratic’ ’ method by 
which the final point of view is worked out. After all, the Congress, 
the courts, and the administration constitute a unified national 
system, in the name of which the president appears in his official 
relations with other countries. It is no concern of the Soviet Union, 
stricdy speaking, how the Soviet policy of the United States is formed; 
what it wants is to enter into negotiations and agreements with 
plenipotentiary representatives of the United States, to conduct busi
ness responsibly, proceeding on the assumption that the other side’s 
representative is also empowered to negotiate and is serious about 
doing so. In the debt negotiations which took place after the establish
ment of diplomatic relations, the Americans tried, in the international 
forum, to use as an argument the imperfections (if they were imperfec
tions) of their own foreign policy-making apparatus—the excuse was



128 Chapter Four

that the Congress had failed to back up the president’s commitment 
and the commitments were erroneously made. This was a very peculiar 
defense, which claimed an exceptional place for the United States in 
international law.

The negotiations went on for a long time, more than a year. The 
Americans, for their part, violated the main condition of the gentle
men’s agreement, thereby repudiating the Anglo-Saxon tradition, 
highly revered in Western literature, that a gentleman keeps his word. 
The Russian Communists proved to be more gentlemanly than the 
American squires. As if that were not enough, William Bullitt began 
to blackmail Moscow; according to him, the refusal to make the 
concessions demanded would worsen the condition of Soviet trade and 
the position of the USSR in the Far East. On 10 April 1934 Litvinov 
wrote to Troyanovsky: “ We must overcome Bullitt’s inclination to 
blackmail, and we can do this only through self-control and com
posure. We must show that cutting off trade with America does not 
make the impression on us that Bullitt expected, that it is a blow not 
against us, but only against those Americans who are interested in 
trade.” 14

On 31 January 1935 Cordell Hull announced that there had been a 
failure to reach agreement on the debt question, groundlessly laying 
the blame for this on the USSR. Litvinov immediately refuted this 
assertion in a statement published on 3 February 1935 in Pravda. He 
pointed out that the Americans had violated the main condition of the 
1933 understanding—that they had refused the loan. “ In its pro
posals, the Soviet side kept strictly within the limits of this agree
m ent,” said the peoples’ commissar, “ bringing its concessions to a 
point beyond which we could not go without a reconsideration of the 
entire Washington agreement. We refused to enter upon this course, 
which might have led to a complete annulment of the results achieved 
in Washington and to the necessity for new negotiations on all the 
basic questions previously resolved. ” 1> In the same statement, Litvinov 
emphasized that the unsuccessful outcome of the negotiations need 
not stand in the way of the development of trade or hamper efforts to 
preserve peace.

American diplomacy was mistaken in calculating that the USSR 
would try at any price to win the favor of the United States in the 
difficult international situation. But it did achieve a certain negative
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result by leaving a troublesome knot in Soviet-American relations 
which was used as an excuse whenever Americans found it necessary to 
explain why they did not join with the Soviet Union to oppose 
aggression.

As is apparent from the logic of his actions and from the written 
record, William Bullitt wanted to show that Litvinov did not under
stand the importance of Soviet-American rapprochement, and even 
entertained the hope that he might achieve Litvinov’s dismissal. He 
thought that the Japanese-German peril was so great that Stalin and 
the higher military chiefs (whom he had started teaching how to play 
polo, and generally courted in every possible way) would demand that 
Litvinov yield to the Americans in the matter of the debts.16 The 
ambassador hoped to gain the favor of “ those leaders in the Soviet 
hierarchy who desire close collaboration with the United States.” “ I 
propose,” he continued in a telegram to Hull on 30 June 1934, “ to 
take the general attitude that we are most anxious to cooperate with 
the Soviet Union but that Litvinov is indifferent to the establishment 
of such collaboration.” 17

In order to put pressure on the Soviet government and to sow 
discord within the leading circles of the USSR, on 6 February 1935 the 
State Department announced the recall of its naval attache, the closing 
of the consulate general, and a reduction in the embassy staff. The 
correspondence between Charge d ’Affaires John C. Wiley and Hull 
during this period shows that Washington was hoping for the downfall 
of Litvinov as a result of American pressure, and was very disappointed 
when it saw that this did not happen.18 At the same time it gives 
evidence that the Americans were concerned lest Moscow make public 
the gentlemen’s agreement and demonstrate to the whole world who 
it was that had violated it. On 19 February Hull even forbade Wiley to 
hold a press conference, warning him of the danger of saying too 
much.19 The stunt of putting pressure on Moscow to oust Litvinov 
burst like a soap bubble. All that remained was a barrier that now 
stood in the way of the development of Soviet-American political 
cooperation.

In the summer of 1935 another such barrier was erected. By this 
time the government and broad sectors of the American public could 
see with their own eyes that the USSR was not merely a peace-loving 
nation but was firmly disposed to take joint action with other nations



130 Chapter Four

in the name of peace. One proof of this was the decision of the Harris 
Foundation at the University of Chicago in the fall of 1934 to devote 
the next annual summer symposium to the theme, “The Soviet Union 
and World Problems.” The seminar was held 24-29 June 1935. 
Ambassador Troyanovsky took part in it, giving a report on basic 
principles of Soviet foreign policy. In opening the seminar, Professor 
Samuel Harper stressed the appropriateness and timeliness of the 
Fund’s decision, inasmuch as “ the Soviet Union has been one of the 
most active forces, at times the initiating force, in the efforts of the last 
year to further the cause of peace through programs of collective 
security.” 21

The growth of this kind of sentiment put the United States govern
ment on its guard, for it was not ready to participate in a program of 
collective security jointly with the Soviet Union. It was necessary to 
counteract the atmosphere that prevailed in forums such as the 
seminar in Chicago. The State Department was constantly looking for 
convincing arguments to show that the USSR would not be a suitable 
ally.

While negotiations about debts were still in progress, Bullitt began 
to consider the possibility of raising the question of Comintern activi
ties and accusing the Soviet Union of violating its agreement to give 
up subversive propaganda. It was impossible to find even one instance 
of interference by official Soviet figures in the internal affairs of the 
United States. Nor was there any anti-American propaganda being 
carried on in the USSR. In the United States, however, hostile activi
ties and statements with respect to the Soviet Union were the order of 
the day, and not only for Russian emigres and the Hearst press, but 
also for people with some official status and authority. For example, in 
June 1935 Admiral Sterling Yates Jr., issued a statement that got 
worldwide publicity, calling for a joint campaign with Hitler against 
the USSR.22 Franklin Roosevelt, as supreme commander-in-chief, was 
obliged to curb this sorry fire-eater, but did not even reprimand him 
publicly. In reply to the protest by Ambassador Troyanovsky, the State 
Department informed him that the Department of the Navy had told 
the admiral that what he had said was out of line.

Impervious to the beam in its own eye, American diplomacy began 
to look closely to see whether there were not any motes in that of the 
Soviet Union. As there proved to be no evidence of Soviet violations of
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the 1933 agreement, a spurious attack was planned. The Seventh 
Congress of the Comintern was considered a convenient opportunity. 
The State Department and the embassy in Moscow prepared for the 
congress in their own way, planning a propaganda attack before
hand.23 Bullitt did not restrict himself to the subject of the so-called 
Soviet violations, but criticized the decisions of the congress in sub
stance as well. He expressed deep concern about the slogan of the 
Popular Front and advised the president to make a declaration which 
"m ight have a powerful influence in stripping the mask from the 
united front movement, not only in America, but also in Europe."24

Spurred by reactionary propaganda, the United States government 
protested to the Soviet government for convoking and conducting the 
congress of the Communist International in Moscow, regarding this as 
a violation of the Roosevelt-Litvinov understanding. As might have 
been expected, the Soviet side rejected the protest. In a statement by 
Tass on 28 August 1935 the reasons for the rejection were explained— 
‘ ‘The government of the USSR cannot accept and has not accepted any 
responsibility for the Communist International." And Moscow reaf
firmed the ‘ ‘immutable aspiration of the USSR to the further develop
ment of friendly cooperation between the USSR and the United 
States, which would serve the interests of the peoples of both countries 
and would have a great significance for the cause of universal 
peace. ’ ’25 The note cited, from the Peoples’ Commissariat for Foreign 
Affairs to the American embassy, does not touch on the substance of 
the decisions of the seventh congress. Since it was dealing with the 
official representative of the United States president in the USSR, the 
peoples’ commissariat behaved rightly in not engaging in debates on 
the Comintern position but simply pointed out that according to the 
1933 agreement the Soviet government assumed no responsibility for 
the activities of the International.

But historians have a right to depart from this strictly legal position, 
especially as American officials as well as the press had delved into the 
nature of the Comintern’s business. The resolutions of the congress 
were leveled against fascism and war, which one would have thought 
would please the United States government. The Comintern proposed 
a program that left a broad sphere of action for both liberals and even 
for conservatives who wished to oppose Hitler. It was precisely this that 
troubled those of the United States who did not wish to be associated
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with the Communists, whether against war or fascism. The reasons for 
their criticism of Comintern policy varied. Furniss, for example, 
lamented the alleged repudiation by the Communists of revolution, of 
the struggle against capitalism; he grieved over the fact that the 
seventh congress had worked out a “ reformist” platform.26 The 
bourgeois ideologists would not have been frightened by the Com
munist party slipping into reformism. They were alarmed at the exact 
opposite—the strong aspects of the new Comintern line, and its close 
adherence to the historical tasks of the prewar period.

While the bourgeoisie and the petty bourgeois ideologists were 
attacking the seventh congress for “ reformism” and “ subterfuge,” 
American officials sought to accuse the USSR of interfering in their 
national affairs. In his talk with Roy W. Howard on 1 March 1936, 
Stalin showed once again that American protests to the USSR were 
groundless and unreasonable, observing in passing that the United 
States government did not suppress the activities of anti-Soviet 
terrorists on its own soil. “ We can coexist in peace, if we will refrain 
from caviling at each other over every trifle,” concluded Stalin 
stoically.27

The American literature, on the whole, tends to take a sensible, 
skeptical attitude toward this strident but inglorious chapter in the 
history of the diplomacy of the 1930s. Samuel Harper has called the 
Hull-Bullitt demarche “ a bit premature, and certainly immature.”28 
Pauline Tompkins points out that “ even conservatives failed to share 
Secretary Hull’s alarm.”29

The episode with the seventh congress of the Comintern cannot be 
understood properly except in the context of the general course of 
American foreign policy in that period. In the summer of 1935 the 
serious aggression of the Italian Fascists against Ethiopia was gathering 
force, which once again and even more clearly posed the question: 
what were the great non-Axis powers about; why did they do nothing 
to restrain Mussolini’s aggression? Putting even greater pressure on the 
strain in Soviet-American relations, Washington was preparing an 
alibi for itself ahead of time. It was as though it were saying to the 
world: it is impossible to cooperate with a malicious defaulter on debts 
which is conducting subversive activities despite its solemn commit
ments. And this was exactly what the Fascists wanted. “ Yet at the 
hour of Signor Mussolini’s adventure in Africa,” Williams observed, 
“ the United States concluded that a major issue was raised by the
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Comintern meetings of 1935 in Moscow. One can but conclude that 
the Roosevelt administration determined, despite Soviet leadership in 
the organization of resistance to Hitler, Mussolini, and Japan, to press 
a highly legalistic issue to the point of serious aggravation.” 30

The establishment of diplomatic relations served to promote an 
expansion >of Soviet-American trade by comparison with 1932-33, 
even though the anti-Soviet forces in the United States did everything 
they could to ensure the realization of their prophecy that recognition 
would not lead to an increase in the volume of trade. In 1935 the 
first trade agreement was concluded. In the course of the negotiations 
the Soviet side raised the question of normalizing trade conditions by 
a mutual grant of most-favored-nation treatment. The United States 
government decided that this would be of no advantage to them. In a 
telegram of instructions to Chargé d ’Affaires Wiley on 27 March 
1935, Hull explained: ‘‘An offer on the part of the Soviet Govern
ment to extend most-favored-nation treatment to American imports 
or not to discriminate against American goods would, in view of the 
Government monopoly of foreign trade, be valueless, and conse
quently completely unacceptable.” 31 In short, it considered that the 
USSR should have granted the most-favored-nation treatment to the 
United States automatically following the establishment of diplomatic 
relations. The Soviets, on the other hand, faced the prospect of 
working to obtain most-favored-nation treatment from the United 
States, where there was no monopoly of foreign trade, and where the 
government was in a position to bargain to get something of equiva
lent value from the contractor in return. From this it became apparent 
that the Americans were, after all, just as interested in the growth of 
trade as the Russians. The United States agreed to grant the Soviet 
Union certain tariff advantages, and asked us to commit ourselves to 
purchase annually goods in an amount not below a minimum sum 
that was fixed in the agreement. The Soviet side refused to agree to any 
minimum volume of imports from the United States fixed by the 
agreement, so as not to tie its own hands, but agreed to declare its 
intention (not an obligatory term) to purchase goods in the amount of 
$30,000,000 annually. The agreement of 13 July 1935 did contain 
these two fundamental conditions: the Soviet declaration of their 
stated intention and certain customs-tariff privileges for our exports to 
the United States.

On 4 August 1937 a new trade agreement was signed. The dis-
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eussions involved in drafting it centered on two questions: whether the 
declaration of most-favored-nation treatment should be unilateral 
(only on the part of the United States) or bilateral, and what the 
volume of Soviet purchases from the United States should be. As 
before, the Americans refused to accept most-favored-nation treat
ment from the Soviet side. They felt that they must try to get a real 
concession, and not this symbolic declaration, inasmuch as the USSR 
supposedly could engage in trade only on the basis of most-favored- 
nation treatment with any nation that it recognized. Hull specifically 
instructed Ambassador Davies to take this position, feeling that 
Davies lacked an adequate understanding of the matter, and was ready 
to accept from the Russians a supposedly unreal concession.92

The picture that emerged from this was a strange one. The Soviets 
absolutely refused to accept most-favored-nation status from the 
Americans unilaterally. The Americans rejected a bilateral declaration 
of this principle—that is, they were turning their backs on the ad
vantage we were offering. Hull felt that, by accepting such a conces
sion (he put concession in quotes), the United States would weaken its 
position in wringing from the Russians the promise to bring their 
purchases up to $40,000,000 annually. He also had a certain political 
calculation in mind. He did not want the world to get the impression 
that there was some sort of Soviet-American “ entente.”

In this respect the agreement turned out to be complex, more 
complex legally than it is usually presented in American and Soviet 
literature. The United States did in fact grant, and the USSR did 
accept, the status of most-favored-nation for Soviet goods. But the 
Americans accepted this principle from the USSR for American 
products only in part. This was set down in the so-called exportation 
clause from the United States.99 This article specified that goods 
exported from the United States would fall in the most-favored-nation 
category, but said nothing about how these goods would be treated in 
the USSR. We can judge that the most-favored-nation principle was 
not to be applied absolutely also from the Tass report on 8 August 
1937. It explained that the agreement provided for the unconditional 
and unrestricted application of most-favored-nation status to the im
port of Soviet goods into the United States and for conditions for the 
export of American goods to the USSR.94 In this agreement the USSR 
did not bind itself by promising to bring purchases from the United
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States to a specified minimum volume, but in a special note the Soviet 
government declared its intention to raise the volume to $40,000,000 
during the year that the agreement was to be in effect.35

The creation of a relatively favorable contractual framework im
proved Soviet-American trade conditions. The volume of trade began 
to rise steadily, as the following figures, given in thousands of rubles.
show:36

Year Export to the 
United States

Import from the 
United States

1933 48,669 57,783
1934 49,756 62,296
1935 92,508 102,755
1936 103,513 166,321
1937 101,443 185,600
1938 67,126 308,376
1939 64,727 228,980

As a result of the progress made in the socialist reconstruction of 
industry, the structure of Soviet imports from the United States under
went a noticeable change. The import of agricultural machinery, 
automobiles, and metallurgical equipment was sharply curtailed; the 
purchase of textiles was practically discontinued. But the import of 
the latest technological wares, modern machine tools, and electrical 
equipment increased substantially. The main articles of Soviet export 
to the United States before the war were furs, manganese ore, coal, 
timber, and linen fabric.

In the American literature one often finds statements to the effect 
that as the USSR made progress in creating its own industry, it lost its 
former interest in the American market, which is what explains the 
modesty of the above figures by comparison with 1927-30. Authors 
who are more hostile to the USSR add that the Russians had nothing 
with which to buy, for they had exhausted their resources in the 
struggle for industrialization. Neither version is accurate. Both are 
acknowledged to be efforts to justify the position of the opponents of 
recognition of the USSR, to corroborate their “ clairvoyance.”

One should not go to extremes in assessing Soviet-American trade 
during the second half of the thirties. It must be kept in mind that
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during this period world trade in general was not flourishing. Act
ually, the Soviet Union was not obliged to buy from the United States 
goods which it produced itself at home. But purchases from the 
United States increased sharply by comparison with 1933, in 1938 
exceeding that level fivefold. W hat interfered with a greater increase 
in Soviet-American trade was not the condition of the Soviet economy, 
but American commercial and economic policy toward the USSR. 
Imports from the United States were held back by unsatisfactory credit 
and financial conditions. Even after 1933, the United States remained 
the only large country that refused to give credit for trade with the 
Soviet Union. On the whole, though, trade relations were developing 
satisfactorily.

After the establishment of diplomatic relations, Soviet-American 
contacts increased in a number of areas, and important progress was 
made in the direction of rapprochement between the Soviet and 
American peoples. Close cultural ties were established. During the 
thirties translations of the works of Maxim Gorky, Mikhail Sholokhov, 
Leonid Leonov, Aleksandr Fadeev, Aleksei Tolstoy, and other Soviet 
writers began to appear in the United States. The literature of Socialist 
realism, and Socialist ideas themselves gained considerable popularity 
among Americans at that time. In the Soviet Union, the names of 
Dreiser, Sinclair, Hemingway,. Steinbeck, and many other American 
literary figures were reaching a wide circle of readers.

Americans became interested in the study of the Russian language. 
At the University of Moscow, the Anglo-American Institute began to 
operate successfully, offering courses in Russian language, history, and 
literature. The heroic flights of Soviet pilots over the North Pole to 
America in 1937 gave rise to both a feeling of respect for the Soviet 
people and an awareness of the geographic proximity of the two 
countries. Representatives of the USSR were generally welcomed 
cordially in America. A. I. Mikoyan, who visited the United States in 
1936 (when he was a member of the Politburo and peoples’ commissar 
for the Food Industry), wrote in 1971: “ We traveled across America 
from east to west and back, and nowhere did either the American 
police or the authorities create any difficulties for us. We visited 
factories wherever we wished, never once being refused anywhere. The 
attitude of all the ordinary people, workers, employees, directors of 
companies, and everyone with whom we had contact was most cour-
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teous and obliging. The atmosphere at that time was cordial, the 
attitude toward Soviet people could not have been better, not what it 
is today, thirty-five years later. ’ ’37 

After 1933 Americans in the Soviet Union were regarded with even 
greater interest and respect than earlier. This mutually friendly 
atmosphere, although it did not lead to political cooperation on the 
key problems of the prewar period, proved in the end to be not a 
hollow abstraction. This was confirmed by the events of 1941, a tragic 
year for both countries.

Lost Political Opportunities

Before that, though, the cordial relations that developed in many 
areas between Russians and Americans did not find a corresponding 
political expression. The United States government did not cooperate 
with the Soviet Union within the framework of collective security. It is 
hard to agree with the assessment of the state of our political relations 
given by Peoples’ Commissar Litvinov in a letter to V. P. Potemkin, 
the ambassador to Italy, on 27 June 1934, at the height of the renewed 
negotiations about the debts: “ Political relations leave nothing to be 
desired. A degree of cooling is noticeable as a result of Johnson’s bill 
cutting off trade between us and the United States.” 58 

It was precisely political relations that left very much to be desired 
between 1933 and 1941. The USSR was necessary to American polit
ical strategists as a force to resist the enemies of the United States in 
Asia and Europe. But this need was not important enough to make 
them enter into an alliance with the Soviet Union to suppress aggres
sion. Such an alliance did not figure in Washington’s plans. The 
government of the United States was carried away with the concept of 
“ balance of power. ”

Guided by this principle, the Roosevelt administration always had 
at hand at least two arguments to explain its refusal to cooperate 
politically with the Soviet Union. One it created for itself, in the form 
of unsettled questions about debts and propaganda. The other was 
provided by American reactionaries, who up to 1941 had still not got 
used to even the elementary fact of recognition of the USSR, con
sidering it a temporary skid to the Left by the ' ‘Communist’ ’ Roose
velt government. We are not yet speaking here of the isolationists;
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isolationism did not consist entirely of connivance with aggression. 
The United States could have taken part in the political struggle 
against the Axis powers without violating the traditional principle of 
avoiding military alliances. Moreover, as events following the Second 
World War showed convincingly, when the ruling circles of the United 
States found it necessary, they set about energetically to “ reeducate” 
the people and were able to reorient the country without much 
difficulty from isolationism to aggressive ‘ ‘collective security. ’ ' 

Congress remained the source of a variety of anti-Soviet influences. 
When the Americans led the negotiations about debts up a blind 
alley, drafts of a resolution to break diplomatic relations appeared on 
Capitol Hill. At the height of the excitement about the seventh 
congress of the Comintern, Republican Senator Arthur Vandenberg 
proposed reprinting a hysterical article from the New York Times of 
July 1935 disclosing the penetration of the Reds into the United 
States. Introducing this article into the Congressional Record Vanden
berg demanded that the State Department take cognizance of this 
situation. He added that if the Russians had violated the 1933 agree
ment, “ the agreement for recognition should be withdrawn.” 39 The 
reactionaries in Congress regarded the mere recognition of the USSR as 
an effort on the part of Roosevelt ‘ ‘to Russianize and socialize Amer
ica. ’>A0 A lonely voice on the Hill was that of Congressman William B. 
Oliver, who answered the hostile statements of Hamilton Fish about 
recognition of the USSR. He pointed out to the reactionaries and 
isolationists that “ the great underlying purpose behind the recogni
tion of Russia was world peace, and it has had that effect, whether you 
agree with me or not. ' '41 

As has been mentioned above, the first American ambassador 
readily took his cue from the anti-Soviet circles, painstakingly re
moving the pink stains of the past from his diplomatic dress coat. He 
made it his business to disrupt peaceful coexistence between the USSR 
and the United States. Encouraging his government’s fear of the 
Comintern, he wrote: “ The problem of relations with the Govern
ment of the Soviet Union is, therefore, a subordinate part of the 
problem presented by communism as a militant faith determined to 
produce world revolution and the ‘liquidation’ (that is to say, murder) 
of all nonbelievers.” This passage alone shows that Bullitt’s way of 
thinking did not exactly make him a suitable ambassador to Moscow.
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The report quoted above also contains such lines as the following: 
4 ‘There is no doubt whatsoever that all orthodox communist parties in 
all countries, including the United States, believe in mass m urder.”42

This forced Roosevelt and Hull to consider replacing Bullitt in 
Moscow, of transferring him to a more appropriate post. The ambas
sador himself realized that there was nothing for him to do in the 
USSR. He had lost touch with the leading Soviet circles, and along 
with this the capacity to make sensible judgments about what was 
going on in the country of his sojourn. And Roosevelt needed accurate 
information about the USSR, not as an immediate ally, but as a 
counterbalance against Japan and Germany, on which he wished to 
rely in carrying out his foreign-policy plans.

The new ambassador, Joseph Davies, had three main tasks before 
him: to conclude a new trade agreement which would provide for an 
expansion of Soviet purchases; to make a precise determination of the 
military-economic and political potential of the USSR and to correctly 
assess its importance as a factor in the power balance; and to delimit 
the extent to which the Soviet government would tolerate the appease
ment of aggressors by the Western countries and trust their empty 
words, that is, to provide Washington with a reliable key to under
standing at which point Moscow might abandon hope of an alliance 
with the nonfascist West and enter into possible negotiations with 
Germany and/or Japan to avert armed conflicts.

American bourgeois historians have often used harsh language to 
revile Davies, and this is understandable. During the years of the cold 
war it was necessary to condemn anything that had even the slightest 
trace of a decent attitude toward the USSR. Prejudice against Davies 
has been so great that his detractors43 have ignored the elementary fact 
that he handled the tasks that he had been set brilliandy.

A trade agreement was concluded to the advantage of both sides. 
In a telegram to the embassy on 1 August 1937, Hull deemed it 
necessary ‘‘to commend the excellent work of the Embassy in reaching 
an agreement on so satisfactory a basis.”44

Davies, unlike Bullit, in his reports to the president and the secre
tary of state presented the facts first, and not conjectures. He did not 
let himself be carried away with propagandist assertions about the 
breakdown of the Soviet economy, or political instability and the 
weakening of Soviet defensive capacity as a result of political repres-
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sion. The ambassador assured his government that the Soviet Union 
was strong in every respect. Not everyone in Washington found this 
plausible, especially not those who were already convinced that the 
Soviet system could not endure. When everyone around him was 
reiterating that the Soviet government was “ weak,” he wrote to Hull 
(9 November 1937): ‘ Tn any assessment of this government as a factor 
in the international situation it would, in my opinion, be a serious 
mistake to underestimate the strength of the government here.”45 In 
the summer of 1941 Davies was one of the few American political 
figures who correctly assessed the correlation of forces on the Soviet- 
German front, and predicted a victory for the USSR. He also told his 
chiefs that Soviet patience with appeasement would not last. Long 
before August 1939 he warned that if the Western countries were to 
enter into an agreement with Hitler at the expense of the USSR, the 
latter would also begin negotiations with Germany in order to protect 
its own interests. He also stressed that the policy of instigating Hider 
against the USSR would force the Russians in greater or in full measure 
to depend on their own strength, and would destroy the bridge 
between East and West. In the light of this, the accusadon that 
Moscow had “ made a fool” of Davies, that he had not understood 
anything in Russia, looks ridiculous. On the contrary, he understood a 
great deal, judged the USSR more accurately than Bullitt, and thereby 
did the Roosevelt administradon a great service. But even at that, 
Washington was interested in only one part of Davies’ message: that 
the USSR was a real force. The other part, about Soviet readiness to 
join with the Western democracies in opposing Fascist aggression, was 
not very desirable even before the war. And after 1945, in the condi
tions of the cold war, this accurate assessment was completely rejected. 
From this stems the distorted polidcal portrait of Davies as a diplomat.

He advocated active peaceful coexistence with the Soviet Union 
under the conditions of the imminent world war, but at the same time 
Davies pursued the course of ideological struggle against the socialist 
system. While his statement of the economic achievements of the 
USSR was correct, he explained them not by the superiority of social
ism, but by the fact that “ the communistic principle here has in 
actual fact been abandoned.”46 In the spirit of peaceful coexistence, 
Davies, unlike the pathologically anti-Communist Bullitt, wrote that 
Russian communism was no threat to the United States. At the same
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time, he demonstrated bourgeois narrow-mindedness and ideological 
aggressiveness, representing the situation of the Soviet government in 
the summer of 1938 as follows: “ To maintain its existence, this 
government has to apply capitalistic principles. Otherwise it will fail 
and be overthrown. That will not be permitted by the men presently 
in power, if they can avoid it. I expect to see this government, while 
professing devotion to Communism, move constantly more to the 
right, in practice, just as it has for the past eight years. If it maintains 
itself, it may evolve into a type of Fabian socialism, with large industry 
in the hand of the state, with, however, the agricultural and smaller 
businesses and traders working under capitalistic, property, and 
profit principles. ’ ’47

On this point, Davies, like all of the other bourgeois prophets of the 
regeneration of Russian socialism, was mistaken. W hat misled him was 
the false presumption that socialism was incompatible with progress in 
the socioeconomic sphere and had no constructive potentialities. But 
Davies’ critics prefer not to criticize him for this.

A more essential part of Davies’ assessments of the position of the 
USSR at the threshold of the war than his false prophecies was his 
confidence in the possibility and necessity of the peaceful cooperation 
between our countries. In June of 1938, in his final report on his stay 
in the Soviet Union, he wrote “ objectively, and without regard to 
ideological conflicts’ ’ : “ A common ground between the United States 
and the USSR, and one that will obtain for a long period of time, in 
my opinion, lies in the fact that both are sincere advocates of world 
peace.’’4*

The United States government did not preclude the possibility of 
cooperation with the Soviet Union—but in the future, when the 
course of international events would have become completely clear. In 
the meantime it did not wish to take any positive step toward this end, 
using as an excuse the real and imaginary isolationism of the American 
people. American isolationism also became the redeeming argument 
for the postwar historians who had to find some explanation for 
America’s failure to act against Fascist aggression, that is, for the 
American contribution to the outbreak of the war. This is a very weak 
argument. We will not go into the question of whether the American 
people were as isolationist in their attitudes as Roosevelt and Hull 
believed and postwar historians said they were, although there is
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reason to believe that the importance of this isolationism is greatly 
exaggerated, and the treatment of it is one-sided.49 In any case, it 
appears indisputable that the United States government rejected the 
Soviet proposals for cooperation, realizing their value and seeing the 
consequences of its rejection. It did not explain to the people the 
danger of isolationism and the positive value of the Soviet proposal on 
collective security, nor did it advance such proposals on its own 
initiative. Here again we have a situation where the peculiar features 
of the American political process, among them the important role of 
domestic politics in the working out of foreign policy, claim the right 
to consideration under the code of international law.

The Soviet government was, of course, demanding too much of 
Washington in proposing joint measures against aggression within 
the framework of collective security. In the 1930s, probably for the last 
time in its history the United States could permit itself to behave in 
neutralist and isolationist fashion, although it was already considered a 
great world power at the turn of the century. America’s ruling circles 
had not yet developed a sense of “ world responsibility.” The time for 
this had not yet come; they felt that the USSR, Britain, and France 
should oppose the Fascist “ new” order first. In addition, the Amer
ican bourgeoisie had not yet created for itself the threat of com
munism as a factor dictating fts foreign policy: at that time the USSR 
was not regarded as a threat by most Americans, and those who 
already considered it a danger thought they could let the Axis powers 
take the leading role in the struggle against it. To repeat, the inaction 
of that period was basically dictated by the view of the Fascist coun
tries, and not of the USSR. The optimum alternative would be if the 
Axis, the Anglo-French coalition, and communism could all three be 
weakened without active American intervention. This explains the 
neutralist and isolationist policy of the United States in the 1930s. 
Only a few years later the Americans abandoned their neutral-isola
tionist stance, because in the shortest possible time the international 
scene underwent a radical change. Isolationism and neutralism be
came a hindrance in the struggle against the revolutionary transforma
tion of the world, and at the same time prevented the United States 
from fortifying itself in the vacuum of capitalist power formed by the 
immediate results of the war.

The contemporary historian, analyzing the reasons for the failure of
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efforts to ward off the Second World War, cannot excuse the United 
States of responsibility because of the isolationist mood of the Amer
ican people. The existence of neutrality laws is not an argument, but 
only a pan of the picture of American foreign policy in the second half 
of the 1930s, and they did not operate in the impartial way claimed by 
most American historians. Spain is an example. The United States 
government could and should have sold arms to the lawful govern
ment but did not, thus effectively taking the side of the Fascist rebels. 
Here American policy cannot be explained by the standard references 
to isolationism, especially as many isolationists demanded that the 
embargo on the delivery of arms to the lawfully elected Republican 
government of Spain be lifted. Speaking about this episode roughly in 
the same spirit as we do, Basil Rauch, apologist for Roosevelt, finds an 
absolutely unbelievable way out for a scholar to explain why Roosevelt 
behaved this way toward Spain—“ The question . . .  cannot be 
answered satisfactorily.’’50 However, genuine scholarship rejects this 
bourgeois-positivist agnosticism which is a cover to excuse Roosevelt 
and Hull. It is perfectly clear that the policy of Washington toward 
Spain was a deliberate, politically calculated step against the Revolu
tion. Francoism was distasteful, but it was the only force available to 
oppose the peoples’ democracy. It should be remembered that the 
United States did not recognize Soviet Russia for sixteen years, while 
Franco-Spain was found fit for democracy sixteen hours after the fall of 
Madrid.51

As we have written earlier, Stalin told the Americans in 1936 that if 
they would stop making issues over trifles, would stop allowing impor
tant matters to go unattended because of petty disputes, both sides 
could do much to preserve universal peace. Cordell Hull expressed 
himself in about the same terms, only with much more moralizing and 
exasperation, to Troyanovsky on 26 March 1939. The secretary of state 
deplored the fact that the United States, the USSR, Britain, and 
France did not act as one, did not use “ their combined moral in
fluence for peace.’’ He pointed out to the Soviet ambassador that 
Russia’s bad behavior in “ small ways’’ is “ seriously handicapping 
such supremely important efforts.’’52

Where does the historical truth lie? Who was it that actually inter
fered with the “ supremely important efforts,’’ that is, the efforts to 
stop the aggressors? The facts show that Troyanovsky, not Hull, should
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have been delivering the rebuke. Between 1933 and 1939 the United 
States did not advance a single specific proposal for collectively re
pulsing the aggressors, whether through moral, political, or military 
means. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, introduced a whole 
series of such plans. In resisting these proposals the United States was 
outdone only slightly by Britain and France, and the difference was 
one of degree, not of kind.

In December 1933 the USSR proposed concluding a Pacific nonag
gression pact between the United States, the USSR, China, and Japan. 
As Litvinov told Bullitt, the next move was up to the United States. 
For a long time the Americans did not give a definite, final reply. In 
June 1937, as a result of the growing Japanese threat to China, the 
Soviet government once more proposed to the Americans that they 
sign such a pact, even without Japan, in order to curb her aggressive 
anti-Chinese aspirations. On 29 June 1937, Roosevelt rejected the idea 
of a Pacific pact, telling Troyanovsky: “ There is no faith in pacts.” 
The main guarantee, the president thought, was a strong fleet.53 He 
believed that the Japanese would not pass the test of competition 
on the seas. In July 1937 Japan launched an aggressive war against 
China.

Munich had shown the whole world that the official bourgeois- 
democratic West was united In shutting its eyes to Hitler’s aggression 
and channeling it to the East, in the direction of the USSR. The 
United States lent its support to the Anglo-French Chamberlainites, 
which could not help but cool Soviet-American relations. On 11 No
vember 1938, Charge d ’Affaires K. A. Umansky sadly reported to 
Litvinov: “ Of late there have been no signs that any substantial 
improvement in relations with us is intended by Roosevelt. ’ ’54 Three 
days later the peoples’ commissar wrote to Umansky in the same 
melancholic spirit:

We will take very modest notice in the press of the fifth anniversary 
of the establishment of relations. It would be hard to speak of the 
significance of this event and say nothing about the reasons for the 
absence of any appropriate political effect. And the reasons lie in 
the complete passivity of the American government, which has 
traditionally followed an isolationist policy. In spite of the sermon- 
on-the-mount lectures its presidents deliver about peace, America
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cannot disclaim its share of responsibility for the present interna
tional situation.55

The Anglo-French-Soviet negotiations of 1939 in Moscow offered 
Washington its last opportunity to make a positive contribution to 
prewar international relations and to help create a system of collective 
security in Europe. But the fact that the Americans did not even have 
an ambassador in Moscow in the fourteen-month period before 
August 1939 did not promise well for their contribution. At the 
highest American diplomatic level, only Joseph Davies, who by this 
time had become ambassador to Brussels, continued to maintain a 
serious, positive view of the Moscow negotiations. Seeing the lack of 
progress at this meeting, in April 1939 he proposed to Hull that he 
(Davies) go to Moscow, and take advantage of his good standing with 
Stalin and other Soviet leaders to get the negotiations moving. With
out his participation, he predicted that they would fail. Davies tried to 
persuade the State Department to give further support to building the 
bridge that apparently had been begun between West and East over 
Fascist Germany. He wrote that ‘ ‘Hitler will not fight now if he is 
confronted with two military fronts.” 56

But even Davies, who was in the vanguard of the American move
ment to support the principles of collective security, felt that positive 
pressure should be put on the Soviet leaders in Moscow, rather than on 
the Munichite envoys from London and Paris, the Chamberlain and 
Daladier people. This characterizes very eloquently the entire mood of 
American diplomacy in those years, for which the Munichites repre
sented the standard of anti-Hitlerism. Something else in Davies' 
initiative is very significant. He intended to achieve success, that is, to 
persuade Stalin to meet Britain and France halfway, ‘‘without com
mitments’ ’57 on the part of the United States. From this it follows that 
even Davies regarded the safeguarding of peace in Europe, the collec
tive security through mutual commitment, as something that, if not 
alien to the United States, was in any case somebody else’s business.

The president and the State Department declined the services of the 
ambassador in Brussels, giving the neutrality laws as their reason:
‘ ‘During these days when our neutrality legislation is being considered 
by the Congress, it is more than ever important not to run any risk. ” 58
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This, however, did not prevent Roosevelt from meddling in the pro
gress of the Moscow negotiations with advice given to the Soviet 
ambassador 30 June 1939.59 First he said that Moscow should have 
faith in the Chamberlain government. Then he repeated an already 
familiar dogma of United States foreign policy, saying that Japan was a 
greater threat to Russia than to America. If the first was an attempt to 
lead the Soviet government astray, the second obviously contained 
blackmail. He went on to explain that the Americans were only giving 
advice, without committing themselves in any way.

Meanwhile Congress, which played an important role in deter
mining the foreign policy of the United States, continued its earlier 
course of not permitting any steps whatever to contain the aggression. 
At the same time, other events on Capitol Hill intensified the strain in 
Soviet-American relations. On 5 July 1939, the influential Congress
man Sol Bloom introduced a resolution for the appointment of a 
special agent (a commissioner) to determine the total amount of debts 
claimed against the USSR.60 The matter of the debt was once again 
proving useful to the enemies of collective security. During the Mos
cow negotiations, Congress was deciding the fate of neutrality legisla
tion. By repealing it, the United States would have strengthened the 
forces of the advocates of collective security in Europe, even if she had 
not joined in it herself. The failure to do so gave new strength to the 
advocates of appeasement in the British and French governments, and 
encouraged those who favored an immediate war in the Axis countries.

In August 1939 the new American ambassador, Laurence Stein
hardt, at last arrived in Moscow. In a talk with Molotov on 16 August 
he repeated what Roosevelt had said to Umansky about the Anglo- 
French-Soviet negotiations. The head of the Soviet government 
replied:

From the very outset, we have not regarded the negotiations as a 
matter that must necessarily end with the adoption of some kind of 
general declaration. We feel that to confine ourselves to a declara
tion would be a mistake, and unacceptable to us. Today, just as at 
the beginning of the negotiations, we are trying to get specific 
commitments for mutual aid to counteract possible aggression in 
Europe. We are not interested in declarations, we are interested 
in concrete decisions on mutual commitments to oppose possible 
aggression. These negotiations have meaning for us only insofar as
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they result in defensive measures to prevent aggression, and we will 
not make an agreement to attack anyone. Thus, we feel these talks 
are important to the extent that they may lead to an agreement on 
mutual aid for defense against direct and indirect aggression.

To the question whether the USSR had hopes that the negotiations 
might prove successful, Molotov said he was hopeful, adding, “ But, 
of course, the matter does not depend on us alone.“61 

In fact, it depended more on London and Paris than it did on us. 
The Chamberlain government and the Daladier cabinet, which fol
lowed its lead blindly, rejected the alliance.

By this time the West had already had some experience cooperating 
with the Soviet Union, and had worked out some distinctive cliches: 
when for one reason or another it was disadvantageous to cooperate 
with us, Western leaders invariably raised a ballyhoo about totali
tarianism in the USSR, as a maneuver to justify their position. They at 
once pointed out that all was not well with democracy in Russia, and 
the gentleman of the West could not have workable relations with 
such a regime. This was the device used in the 1939 negotiations. Even 
before 23 August 1939, the anti-Soviet campaign in the United 
States was intensified. But influential voices in opposition to the 
anti-Soviet fantasies of the European-American Munichites were also 
to be heard in America. On 13 August an open letter signed by 400 
prominent figures in the world of science and culture was published in 
the United States. It exposed the falsity of the slanderous attacks on 
the USSR. Among the signers were Samuel Harper, Corliss Lamont, 
F. O. Mathiesson, and others. The letter said that ‘ ‘the Fascists and their 
friends have tried to prevent a united antiaggression front by sowing 
suspicion between the Soviet Union and other nations interested in 
maintaining peace.” “ With the aim of turning anti-Fascist feeling 
against the Soviet Union,” the letter continues, “ they have en
couraged the fantastic falsehood that the USSR and the totalitarian 
States are basically alike. By this strategy they hope to create dissension 
among the progressive forces whose united strength is a first necessity 
for the defeat of Fascism.”62 

The Roosevelt administration’s foreign policy did not rely on either 
these progressive forces, or on the active anti-Fascists, but on those 
groups which wanted to bide their time, to avoid frightening the 
high-handed aggressors too much, to chide them verbally, but to give
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them no grounds for thinking that Washington and Moscow might 
enter into joint action.

The failure of the Moscow negotiations, brought about by the 
Munichites, demonstrated to the Soviet government that there was no 
one with whom to build a stronghold of collective security. Once 
again, Moscow experienced the bitterness of disappointment. What 
was worse, the government of the USSR could not entirely exclude the 
appearance of some new Munichite design aimed more obviously 
against us. It must be remembered that during these weeks the Red 
Army was conducting large-scale military actions against Japan in 
Mongolia, while Britain was erecting the edifice of a Far Eastern 
Munich.

Nor did Moscow place any hopes in the United States. “ Our 
attitude,” writes Foster Rhea Dulles, ‘‘had done nothing to free the 
Soviet Union of its fear that the Western democracies would encourage 
Hitler to launch a crusade against Communism as a means of saving 
their own skins.”69 Dulles continues: ‘‘If it was impossible to crush 
aggression by a united front, Stalin felt the next best thing for Russia 
was to attempt to divert any immediate German attack from the Soviet 
Union.”64

And that is exactly what Stalin did, having no better alternative for 
getting out of the situation that had arisen. On 23 August 1939, the 
signing of the Soviet-German nonaggression pact was announced. In 
the West there arose the usual attack of anti-Soviet and anti-Com- 
munist hysteria. Munichites on both sides of the Adantic had plenty 
to be sorry about: their efforts to bring the USSR and Germany into 
collision had failed. But broad circles of respectable people were also 
drawn into the and-Soviet campaign. Following the formula that had 
been prepared for them by these same Munichites, they viewed the 
step taken by the Soviet government as a deal with Hider, which 
betrayed the principles of antifascism and collective security. Some of 
them later realized that they had been wrong; others still hold to this 
deluded opinion.

The nonaggression pact with Germany strengthened the posidon of 
the USSR—the chief anti-Fascist and peace-loving force in the world. 
The positive effect of the Soviet move lay not only in warding off the 
threat of an immediate attack by Germany, but also in the fact that the 
pact sowed discord in the camp of the Axis powers. It played an
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especially important diplomatic role in putting a damper on Japanese 
plans with respect to the USSR. The American ambassador to Poland 
was one of those who testified to this. On 25 August 1939, he wrote to 
Hull that the Japanese ambassador in Warsaw had expressed extreme 
dissatisfaction with the signing of the pact.65

In the United States, despite the prevalence of anti-Soviet attitudes 
in those days, sensible voices were also to be heard in the assessment of 
the step taken by the USSR. This does not mean only the Com
munists, who did support the position of the Soviet government. 
“ Moscow and perhaps also the rest of the world,” said Professor 
Samuel Harper publicly on 27 August 1939, ‘‘got one real gain from 
the pact. For to secure Soviet neutrality Germany had had to abandon 
its pact with Japan, which was perhaps a military alliance.”66 A very 
truthful assessment of the conduct of the Soviet leaders is contained in 
a letter Harper received from a scientific worker in October 1939- He 
said that the Russians had acted correctly in concluding the pact, for 
the Polish government did not intend to resist the Fascist aggression, 
and ‘ ‘ that Hider then might turn against the Soviet Union, with the 
tacit blessing of Chamberlin (sic) and Bonnet. Hence the nonag
gression pact. ’ ’67

After the outbreak of the Second World War, President Roosevelt, 
chiding the Congress, told them that he regretted the existence of a 
neutrality law in the United States, and then added: “ I regret equally 
that I signed that Act.” Citing these words, Basil Rauch concludes:
‘ ‘This was perhaps a unique instance of a President in office admitting 
publicly that he had been wrong. ’,68

Thus, the president admitted that American foreign policy during 
the second half of the 1930s had for the most part been in error. This 
again shows the validity of the decisive step taken by the USSR in 
concluding the nonaggression pact. Our country could not remain 
indefinitely in the dangerous position of appealing for collective 
security without support from the Western powers, who were trying to 
push us into a war against the aggressor, while they stood by to see 
how it would turn out. But the words of the president and the 
historian who defended him give an unduly self-critical and unduly 
simplified interpretation of the course taken by the United States 
government. This was not merely a mistake, but a definite policy, 
under definite conditions, with a definite goal. It did not prevent the
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outbreak of the war, for that had not been its purpose. It led the 
aggressors right up to the borders of the USSR in the East and in the 
West. But in the end it failed—the USSR did not permit itself to be 
drawn into the war in 1939. The war began with a conflict within the 
imperialist camp, and in this sense the ruling circles of Britain, France, 
and the United States had made a mistake. But this did not mean a 
triumph for Soviet policy. No, as Moscow had said more than once, 
the world proved indeed to be indivisible. The events of the late 1930s 
were indeed tragic, but the tragedy should be understood not as an 
irrational mystification. It was a natural consequence of the policy of 
international imperialism, a social phenomenon.

In opposing aggression the government of the United States did not 
go beyond Roosevelt’s “ quarantine” speech of October 1937. It did 
not mobilize itself either diplomatically or militarily nor did it make a 
serious effort to rearm before the beginning of the war in Europe.

The Roosevelt administration did not want war; it would have been 
glad to see Germany without Hitler and Japan without the ultra
militarists, and wished somehow to ward off the threat of war. It was 
for this purpose that in 1933 it proceeded to recognize the greatest 
Eurasian power which was flanked by Germany in the West and Japan 
in the East.

But if this is so, then why did the United States stubbornly decline 
all Soviet proposals to organize a system of collective security before 
the war? The honor of preventing aggression was deliberately placed 
on the shoulders of the Soviet people alone. Without question, this 
indicated Roosevelt’s high estimate of both the strength of the USSR 
and its determination to defend democracy throughout the world. He 
treated the USSR with as much respect and understanding as he felt 
was necessary to make it play its proper role in America’s balance of 
power strategy, and no more.

For this reason, relations between the USSR and the United States 
were bound to improve in direct proportion to the increased threat to 
the United States from the aggressive powers. Roosevelt’s policy ex
pressed this tendency. He was motivated, not by any sympathies for 
the socialist state, but by a realization of its growing strength, which 
served as a dependable guarantee of the defense of mankind, in
cluding the American people, from the threat of Fascist enslavement.
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In the Shadow o f the “Phony War”

Thus, Nazi Germany took the field to seize world supremacy. It was 
no great secret that Berlin’s confederates—the Axis powers in Europe 
and Asia—would also take up arms. It was only a matter of time. The 
main problem for both Moscow and Washington was to gain time for 
preparations to repel the aggressors. Hence the striking similarity in 
the policy of the USSR and the United States toward the war that had 
flared up in Europe.

Both the United States and the Soviet Union announced that they 
would maintain “ neutrality” toward the belligerents. In an address to 
the American people on 3 September 1939, President Franklin Roose
velt said: “ This nation will remain a neutral nation, but I cannot ask 
that every American remain neutral in thought as well.” 1 Berlin had 
no great illusions about which side had the sympathies of the United 
States. But the Nazi conspirators, protected by the width of the 
Atlantic, did not expect anything else from the United States at that 
time, just as the Americans did not have to fear a direct threat from 
the Fascist powers. The United States was free to occupy itself with 
discussions of “ isolation” and “ internationalism,” of the great moral 
example of a pure America to the sinful world, and other familiar and 
comfortable things, while its war industry underwent a leisurely ex
pansion, transforming the country eventually into an “ arsenal of 
democracy.”

Things were quite different for the USSR, which found itself be
tween two perils—Nazi Germany and militarist Japan. Moscow was 
not unaware of the ‘ ‘balance of power’ ’ policy that the West had been 
pursuing on the eve of the war, and realized that influential forces
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there were still hoping for war between the Axis powers and the Soviet 
Union. The timely conclusion of the nonaggression pact with Ger
many on 23 August 1939 postponed for a time the inevitable conflict 
with the aggressors. It was essential to do everything possible to make 
sure that this time was not wasted, but used to strengthen the defen
sive capacity of the country.

The war broke out in Europe, where the Wehrmacht, having at
tacked Poland, was moving swiftly toward the Soviet border. The 
Polish state collapsed. It was obvious that enslavement was the 
immediate prospect for the peoples of the Western Ukraine and 
Western Byelorussia, who had been forcibly incorporated into Poland 
in 1920. On 17 September 1939 Soviet troops marched into Poland to 
protect the lives and property of these populations. The Soviet border 
was moved to the west. Explaining the motives for the actions taken by 
the USSR, Molotov, president of the Soviet of Peoples’ Commissars, 
said in a radio speech on 17 September 1939: “ A situation arose in 
Poland which required special concern on the pan of the Soviet 
government for the security of its nation. Poland has become a con
venient ground for all sorts of fortuitous and unexpected eventualities 
that might create a threat to the USSR.” 2

The anti-Soviet campaign that was launched in the American press 
as a result of this action demonstrated clearly the “ double standard” 
by which the United States sometimes judges international actions. 
The realistic actions of the USSR were condemned from the heights of 
abstract moral doctrines. The authors of these articles and the Amer
ican historians of international affairs ignore the curious fact that the 
United States expected the Soviet Union to go to war with Germany at 
once, under the most unfavorable conditions possible, something the 
Americans themselves were not prepared to do. Even the powers that 
had already declared war on Germany showed no enthusiasm for 
preventing the Nazi aggression by force of arms. Poland’s allies— 
Britain and France—did not lift a finger to assist the Warsaw regime 
while it was being crushed.

In the West, the illusory world of a “ phony war” prevailed—at 
least in London and Paris it was expected that Hitler would still change 
his mind and turn his arms against the Soviet Union.

At Nuremberg the Nazi generals were unanimous in pointing out 
that only the passivity of the Western allies assured the initial successes 
of the Reich.
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General Alfred Gustav Jodi: “ And if we did not collapse in 1939 
that was due only to the fact that during the Polish campaign, the 
approximately 110 French and British divisions in the West were held 
completely inactive against the 23 German divisions.” 3 

General Wilhelm Keitel: “ We soldiers had always expected an 
attack by France during the Polish campaign, and were very surprised 
that nothing happened. . . .  A French attack would have encountered 
only a German military screen, not a real defense.”4 

Logically, the position of the West was a continuation of prewar 
policy. Anti-Soviet class inertia made itself felt: blinded by anti
communism, Western statesmen did not see that a direct threat to 
their countries was in the making. Today, of course, this observation 
has become commonplace. No less a person than future president 
Lyndon B. Johnson told the Congress in 1947:

France could have stopped Hitler when he started into the Saar. 
France and England combined could have prevented the occupation 
of Austria or even later stopped the Nazis at Czechoslovakia. The 
United States, England, and France could have prevented the rape 
of Poland if only there had been a common determination to call a 
halt to aggression. Japan could have been checked before she got 
into Manchuria; and certainly she would have been stopped when 
she declared war on defenseless China. But the siren songs of 
appeasers convinced us it was none of our business what happened 
in Europe or the world, and thus France was sacrificed to Fascist 
ambitions, and England’s destiny was fought out in the skies over 
London.5

But more time had to pass before these admissions could be made. In 
1939 the “ balance of power” policy appears to have brought the first 
of the dividends one might have expected from it—war was raging in 
Europe. Feeling very virtuous, Roosevelt called on the people to 
remember that the United States must remain neutral, and with 
splendid consistency demanded that Congress change the law re
garding “ neutrality.” On 4 November, after appropriate debate in 
the capitol, the law was changed, and the principle of “ cash and 
carry” was introduced. Navigation by American ships in the zone of 
military operations (in the waters off England and France, and in the 
Baltic Sea) was prohibited.

Many fine words have been written and spoken regarding these 
measures, especially after the notion of America as the “ arsenal of
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democracy” had begun to be built. At that time the significance of 
the change in the “ neutrality” law was much simpler; it was an 
expression of that same principle of balance of power politics; it was 
the interest of the United States that figured first and foremost. An 
American military historian, Robert Leckie, observes:

The President told the nation that developing such a trade in 
munitions would help build national defense, and that by keeping 
it on a cash-and-carry basis the United States would avoid the kind 
of incidents at sea which had led to intervention in 1914. “There 
lies the road to peace!” he exclaimed.

There, rather, lay the road to war. FDR did not think so because 
he still believed that the Allies were stronger than Hitler. But 
repeal of the arms embargo effected a deep breach in the isolationist 
wall, if it was not also an interventionist act. It favored the Allies 
because, through their control of the seas, they could buy all the war 
material that they needed, while Germany could not; and implicit 
in it was the assurance that if the Allies proved weaker than Hilter, 
as they were, then other radical steps would be taken to prevent 
their collapse.6

Throughout this entire period—from the fall of 1939 to the spring 
of 1940—the Western powers were busy with anti-Soviet intrigues, 
some of them still hoping to come to an agreement with the Nazi 
leaders. Various plans were proposed and discussed, but their essence 
came down to one thing—to achieve a lull in the West, and then to try 
to turn the spearhead of aggression against the USSR. The Soviet- 
Finnish armed conflict gave rise to particular hopes in this respect. 
Washington, having forgotten its recent insistence, on the very eve of 
the war, on the necessity for the Allies to fight against Germany, 
developed a course of energetic action for peace. On 2 December 
1939, a “ moral embargo’ ’ on trade with the USSR was imposed in the 
United States. At the same time the United States opened a credit 
account of Finland in the amount of $40,000,000 and sold to it some 
quantities of armanents. “ Volunteer” pilots left America to take part 
in the war against the USSR on the side of Finland. This coincided not 
only with the training by England and France of an expeditionary 
corps to go to Finland, but with preparation of a strike against the 
USSR from the south. While the Wehrmacht'was completing the last 
arrangements for its campaign in the West, the Anglo-French com-
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mand was busy with the selection of its most efficient units for war 
against the USSR.

This was a truly mad venture, dictated by fierce hatred for the Soviet 
state. As William L. Shirer observed: “ One can only speculate on the 
utter confusion which would have resulted among the belligerents had 
the Franco-British expeditionary corps ever arrived in Finland and 
fought the Russians. In little more than a year Germany would be at war 
with Russia, in which case the enemies in the West would have been 
allies in the East!” 7 If one needed proof of the irrationality of anti
communism, this is that proof! The political figures of the West really 
lost their common sense.

In the middle of February 1940 Roosevelt sent two emissaries to 
Europe—Myron Taylor to the pope in Rome, and Assistant Secretary 
of State Sumner Welles to the capitals of the belligerent nations— 
Berlin, Paris, London, and also Rome. The precise goals of these 
missions have never been adequately explained. Some express the 
reasonable supposition that the United States had decided to take on 
itself the initiative of arranging a peace settlement. In Paris and 
London Welles ascertained that under certain conditions England and 
France were prepared to come to an agreement. In Berlin the presi
dent’s envoy was heard out, and the conclusion was reached that the 
“ democracies” had rotted through to their foundations. Welles’ visit 
among other things convinced the Hitler leadership that the West was 
indeed weak and that one could and should speak to it in the language 
of arms. But Welles suddenly cut short his activity and was urgently 
recalled to the United States on 16 March. The reason: On 12 March 
1940, peace was signed between the USSR and Finland. The grounds 
for anti-Soviet intrigues obviously had disappeared.

The German offensive in the West shattered to dust the illusions of 
the “ phony war,” a real “ fool’s paradise.” In April 1940 the Nazis 
occupied Denmark, and began their seizure of Norway. On 10 May 
1940 the inevitable occurred—the Wehrmacht struck a blow on 
the Western front. The Netherlands and Belgium capitulated. Italy 
entered the war. Shortly after the onslaught of the Wehrmacht, France 
was defeated.

In Washington, of course, the Fascist dictators were hated and 
everyone wished with all their hearts for their destruction. The unex
pected successes of the Wehrmacht gave rise to oppressive fear across
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the ocean, not for the fate of the Allies, but now for America’s own 
future. France and Britain of course were fighting for their very lives; 
but from the standpoint of the American government, it was a cam
paign to gain time to consolidate the military strength of their own 
country. They had to act with the greatest haste, to improvise, mainly 
because a great deal had been recently overlooked when they vainly 
hoped it would prove possible to turn the war in Europe against the 
USSR and thus divert danger from the West. In May-June the Con
gress passed a great number of laws intended to arm the United States 
to the teeth—a “ two-ocean” fleet was to be deployed, with twice the 
number of naval vessels; the number of planes in the Army Air Force 
was to be increased to 36,000. On 15 June Roosevelt gave the secret 
direction to begin work on the project that led to the creation of the 
atomic bomb. In September the United States adopted its first peace
time law providing for selective military service.

If the United States, across the ocean, was in such a hurry, the Soviet 
Union had to hurry three times as fast—the war was raging on its very 
doorstep. Remembering the prewar policy of the Western leaders, and 
keeping in mind the position of the West with respect to the war with 
Finland, for the time being the Soviet Union could depend only on its 
own strength. The rout of the Finnish militarists made it possible to 
move the boundary to 150 kilometers from Leningrad, instead of 32 
kilometers. In the middle of 1940 Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania were 
reunited with the USSR, and at the end of June, Moldavia, which had 
been annexed by Romania after the October Revolution, was re
turned. Thus, within less than a year the USSR had completed the 
creation of the ‘ ‘Eastern front. ’ ’

When, in 1948, documents from the diplomatic archives of Hitler 
Germany began to be published in the West, and the usual anti-Soviet 
campaign resulted, the Information Bureau of the Soviet of Ministers 
of the USSR published the inquiry Fal’sifikatory istorii (Falsifiers of 
history). It read in part:

What would have happened if the USSR had not created the 
“ Eastern” front even before the attack by Germany, far to the west 
of the old boundaries of the USSR? If this front had extended not 
along the line Viborg-Kaunas-Byelostok-Brest-L’vov, but along the 
old border, Leningrad-Narva-Minsk-Kiev?

This would have given Hitler’s troops a chance to gain an area
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hundreds of kilometers in extent, bringing the German front closer 
to Leningrad-Moscow-Minsk-Kiev by 200-300 kilometers; would 
have enabled the Germans to penetrate deep into the USSR much 
more quickly; would have hastened the fall of Kiev and the 
Ukraine; led to the capture of Moscow by the Germans, and of 
Leningrad by the combined forces of the Germans and the Finns. It 
would have forced the USSR to turn to a protracted defense, and 
made it possible for the Germans to free fifty divisions for a landing 
on the British Isles and a reinforcement of the German-Italian front 
in the vicinity of Egypt. It is quite likely that the British Govern
ment would have had to be evacuated to Canada, while Egypt and 
the Suez Canal would have fallen under the power of Hitler.

But that is not all. The USSR would have been forced to transfer a 
large part of its troops from the Manchurian border to the ‘ ‘East
ern” front to strengthen its defense, and this would have made it 
possible for the Japanese to free up to thirty divisions in Manchuria 
and turn them against China, against the Philippines, against 
Southeast Asia in general, and in the last analysis against the 
American armed forces in the Far East.

All of this would have prolonged the war for at least two more 
years, and the Second World War would have ended not in 1945 
but in 1947 or somewhat later.8

The ‘‘Battle of Britain” and the mounting wave of Japanese aggres
sion in the Far East left no doubt that the existence of all opponents of 
the Axis powers, including the nonbelligerent United States, was at 
stake. The Roosevelt administration introduced into Congress a bill 
providing for aid to nations that were offering armed resistence to the 
aggressors (Lend-Lease). The American historian, Thomas A. Bailey, 
remarked in his typical graphic style: ‘‘The scheme was urged by 
administration sponsors, not on the ground that Britain was deserving 
of our help, but on the purely selfish ground that if we sent arms to 
England, the British would keep the war going and we would not have 
to get into it. We would let Britain fight (with our weapons) to the last 
Englishman, while we remained fat and neutral.”9 In other words, 
Lend-Lease was consistent with the highest principles of ‘‘balance of 
power’ ’ politics and for this reason alone was bound to be approved by 
Congress.

On 11 March 1941, the Lend-Lease law was approved. It began with 
the statement that the aid was being granted to those countries whose
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struggle against aggression was ‘ ‘in the interest of national defense’ ’ of 
the United States.10 As early as 1941, Lend-Lease was given out to 
thirty-eight nations. Harry S. Truman, summing up Lend-Lease, 
wrote in his memoirs: “The money spent for Lend-Lease unquestion
ably meant the saving of a great many American lives. Every soldier of 
Russia, England, and Australia who had been equipped by Lend-Lease 
means to go into that war reduced by that much the dangers that faced 
our young men in the winning of it.” 11

If the debates on Lend-Lease took place under conditions of exten
sive publicity, the Anglo-American staff negotiations that took place 
simultaneously were surrounded with the strictest secrecy, and it was 
in these negotiations that the fundamental strategic course of the 
United States and Britain in the war was worked out. In assessing the 
general situation in the world, the American and British governments 
proceeded from the fact that the aggressors had officially joined forces. 
As far back as 27 September 1940 the Triple Pact had been signed— 
Germany, Italy, and Japan pledged to cooperate with each other for 
the establishment of a “ new order.” They were a threat to the whole 
world. Those who participated in the staff meetings in Washington in 
January-March 1941 were unanimous in holding that victory over the 
Axis powers would be possible only with the participation of the 
United States in the war; but when America would take up arms 
remained open.

Having assessed the strength of the enemy coalition, the American 
and British strategists came to the conclusion that Hitler’s Germany 
constituted the foundation of the coalition. Proceeding from the 
military axiom that it is essential to strike at the main link in the 
enemy bloc, the principle, “ Germany is enemy no. 1” was formu
lated, and it was recognized that Germany must be defeated first. As 
for Japan, if she should take action in the Pacific and in the Far East, 
passive defense should be maintained up until the successful conclu
sion of the military operations in Europe. Hence the task of the United 
States was to concentrate its principal forces in the European theater 
and at the appropriate time to land an army in Europe for a decisive 
assault on the Nazi citadel. These principles were stated in the main 
American-British strategic plan “ ABC-1,” approved by the staffs on 
29 March 1941, and carried out with remarkable consistency through
out the duration of the war.
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Soviet leaders, proceeding from different considerations—the 
defense of their country—reached conclusions similar to those of plan 
‘ ‘ABC-1.” Recognizing that strategically the main front of the Second 
World War was Europe, the Soviet government considered it essential 
to concentrate its maximum forces here. In the interests of preparing a 
more effective resistance to the Nazi aggression, on 13 April 1941, the 
USSR signed a five-year neutrality pact with Japan. Although it 
proved unnecessary to depend on Tokyo’s adherence to the obligations 
of the agreement, and although throughout the duration of the war 
with the European Axis powers the USSR was forced to maintain up to 
forty divisions in the Soviet Far East, nevertheless the neutrality pact 
did to some extent afford hope that war would not flare up here. The 
conclusion of the neutrality pact was in keeping with the gradually 
unfolding larger strategy of the anti-Axis coalition.12

The threat to all mankind made the Americans more realistic in 
their relations with the USSR. On 22 January 1941, the State Depart
ment announced the lifting of the “ moral embargo’’ on trade with 
the USSR. In early 1941 the assistant to Secretary of State Sumner 
Welles warned the Soviet ambassador of the impending attack by 
Germany against the USSR.13 For all the value of this information, it 
had to be considered against the background of the general interna
tional situation. There would be no doubt that in the interests of 
self-preservation, there was a burning desire in the West at this time to 
hasten the start of the war between Germany and the USSR. In the 
United States, J. Edgar Hoover’s department, the FBI, took steps to 
properly “ orient’’ the Nazi leadership. For example, strategic misin
formation prepared by the FBI was turned over to the German em
bassy in Washington; it said that the USSR was planning to attack 
Germany as soon as the Germans would start a big operation on the 
Western front.

Stalin, like Roosevelt, realized that war with Nazi Germany, which 
had started along the road to international brigandage, was inevitable. 
Beginning 1 September 1939, the USSR, exerting tremendous effort, 
made serious preparations for the impending combat. By the middle 
of 1941 the total strength of the army and navy exceeded five million 
men, that is, it had increased 2.8 times over 1939.14 The latest types of 
military equipment, first and foremost tanks and airplanes, were 
being put into serial production.
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Admiral N. G. Kuznetsov, who at that time headed Soviet naval 
forces, writes about this period:

I believe that Stalin was firmly convinced that war was inevitable, 
that it was sure to flare up either in the west or the east, or possibly in 
both places at once. That is why our forces were concentrated 
simultaneously in both the west and the east. All our borders were 
being reinforced. Stalin was making extensive and diverse prepara
tions for war on the basis of a long-range schedule that he himself 
had projected. His calculations were upset by Hitler.

Stalin's suspicions of Britain and America aggravated matters. He 
had fully ample basis, of course, for believing that they were striving 
to bring us into head-on collision with Germany. Such a policy on 
the part of the Western powers was no secret.. . .  It seems to me 
that Stalin began to realize from the beginning of 1941, in the face 
of very evident facts, that an imminent attack by Hitler was indeed 
possible. But, realizing that his original estimate of the time avail
able for preparation had been too optimistic, and that our armed 
forces and our country as a whole were inadequately prepared for 
war in the months immediately ahead, he tried to do everything 
possible that might, in his opinion, delay the conflict, and to con
duct matters so as to give Hitler no excuse for an attack.15

Like Roosevelt, Stalin believed that in any case there would be 
sufficient time for preparation to repel the aggression. Both com
mitted the very same mistake. The aggressors turned out to be fol
lowing their own timetable. In this respect, the destinies of our 
countries were similar—war came to the USSR suddenly at dawn on 
22 June 1941, and like lightning from the blue, it struck the United 
States on 7 December. The scale of the attacks and the geographical 
situation of the aggressors in relation to the USSR and the United 
States were different—the Germans were right on the Soviet border, 
while a great distance separated Pearl Harbor from the United States. 
From this alone there followed a huge difference in the scope of the 
military actions and the consequences of the war for each of our 
countries.

The USSR and the United States Enter the War

News of the incursion of Hitler’s hordes into the USSR brought great 
relief to the White House. Harry Hopkins, closest adviser to Roosevelt,



161 The Battle to Seve Civilization

stated with deepest satisfaction: ‘ T he President’s policy of support for 
Britain has really paid off! Hitler has turned to the left.” 16 The 
German-Soviet war gave a new impetus to the discussion of strategic 
questions in the highest councils of Washington.

A day before the attack by Germany on the USSR, the State 
Department presented to the government recommendations on 
United States policy in the event of a Soviet-German war. ‘‘We 
should,” read the document, ‘‘steadfastly adhere to the line that the 
fact that the Soviet Union is fighting Germany does not mean that it is 
defending, struggling for, or adhering to, the principles in interna
tional relations which we are supporting.. . .  We should make no 
promises in advance to the Soviet Union with regard to the assistance 
which we might render in case of a German-Soviet conflict, and we 
should make no commitment as to what our future policy toward the 
Soviet Union or Russia might be.” 17 

The official announcement by Acting Secretary of State Sumner 
Welles at a press conference on 23 June 1941, was couched in general 
terms. He said:

To the people of the United States this and other principles and 
doctrines of communistic dictatorship are as intolerable and as alien 
to their own beliefs, as are the principles and doctrines of Nazi 
dictatorship. . . .  In the opinion of this Government, consequently, 
any defense against Hitlerism, any rallying of the forces opposing 
Hitlerism, from whatever source these forces may spring, will hasten 
the eventual downfall of the present German leaders, and will 
therefore redound to the benefit of our own defense and security.

Hitler’s armies are today the chief dangers of the Americas.18

Without going into precise details, President Roosevelt spoke out 
for the United States' rendering assistance to the USSR. When the 
president expressed himself in this way publicly, the White House 
received memoranda from the headquarters of the armed forces, 
from the secretaries of war and the navy. All of them, and also 
Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau and Secretary of the 
Interior Harold Ickes, were convinced that the Soviet Union would be 
defeated by the Wehrmacht within a matter of weeks. (In the opinion 
of the secretary of war, ‘‘at the earliest within a month, at the latest 
within three” ). They appealed passionately to the president not to let 
slip the precious opportunity to strike a blow at Germany, while her
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main forces were tied up on the Eastern front. Henry Stimson begged 
him to remember that “ Germany’s action seems like an almost provi
dential occurrence.’’19 Ickes turned his eyes to the future: ” . . .  if we 
do not do it now, we will be, when our turn comes, without an ally 
anywhere in the world.’’20 These appeals had absolutely no effect on 
the president, who had faith in the capability of the Soviet people to 
resist the aggressor. For this reason he declined the insistent requests to 
have the United States enter the war, giving the Red Army an oppor
tunity for the time being to defend their homeland and world civiliza
tion with their own strength.

In July 1941 Roosevelt sent Harry Hopkins to Moscow as his repre
sentative. Hopkins became convinced of the determination of the 
USSR to fight the war, and negotiations were begun to determine 
exactly what assistance the United States could give to the Soviet 
Union. But the matter did not go very far during July; for the time 
being, practically nothing was sent to the USSR. Roosevelt was 
furious, and as his perspicacious biographer, James M. Burns, writes, 
he “ blew up’ ’ at the meeting of the cabinet on 1 August. He pointed 
out that for a whole month already the Russians had been given the 
runaround. He didn’t want to hear any more about what had been 
ordered, but wanted to know what had been sent. The cabinet grew 
quiet, seeing the unusual behavior of the president. An administrator 
of aid to the USSR was quickly appointed but, as before, almost 
nothing was done, for, as Burns concludes, ‘ ‘Roosevelt could not make 
a clear moral issue of aid to Russia because of anti-Soviet attitudes; he 
could not make a strategic reformulation because he could not bank 
on Russian survival. His main goal was still simply to prolong Russian 
resistance. He was committed to a strategy of giving top priority to 
Britain.” 21

At the same time there was a lot of discussion going on in the 
United States about what position should be taken with respect to the 
USSR. The isolationists, tirelessly battling the administration about 
assistance to Britain, decided that the new war would strengthen 
their position. They were categorically opposed to any support of the 
Soviet Union, and appealed to anti-Communist prejudices. Senator 
Robert A. Taft asserted publicly that the victory of communism in 
Europe was a greater peril than the victory of fascism. The journal 
New Republic asked: “ What are we going to do, fight so as to make 
Europe safe for Communism?”
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Although these and other statements were given wide publicity, 
they reflected an extreme point of view. The opinion of the solid 
majority of the American leaders was expressed in the statement of 
Senator Harry Truman, who pointed out: “ If we see that Germany is 
winning the war we ought to help Russia, and if Russia is winning we 
ought to help Germany and in that way let them kill as many as 
possible.” 22 Truman, naturally, was expressing himself with his 
characteristic straightforwardness, but on closer examination it was 
clear that his point of view roughly reflected Washington policy 
although nobody in Washington wanted Hitler’s final victory. In July 
1941 Roosevelt ordered the preparation of plans for specific measures 
to defeat the enemy. By September the staffs prepared an extensive 
study, The Victory Program, which was presented for consideration by 
the government.

The Victory Program provided for the creation of an army of 215 
divisions, 61 of them tank divisions. The American generals had 
visions of gigantic future battles, in which they would lead their troops 
gloriously into action. At the beginning of September 1941 the staffs 
reported to the government their view of the kind of action the 
country should choose: “ We must prepare to fight Germany by 
actually coming to grips with and defeating her ground forces and 
definitely breaking her will to com bat.. . .  Air and sea forces will 
make important contributions, but effective and adequate ground 
forces must be available to close with and destroy the enemy within his 
citadel.”23 These proposals, and consequently the entire complex of 
problems connected with the Victory Program were discussed in the 
White House. On 22 September the final decision was made to send a 
large part of the armament and equipment manufactured in the 
United States to the opponents of the Axis powers. This brought to 
nought the staff plans for deploying an army of 215 divisions. The 
United States government was declaring itself firmly in favor of con
ducting the war indirectly, with others doing the actual fighting.

On 14 August 1941, after Roosevelt’s meeting with Churchill, the 
Atlantic Charter was promulgated—a document proclaiming in 
general terms the democratic aims of the war. Washington considered 
it necessary to formulate them, for with its entry into the war the USSR 
acquired once and for all the character of an anti-Fascist, liberating 
power. Without question, the Atlantic Charter was a response to the 
program of struggle against fascism that had already been advanced by
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the Soviet government. At the same time, through a piece of sub
tlety—neither Roosevelt nor Churchill signed the document (it was 
simply transmitted to the press)—the United States was left with its 
hands free. It was not legally bound by the Atlantic Charter. Roosevelt 
went along with this, also, because if it had been otherwise, it would 
have been necessary to have the document, as an international agree
ment, confirmed by the Senate, and this would inevitably have called 
forth an empty controversy with the isolationists.

The fact that Germany was busy with the war against the Soviet 
Union made it possible for the United States to take a more resolute 
position in the Atlantic. On 7 July American troops landed in Iceland; 
United States naval vessels constantly plied in waters where German 
submarines were operating. Even before the beginning of the Ger
man-Soviet war, before it had become clear what it might lead to, 
Hitler had ordered that encounters with American vessels be avoided. 
But incidents were bound to occur. On 4 September a German 
submarine unsuccessfully attacked an American destroyer, which, in 
turn, dropped depth bombs on it. On 11 September, in a very 
bellicose speech, Roosevelt called the submarines of the Axis powers in 
the Atlantic ‘ ‘rattlesnakes, ’ ’ and announced that in waters west of 26° 
west longitude they would be attacked without warning, for the 
American fleet within the limits of this zone would henceforth protect 
convoys bound for England. The command of the German fleet urged 
Hitler to take retaliatory measures. The führer categorically forbade 
undertaking anything before a “ decisive turning point in the Russian 
campaign,” which, according to him, should be some time in the late 
autumn.

The heroic struggle of the Soviet people spoiled the plans of the 
Nazi leaders, which permitted the United States to take new offensive 
measures without risk. In October, as a result of the sinking of two 
American destroyers, the government demanded a change in the 
neutrality law so as to permit the navigation of United States vessels in 
the zone of military action and to permit arming them. As the New 
York Times quite correctly observed, the neutrality law rendered 
Germany as much assistance as a thousand submarines would have 
done: not a single American transpon could proceed directly to 
England. On 14 November Congress passed into law the changes 
requested by the administration. Paul Joseph Goebbels’ propaganda,
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of course, came down with choice abuse on Roosevelt, but nothing 
more than verbal attacks followed—Germany, mired on the Eastern 
front, was not willing to risk acquiring still another opponent. Soviet 
soldiers, who at that time were defending Moscow, saved the lives of 
thousands of American sailors serving in the Atlantic, while Roosevelt 
was able to*throw about martial appeals without fear of drawing the 
United States into the war.

In fall of 1941, when the failure of the Hitler blitzkrieg was com
pletely certain, Washington was at last convinced that the Soviet 
Union would hold out at least through the winter. This put the 
rendering of material assistance to the Soviet people in the interests of 
the United States on a practical basis. The psychological climate in the 
country was also changing—the manly struggle of the Red Army 
aroused the admiration of millions of Americans. Public opinion 
polls showed that 73 percent of Americans hoped for a Soviet vic
tory.24 The arguments of the isolationists against assistance to the 
USSR were rejected by the majority of the American people.25 On 
7 November Roosevelt extended Lend-Lease to the Soviet Union. In 
his official letter to the administrator in charge of implementing 
Lend-Lease the president said: “Today I have ascertained that the 
defense of the USSR is important to the defense of the United States. ’ ’ 
It was the 140th day of the Great Patriotic War.

Up to the end of 1941 Lend-Lease deliveries from the United States 
to the USSR amounted to $545,000, or less than 0.1 percent of all 
Lend-Lease deliveries from the United States for that year. In addition, 
the United States shipped armaments and war materials to the USSR 
for payment in cash in the amount of $41,000,000. This was the 
extent of American aid during the most difficult year for the Soviet 
people, 1941, when we held out, depending only on our own 
strength. But that year the world listened to a lot of inspiring talk 
against Fascist tyranny issuing from the noble United States.

Washington’s fundamental strategy was to delay direct participa
tion in combat operations as long as possible, in any case, to be the last ' 
in line among the great powers to enter the war. It was the goal for 
which American diplomacy was struggling. Hitler’s eastern campaign 
reduced the danger from Europe to zero. If before 22 June 1941, the 
Atlantic was a potential American front, the entry of the USSR into 
the war changed it into an area of small concern for the United States.
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Henceforth relations with Japan became of paramount importance. 
To avert war with her would represent the achievement of the highest 
goal of the American government—to remain outside the sphere of 
combat, an implacable enemy of the Axis powers, but deciding for 
itself when and against whom to take up arms.

Complex American-Japanese negotiations were in progress from the 
beginning of 1941. Tokyo wanted the United States to recognize the 
predominant role of Japan in Asia, but the American government of 
course could not agree. In fact there was nothing to negotiate about, 
but both sides were procrastinating: the Japanese, mainly in the 
interest of completing their preparations for war; the Americans, 
partly for the same considerations, but mostly in an effort to make 
clear, tactfully, to the Japanese militarists, who were losing their 
heads, that a war with the United States would not serve their in
terests, and that other promising prospects were open to Japan. These 
negotiations were so involved that they have given rise to considerable 
difference of opinion among American historians. There have been 
many interpretations of Washington’s actions at that time. Some still 
believe that Roosevelt, knowingjapan’s intention to attack the United 
States, deliberately provoked it, that he arranged Pearl Harbor so as to 
“ trick” the peace-loving American people into the war. These asser
tions have nothing to do with, historical fact, and the efforts of some 
American historians to prove this curious thesis can only arouse 
bewilderment bordering on amusement. The matter was much 
simpler.26

Roosevelt did everything possible to avert war with Japan, resorting 
at times to kindness, at times to threats, depending on the circum
stances. There was only one thing that he did not do—he did not cau
tion Japan against attacking the Soviet Union. At the same time, 
there were competent American military experts who, viewing the war 
as a combined effort, demanded urgently that the government warn 
Tokyo against aggression to the North. They were seriously concerned 
about the consequences of a thrust at the back of our country at the 
time when the outcome of the entire war was being decided on the 
Soviet-German front. When United States Army Intelligence learned 
in the fall of 1941 that Roosevelt was preparing to meet with Japanese 
Premier Fumimaro Konoe, the head of the secret service told the 
administration:
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This Division is of the opinion that neither a conference of leaders 
nor economic concessions at this time would be of any material 
advantage to the United States unless a definite commitment to 
withdraw from the Axis were obtained from Japan prior to the 
conference. The immediate objective of the United States is to 
weaken Hitler in every way possible. A Japanese guarantee not to 
attack Russia in Siberia would free Russia, psychologically and 
militarily, for stronger opposition to Hitler. With this in mind, a 
definite condition precedent to such a proposed conference should 
be a complete withdrawal by Japan from the Axis and a guarantee, 
backed by substantial evidence of sincerity, not to attack Russia in 
Siberia.27

This document, dated 2 October 1941, was one of a series of 
similar memoranda presented to the White House by the military. 
The government took no action on them, although the war was 
approaching very rapidly. On 16 October a government of extreme 
militarists under Hideki Tojo was formed in Japan. American political 
figures had no illusions about the consequences of Tojo’s accession to 
power. At this time Roosevelt wrote to Churchill that American 
relations with the Japanese had definitely deteriorated, and that he 
thought that “ they were making their way toward the North.” In 
briefing the command of the Pacific fleet in Hawaii, Admiral Harold R. 
Stark, commander-in-chief of the United States naval forces, pointed 
out on 16 October: “ The resignation of the Japanese cabinet has 
created a grave situation.. . .  In either case hostilities between Japan 
and Russia are a strong possibility. ’ ’28 And what action was the United 
States intending to take in this event? In Washington the supreme 
command of the American armed forces decided in a series of meet
ings to continue the same tactics—to stall for time. The final con
clusion of the military, reported to the government on 5 November, 
read: ‘ ‘In case of Japanese attack against Siberia .. . the United States 
should not declare war. ’ ’29 

With every day that passed, a stream of disturbing reports flooded 
Washington; Japan was definitely moving into positions for attack. 
The suspicion arose that the Japanese warlords were planning to move 
toward the South. The United States government decided to slow 
things down by proposing to Tokyo that they agree to a modus 
vivendi, a sort of three-month truce. Negotiations about this began,
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but here the White House experienced a shock—on the morning of 
26 November word was received that large contingents of Japanese 
troops were moving south! This meant that Tokyo was getting ready to 
launch an attack on the British or Dutch possessions (Washington 
did not dream of the possibility of an attack on American possessions), 
which the United States had already warned about at various times. The 
question remains open as to what form of action the Americans would 
have chosen if the Japanese had attacked the British or Dutch col
onies alone. Afterward, none other than Cordell Hull remarked to 
Admiral Stark: ‘ ‘I don’t know whether we would have been in the war 
yet if Japan had not attacked us.” 30 All of this is the kind of thing on 
which it is difficult to make a final judgment. It is clear, however, that 
the American government reacted to these Japanese moves in an 
extremely pathological manner, for it was turning out that the long- 
awaited campaign to the North might not take place.

‘ ‘The president, ’ ’ writes James MacGregor Burns, ‘ ‘fairly blew up— 
‘jumped up into the air, so to speak,’ Stimson noted in his diary. To 
the president this changed the whole situation, because ‘it was evi
dence of bad faith on the part of the Japanese that while they were 
negotiating for an entire truce—an entire withdrawal (from China)— 
they should be sending their expedition down there to Indo- 
China.’ ” 31 The formula for a ’truce that Roosevelt had proposed was 
discarded that same day. In its stead Hull wrote a ten-point program 
in which Washington set forth its most extreme demands. Hull told 
Stimson that he was through with everything, ‘‘I have washed my 
hands of it and it is now in the hands of you and Knox—the Army and 
the Navy.” 32 Actually, the American proposals that were turned over 
to the Japanese representatives on 26 November had the character of 
an ultimatum; in essence, they came down to a demand that Japan 
voluntarily restore the situation in the Far East as it had existed on 
18 September 1931, that is, before the Japanese seizures began. There 
was no chance that this ultimatum would be accepted by the Japanese 
militarists, who were ready to go to war.

The American note of 26 November had another aim—to help 
resolve in one stroke the doubts that were tormenting Tokyo about 
where to direct its aggression. American political leaders were con
vinced that the Japanese campaign to the North would begin once the 
USSR had been weakened on the Soviet-German front. This con-
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elusion was not based on speculation, but was the result of reading and 
analyzing decipheredjapanese wires, in which the plans of Japan were 
set forth in general form. Late in the fall of 1941 it appeared that the 
time had come: the German armies were approaching Moscow. Conse
quently the condition that the Japanese leaders themselves had set for 
beginning the war against the USSR had been fulfilled—it looked as 
though an attack would meet with no resistance in the Soviet Far East. 
Meanwhile, the American declaration was supposed to show that a 
Japanese strike in the South was expected and that the United States 
was prepared to retaliate against this advance with a strike of their 
own. Under these conditions, the American leaders judged that the 
Japanese would find it easy to choose between attacking the weakened 
Soviet Union and the armed United States, which, according to the 
26 November note, was assuming the role of protector of the British 
and Dutch.

This entire line of reasoning, which must have occurred to the 
keepers of national wisdom in the offices of the American capital, was 
quite unconvincing to the political figures in Tokyo. They assessed 
the power of the USSR much more sensibly than did those in the 
republic across the ocean. No matter what they kept saying in Berlin, 
Tokyo was not at all convinced that the USSR had already suffered a 
decisive defeat, and saw no necessity to change its temporizing posi
tion with regard to the war. Even more important, the Japanese 
militarists were afraid of missing an opportunity to seize territory in 
the South, discerning with equal accuracy the resources of the powers 
that were preparing to defend these regions. There was not the least 
doubt in Tokyo that the fleet and the army of the emperor would be 
able to smash the British and Dutch without much trouble.

The Japanese government did not expect to inflict total defeat on 
the United States and force it to capitulate single-handedly. Their 
aims were much more realistic—to drive the Americans out of their 
possessions in the Pacific and to push the outposts of the Empire of the 
Rising Sun far into that area. Further prospects depended on the 
course of the entire war of the Axis powers against their opponents. In 
any case, as they proceeded in the direction of seizure by armed force, 
the Japanese rulers did not think that the war in Europe could end 
with the triumph of Soviet arms, and with the total defeat and 
surrender of Hitler’s Germany. In this sense, the Soviet Union, by
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fighting the Axis powers in Europe while maintaining its neutrality in 
the Far East up until the summer of 1945, determined the course of 
the war in the Pacific.

During the last days before Pearl Harbor the American government 
was piously convinced, as before, that the storm of war would not 
break out over the United States. The numerous reports of extensive 
movements of Japanese armed forces were interpreted as proof that 
Japan would attack the USSR very soon. This firm conviction in the 
minds of top-ranking American statesmen was responsible for the 
unprepared state of the American garrisons in Hawaii and other 
islands, and above all the Philippines, a weakness which had grave 
consequences.

All of this had not escaped the notice of vision of American his
torians, and it is hardly necessary for us to preach specially to our 
colleagues across the ocean on this score. We will simply refer to the 
way this matter is treated for the Soviet reader in N. N. Yakovlev’s 
book, Zagadka Pirl-Kharbora (The puzzle of Pearl Harbor): ‘ ‘It is clear 
that in this matter American official historians do not think crea
tively. They only lament, as do William L. Langer and S. Everett 
Gleason, ‘Until and unless additional evidence comes to light, the role 
of the President as well as Secretary Hull will remain a subject of 
speculation.’”33 Or, as Samuel Bemis declared pessimistically, his
torians would argue about these negotiations for a hundred years.34 
Nevertheless, no matter how annoying the blunders in American 
documentation may be, the historian can and must judge from the 
facts. And the facts indisputably tell us that the ultimatum of 26 No
vember was the ‘‘big stick” with which the United States was striving 
to achieve its goals, in this case, to ward off the Japanese threat at the 
expense of others.

If this thesis is not accepted, then one should either agree with those 
political speculators in the United States who accuse Roosevelt of 
having deliberately used the Pacific fleet to lure a Japanese attack and 
provide grounds for drawing the American people into the war, or else 
with those who suspect that an epidemic of mass insanity occurred in 
Washington: although it was known that war was coming, no pre
cautionary measures were taken there. But the foreign-policy leaders 
of the United States ‘‘were of sound mind and strong memory.”35

To moralize about these events now long passed serves no purpose, 
and would only impede realistic judgments. Even if one were to speak
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of the lessons of Pearl Harbor, they are instructive only in that they 
show to what blunders the blind pursuit of the “ balance of power” 
policy can lead. Life is much more complex than stillborn schemes, 
especially ones heavily colored with ideological prejudices.

Reflections on American Strategy

The United States found itself in the war not of its own volition, not at 
the time and not in the circumstances that were planned by the 
American leadership. The beginning of combat operations, except 
for the Pacific theater, did not require the country to make an im
mediate serious military effort. Even the reinforcements that were sent 
for the war againstjapan were by no means large. In short, the United 
States had every opportunity to adjust its military apparatus relatively 
free of any great obstacles, and by December 1941 it had already 
reached impressive proportions.

By the end of 1941 the annual production of the American aviation 
industry had reached 25,000 machines. Corresponding progress began 
to appear in other branches of military production as well; the tank 
industry, for example, must have produced 8,500 new models an
nually.

Neither the armed forces nor the war industry experienced any fi
nancial difficulties in the implementation of their plans. War expendi
tures in 1940 totaled $8,400,000,000, as compared with $924,000,000 
in 1936, and the first session of Congress in 1941 appropriated 
$33,000,000,000 for war purposes. Meantime, in connection with the 
end of the next fiscal year on 30 June 1941, the War Department 
reported that it had not been able to use $1,300,000,000 of the pre
vious appropriations by Congress. During the prewar years Congress 
had formed the habit in general of allocating more funds than the 
government requested, although Roosevelt cannot in any way be put 
in the category of presidents who were not concerned about the de
fensive capacity of the country.

In considering the general situation of the United States on the eve 
of the war, the competent war observer, Hanson W. Baldwin, wrote 
after it had already reached its conclusion:

The assertion that we were unprepared has been applied, with
almost monotonous repetition, to the state of American armed
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forces before World War I, before World War II, in fact before all 
our wars. But the statement is sophistry. For what were we unpre
pared? Preparedness is relative, not absolute; there are degrees of 
preparedness. Before the Second World War this nation had a navy 
equal to any and the best long-range bomber in the world; the 
National Guard had been federalized, conscription had started, and 
the factories of the country already had commenced the manu
facture of war orders. Nevertheless, we were, of course, “ unpre
pared” for the war that developed. We shall always be similarly 
unprepared; for there is no such thing as absolute preparedness 
and it is futile to strive for it.36

In any case, one thing is clear: the United States had at its disposi
tion sufficient power to render immediate military assistance to the 
opponents of the Axis powers, and first and foremost in the European 
theater of military action. This was not done for the sound reason that 
the big strategy of the United States was built on the calculation that it 
would appear on the scene when the enemy had been weakened 
sufficiently at the hands of others. This manner of action was, of 
course, consistent with “ balance of power’ ’ politics. It was esteemed at 
the top level of national wisdom in peacetime, and with the coming of 
war became simply invaluable from the standpoint of American 
interests.

The strategic doctrine worked out by the United States during the 
1930s in essence translated these political considerations into military 
language, word for word. The American staffs took their point of 
departure from the fact that the approaching war would be a coalition 
war; there remained only to estimate the quantitative and qualitative 
investment that the United States should make in the conduct of such 
a war. Although each of the three armed services had its own rough 
plan (the culmination of the strategic planning of the army was the 
Victory Program), the connection between “ balance of power” 
politics and the armed struggle was contained most clearly in the 
doctrine of the United States Air Force. During the 1930s the Amer
ican air force was under the command of the army chief of staff, but 
the airforce commanders conducted a persistent struggle for complete 
autonomy. They grasped early the theory of the Italian general, Giulio 
Douhet, formulated at the very beginning of the 1920s, that strategic 
bombing played the decisive role in the attainment of victory. In the
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period just before the war, Douhet’s theory was elaborated in the 
United States, taking into account the priorities of the targets of 
strategic bombing. The final conclusion, approved by the air force 
staffs, amounted to the fact that destruction of the enemy’s transpor
tation system and of the power installations would bring him to his 
knees. It was proposed to accomplish this through the action of heavy, 
well-armed bombers that would not require cover by fighter planes. 
American industry produced the B-17 bomber, which got the name 
Flying Fortress, and the buildup of the strategic air force began.

The supporters of strategic bombing infected with their enthusiasm 
serious military figures who had no contact with aviation by virtue of 
the kind of service they were in. Equipment with B-17 bombers called 
forth such optimism in the high command of the American armed 
forces as to verge on the absurd. As Leckie observes, “ MacArthur’s 
confidence sprang . . .  from his enthusiasm for the B-17 high-level 
bomber the famous Flying Fortress, Marshall also believed whole
heartedly in the Flying Fort. Three weeks before Pearl Harbor, he 
declared that the Forts based in the Philippines represented the greatest 
concentration of heavy bomber strength in the world! He claimed that 
the B-17s could defend the Philippine coastline without sea power 
and could counterattack by setting the ‘paper cities’ of Japan on fire. 
He was Douhet pure and unadulterated, maintained a year after its 
signal failure in the Battle of Britain.” 37

The tenacity of Douhet’s views can be explained not by the ob
stinacy of the American commanders, but by the fact that it appeared 
to the political leadership in Washington that acting on them would 
make it possible for the United States to achieve maximum results at 
minimum cost. In short, it was supposed that the Allies would provide 
armies of many millions of men, while the contribution of the United 
States to the coalition war would consist mainly of strategic bombings. 
Doubtless Roosevelt shared these views. Although the president was 
an admirer of naval power as interpreted by Admiral Mahan, he came 
inevitably to the conclusion that the Flying Fortress had replaced the 
battleship, to which, in his day, Mahan ascribed the decisive role. And 
Mahan’s theory, worked out at the end of the nineteenth century, had 
in view safeguarding the ‘ ‘balance of power’ ’ policy, using the techno
logical means that were available at that time. Hence the victory of 
the proponents of strategic bombings on the eve of the war.
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In a special study on the subject it is stressed that “ the theory of 
strategic bombings was embodied completely in the fundamental 
prewar plan of the Air Force, which can be best evaluated as a 
modified Douhet doctrine.” In accordance with this plan there was 
envisaged the creation of an air force having 100,000 planes, and a 
personnel of 2,100,000, trained to carry out air attack with strategic 
bombers. On the eve of the war, measures were carried out consis
tently for the achievement of all the above. In his message to Congress 
on 16 May 1940, Roosevelt pointed out that he wanted to produce at 
least 50,000 planes a year. Moreover, he considered that the country 
needed an Air Force numbering 50,000 planes. In March-April 1941 
there was created a united air force command and the position of assis
tant secretary of the air force was established; in June the army air forces 
were created, and the plan officially incorporated in the general plan 
for the conduct of the war. Finally, when combat operations began in 
February 1942, General Henry H. Arnold, commander of the army air 
forces, became a full and equal member of the Committee of the 
Chiefs of Staff.38

This was how the general strategic conception of Washington 
appeared. While the opponents of the Axis forces were fighting a war 
(with the limited participation of the United States in the war in the 
Pacific), America continued to'arm, rendering such material assistance 
to its allies as could be alloted without detriment to the building of its 
own armed forces. Meanwhile, the United States Air Force was be
coming a mighty striking force, for which a substantial part of the 
military budget would be required (during the years of the war an 
average of 40 percent of the military expenses of the United States 
went for aviation). The Allies were carrying the main burden of the 
ground operations; the United States would step in when it could 
strike a decisive blow, but at the end of the war, having suffered 
minimal losses, it would have at its disposition the mightiest and most 
modern armament, which its partners in the coalition would perforce 
have to take into account. The immense air forces, tempered in battle 
with the enemy, would serve as a proper warning to all.

A prerequisite for carrying out this policy was the guarantee that the 
United States would have its hands free within the limits of the anti- 
Hitler coalition that was taking shape. Although after Pearl Harbor 
the United States became a fighting participant in the coalition,
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Washington was anxious not to become legally an ally of the oppo
nents of the Axis powers, not to take upon itself any specific commit
ments with respect to the conduct of the war. Roosevelt attached 
paramount importance to this matter, trying to find a flexible formula 
in which the incompatible could be combined—unity in the struggle 
against the Axis powers and freedom of action for the United States.

At the end of December 1941 Winston Churchill came to Wash
ington to discuss strategic problems. However, Roosevelt delivered to 
him first of all the draft of a political document prepared by the State 
Department which treated in general terms the necessity of fighting 
against the common enemy. If during the First World War the United 
States had categorized its place in the camp of the opponents of the 
German bloc as that of an “ associate power,” thereby emphasizing 
that it did not share the war aims of the Entente powers, now Roose
velt proposed the term United Nations, which made it possible to 
avoid using the term Allies, with all of the consequences that followed 
from that. By reserving to itself the right to be first to sign the 
corresponding declaration, the American government emphasized 
that it intended to place itself at the head of the “ United Nations.”

The pretensions of the Washington officials were clearly apparent, 
but a most cruel war was raging, and the declaration proposed by 
Roosevelt stated a most important principle: countries that were 
invited to sign the document committed themselves to cooperate with 
each other and not to conclude a separate peace. Furthermore, the 
declaration was flexible in that it did not commit each partner to fight 
against all of the Axis powers. Each government party to it had to 
employ its full resources, military or economic, against those members 
of the Tripartite Pact and its adherents with which such a government 
was at war.

On 1 January 1942, the United Nations Declaration was adopted in 
Washington, and signed by representatives of twenty-six nations, 
including the USSR. This document formally consolidated the exis
tence of the anti-Hitler coalition.

Having discussed at the conference in Washington in December 
1941-January 1942 the strategy in the war against the Axis powers, 
Roosevelt and Churchill confirmed plan “ ABC-1.” The plan, which 
was without question rational from the point of view of the problems 
of the coalition war against the Axis powers, was confirmed on some-
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what different grounds than were being followed when it was adopted 
approximately a year before the events that have been described. As 
Dwight Eisenhower, head of the War Department group on planning 
of military actions in the Pacific, pointed out, in the coalition war the 
“ strategic axiom” is that the weakened forces of the dismembered 
enemy must be routed first of all. Eisenhower considered that “ the 
aggregate military might” of Germany with its satellites was greater 
than the might of Japan, but that nevertheless Japan was still rela
tively stronger than they, for she was not tied up in war against the 
Soviet Union.39

Therefore, in the interests of economizing their resources, the 
United States and Britain should not develop any intensive combat 
actions in the Far East and the Pacific. After having established all 
this, a super idea dawned on Washington—to try to saddle the USSR 
with the war against Japan as well, as if it were not enough to be 
holding the main front of the Second World War, fighting against 
Hitler’s Germany! As early as December 1941 Roosevelt turned to the 
Soviet government with an insistent proposal to take part in “ joint 
planning” on the Far East. Meanwhile, General MacArthur was 
adjuring Washington from the Philippines not to let slip the “ golden 
opportunity’ ’ to strike a blow at Japan from the North, by inviting the 
USSR to participate in the war. Just how this was to be done, the 
general did not say, trusting it to American diplomacy. The United 
States manifested willingness to “ assist” the USSR by sending a 
formation of American bombers to the Soviet Far East. This course of 
action would inevitably have drawn the Soviet Union into the war 
against Japan. No action was taken by the Soviet government on these 
appeals.

The position of the Soviet Union corresponded to the highest 
interests of the coalition war against the bloc of the aggressors, in
cluding plan “ ABC-1.” The participation of the USSR in the war 
against Japan at that stage would have required additional contingents 
of troops for the Far East, which could have been taken only from the 
Soviet-German front. This, in turn, would have prolonged the combat 
operations against Germany, the principal enemy of the United 
Nations. As a result, the duration of the entire Second World War 
would have been extended significantly, for it would have been dif
ficult to crush Japan before the European Axis powers had been 
defeated. The tactical gains that the United States and Britain might
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have made if the USSR had entered the war against Japan at that time 
would have been canceled by the strategic losses. The leaders in the 
United States and Britain, who throughout the duration of the Great 
Patriotic War never stopped trying to induce the USSR to take part in 
the military actions against Japan, did not grasp the self-evident truth.

Soviet Impact on Axis Strategy

On the very day that the Japanese pilots were making short work of the 
American fleet in Pearl Harbor, the offensive of the Red Army at 
Moscow began. By spring 1942, Hitler’s troops, which at the begin
ning of December had crept nearly to the gates of Moscow, had been 
hurled back 150 to 300 kilometers. This was the first strategic defeat of 
the Wehrmacht in the Second World War. The myth that Hitler’s 
Germany was invincible had been shattered. Hitler, who was irate, 
removed scores of generals, including the highest in command, from 
their posts.

The dismissal of the generals, unprecedented in German military 
history, could not, however, compensate for the catastrophe on the 
Eastern front. According to Marshal M. A. Zakharov, “ During the 
period of the battle at Moscow from 1 October 1941, to 31 March 
1942, the German-Fascist army lost 650,000 men killed, wounded, 
missing in action, and taken prisoner. For comparison we may point 
out that during the entire military campaign on the Western front the 
German armed forces lost 27,000 men killed. ’ ’40 The losses in military 
equipment were also tremendous—1,300 tanks, 2,500 pieces of ord
nance, and 15,000 motor vehicles and others.

It was at Moscow that the difficult sunrise of victory for the United 
Nations began. Hope sprang up that not only would the forces of 
aggression be stopped, but that they would be turned backward. But 
victory was still a long way off.

In the first half of 1942 the attention of the United States was 
riveted on the Pacific, where the Japanese had routed the forces 
resisting them with fantastic swiftness. The dizzying successes took the 
Japanese leadership by surprise. In Tokyo there was inclination to 
believe that they had fallen wide of the mark in making their war 
plans, that they should have envisaged more substantial goals. Where 
to strike?

According to the agreement between the European Axis powers and
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Japan on 12 January, the demarcation line between their operations 
was at 70# west longitude; in other words, the dividing line passed 
somewhat to the east of the Ural range, then through the western 
boundary of India and directly south through the Indian Ocean. The 
command of the Japanese fleet, which was responsible for victory, 
proposed a bold plan in early spring of 1942—to move to the west, 
seize Ceylon, turn it into a base for subsequent operations, and 
proceed westward to join the Nazi somewhere in the Near East. The 
realization of this plan (the advance was within the capabilities of 
thejapanese fleet, which had suffered almost no losses from the begin
ning of the war) would have been fraught with grave consequences for 
the United Nations. However, such an offensive required sizable con
tingents of land forces.

In March, at a meeting with the emperor, the plan was raised for 
discussion and turned down—the command of the army, preparing an 
offensive against the USSR, announced that it could not produce the 
necessary number of soldiers. Germany, in its turn, having committed 
all to the Soviet-German front, could not detach sufficient forces for 
an advance in the region of the Near East, where the Germans were 
fighting with relatively limited forces. Thus, the Soviet Union had a 
decisive influence on the course of events in the entire Second World 
War, including the Pacific. The strategic planning of both of the 
belligerent coalitions invariably proceeded from recognition of the 
obvious fact that the principal theater of military actions was the 
Soviet-German front, that everything else in final analysis was derived 
from conditions on that front.

At the beginning of 1942, just when the American troops were 
suffering a series of defeats, the Red Army, having smashed the 
Hitlerites at Moscow, instilled the peoples of the United Nations with 
hope. Nothing in General MacArthur’s past gives any basis for sus
pecting him of being especially sympathetic to the USSR. But it was he 
who declared in a salutory telegram to Moscow on the occasion of Red 
Army Day on 23 February, “ The world situation at the present time 
indicates that the hopes of civilization rest on the worthy banners of 
the courageous Russian Army. During my lifetime I have participated 
in a number of wars and have witnessed others, as well as studying in 
great detail the campaigns of outstanding leaders in the past. In none 
have I observed such effective resistance to the heaviest blows of 
hitherto undefeated enemy, followed by a smashing counterattack
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which is driving the enemy back to his own land. The scale and 
grandeur of this effort marks it as the greatest military achievement in 
history. ’ ’41

The preparation by the Japanese army for war against the Soviet 
Union not only undermined the very possibility of conducting large- 
scale combined operations, but also doomed the fleet to actions that 
did not have great strategic sense. The superior skill of the American 
command in the war against Japan, and the courage and determina
tion of the personnel of the United States armed forces in the war in 
the Pacific made it possible to repulse the new thrusts of the aggressor.

At the beginning of June the Japanese fleet suffered a defeat at 
Midway Island which had . the gravest consequences for the future 
actions of Japan. Having lost a significant part of their striking 
power—their aircraft carriers—the Japanese admirals no longer dared 
to mount large-scale offensive operations outside the radius of the 
action of their coastal aviation. From now on the war on the seas had to 
and did become protracted. Its outcome was being decided by the 
relative military-industrial potential of the opponents, in which all 
advantages were on the side of the United States. It was only a matter 
of time.

Stalingrad, Kursk, and the United States

In May 1942, Franklin Roosevelt, reviewing the position on the fronts 
in the Second World War, wrote to Douglas MacArthur: “ In the 
matter of grand strategy I find it difficult this spring and summer to 
get away from the simple fact that the Russian armies are killing 
more Axis personnel and destroying more Axis material than all 
the other twenty-five United Nations put together.” MacArthur 
agreed with Roosevelt and called for maximum aid to the Soviet 
Union.42

MacArthur’s opinion reflected the point of view of the American 
generals, who feared for the fate of the United States if the Red 
Army could not hold the front. The American commanders reasoned 
as professionals, proceeding from purely military considerations. 
Eisenhower pointed out that the outcome of the entire war depended 
on the struggle of the Soviet Union. Hence, in the interests of 
“keeping Russia in the war,” it was essential to render assistance to 
the USSR, first through Lend-Lease, and second through “ beginning
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at the earliest possible moment operations that would draw away from 
the Russian front a substantial number of ground troops and air power 
of the German army. ’ ’ A competent soldier, but at that time not yet 
experienced in people’s political associations, he pointed out that the 
shortest operationally strategic direction to the center of the military 
might of Germany lay through northwest France.

The American staffs immediately put together plans to take corre
sponding action. According to their calculations, beginning in the 
second half of July, Anglo-American aircraft would start a bombing 
offensive from the British Isles, and after six weeks there would follow 
a landing in France. They had to smash the enemy troops in the 
Calais-Arras-St. Quentin-Soissons-Paris-Deauville region, and basing 
their operations on this region, deploy further combat operations. The 
working out of the plans for these operations was completed in the 
early spring of 1942. No one in the high command of the American 
armed forces had any doubt that they could be carried out. From the 
strategic point of view that was the surest way to guarantee the victory 
of the United Nations in the shortest possible time. The Soviet govern
ment, putting before Washington and London the question of a 
second front, was proceeding from similar considerations.

American historiography does not deny this. In his study of the 
military history of the United States, Leckie observes: “ Militarily, 
there could be no better plan to invade France and place Hitler 
between the two fires that would destroy him. Politically, nothing 
could be more disastrous, for it would leave Stalin and Communism 
free to pounce on [the] nations of Central and Eastern Europe.’’43

The American generals, at that time fighting to assure the earliest 
possible engagement with the enemy, did not take into account these 
considerations by the political leadership, which was by no means 
seeking to crown the victorious American troops with laurels imme
diately. The generals had visions of gigantic batdes in which they, the 
military, would make themselves famous, while the political figures 
were thinking of the losses that the American armed forces would 
inevitably suffer in these battles, and consequently, of the fact that the 
United States would find itself weakened at the end of the war. The 
staffs were haunted by a nightmare: the Red Army would not hold the 
front, and victorious Germany would turn its entire might against the 
United States; hence the insistence with which they pressed for the
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beginning of the American offensive. The political figures did not 
take such a tragic view of circumstances and proceeded from other 
considerations.

There is hardly need to analyze in detail all of these conditions, 
which have been explored in Soviet historiography.44 It is sufficient to 
recall the conversation of Roosevelt with his son Elliot at the end of 
January 1942. The commander-in-chief of the armed forces of the 
United States explained the essence of the strategy of Washington, in a 
form that was intelligible to a captain in the air forces, as follows:
‘‘Just figure it’s a football game,’ ’ the father answered. ‘ ‘Say we’re the 
reserves sitting on the bench. At the moment, the Russians are the first 
team, together with the Chinese, and, to a lesser extent, the Brit
ish ___Before the game is so far advanced that our blockers are tired,
we’ve got to be able to get in there for the touchdown. We’ll be fresh. 
If our timing is right. . . .  I think our timing will be right. ’ ’4î

Here lies the genesis of the entire history of the second front! When 
it would be opened depended on that notorious “ moment’ ’ when the 
forces of the principal opponents on the field of battle would be 
undermined decisively. For the time being, however, there was a 
tendency in Washington to make verbal announcements about the 
imminent opening of a second front, misleading the enemy and 
raising the spirits of their ally. The governments of the United States 
and Britain carried this too far. As a result of the negotiations with the 
Soviet delegation that visited Washington and London in May-June, 
corresponding assertions were made publicly. The Soviet-American 
communique on the subject of the negotiations said: ‘ ‘Full agreement 
has been reached on the urgent problems of creating a second front in 
Europe in 1942. ”46

Unfortunately, the enemy was not much misled. The Hitler leader
ship assessed the words of the communique coolly. The head of the 
German general staff, Franz Haider, noted down Hider’s words at the 
meeting with the commanders on 3 July, at the height of the most 
powerful offensive of the Wehrmacht on the eastern front: “ Wash
ington only consoles and assures. There is no actual second front. The 
proposal is to reckon on 1943. The behavior of Churchill is the best 
evidence. A diversionary maneuver in the West? Doubtful; obviously 
there will be no serious assurances given to Russia. More likely they 
will warn them of the necessity to go on fighting.’’47 In other words,
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the commanders could drive their troops to the East without fear, 
without a glance backward to the West. At the beginning of the 
summer, troops of Germany and her satellites totalling 6,200,000 
men, 5,400,000 of them German, were brought in against the USSR. 
Out of 239 divisions and four brigades which the Reich had at its 
disposal at that time, 182 divisions and four brigades, or 76.3 percent 
of all the troops, took part in the summer campaign against the USSR.

As in a conjurer’s trick, the fundamental substance of Soviet- 
American relations was concentrated in the problem of the opening of 
the second front, or, to be more precise, in the nature of the military 
cooperation between the United States and the USSR. In the summer 
of 1942, at a time when the Soviet Army was engaged in battles with 
the advancing German forces that were of unprecedented gravity, the 
United States and Britain announced that the opening of a second 
front was being postponed until 1943. Meanwhile, in order to ensure 
transpon for the second front, the Soviet Union agreed to a reduction 
in the delivery of Lend-Lease in 1942, first from 8,000,000 to
4,100,000 tons, and finally to 2,500,000 tons. The Western Allies, 
instead of mounting an invasion on the European continent in the 
fall of 1942, landed in North Africa, where they got bogged down 
in battles with a relatively insignificant force of German-Italian 
troops.48

The scale of the battles in North Africa, which were dragged out 
until May 1943, looked more than modest by comparison with the 
scope of the battles on the Soviet-German front. It took the American- 
British forces half a year to break the resistance of twelve German and 
eight Italian divisions. And in the fall of 1942 the USSR was fighting 
against 258 divisions and sixteen brigades of Germany and her 
satellites.49

The head of the American army staff, General George Marshall, 
writes in his account of the Second World War, “ This generation of 
Americans can still remember the black days of 1942 when the 
Japanese conquered all of Malaysia, occupied Burma, and threatened 
India while the German armies approached the Volga and the Suez. In 
those hours Germany and Japan came so close to complete domination 
of the world that we do not yet realize how thin the thread of Allied 
survival had been stretched. In good conscience this nation can take 
little credit for its part in staving off disaster in those critical days.” 50
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During this critical period, when Hitler’s troops had made their way 
to Stalingrad and the foothills of the Caucasus, Roosevelt sent a series 
of warm messages to the Soviet government. On 19 August he wrote: 
“The fact that the Soviet Union is bearing the brunt of the fighting 
and losses during the year of 1942 is well understood by the United 
States and I‘may state that we greatly admire the magnificent resis
tance which your country has exhibited. ’ ’

On 5 October Roosevelt sent “ heartiest congratulations on the 
magnificent achievements of the Soviet armies.’’ On 9 October he 
added: “ The gallant defense of Stalingrad has thrilled everyone in 
America,” and on 19 November he observed: “ I do not have to tell 
you to keep up the good work.” This was the day that the Soviet 
troops assumed the offensive at Stalingrad and began to drive the 
enemy west.

On 14 December Stalin wrote: “ Permit me also to express my 
confidence that time is not passing to no purpose and that the 
promises about the opening of a second front in Europe that were 
given by you, Mr. President, and by Mr. Churchill with respect to 
1942, and by now in any case, with respect to spring 1943, will be 
fulfilled.” On 28 December Roosevelt reported about a joint resolu
tion of Congress expressing “ deep and eternal gratitude” to all of the 
allies of America. Two days later he expressed his “ admiration for the 
courage, stamina, and military prowess of your great Russian armies,” 
and in another message on the same day he did not forget to mention 
the naval forces of the USSR, expressing “ appreciation of the part 
your gallant Navy is also contributing to the Allied cause.” On 8 Jan
uary 1943, he added: “ My deep appreciation for the continuing 
advances of your armies. The principle of attrition of the enemy forces 
on all fronts is beginning to work.” Stalin responded by asking why 
the operations of the Allies in North Africa had slowed down, “ they 
say, not for a short time, but for a long tim e.”

On 24 January, when the USSR was scoring more and more victories 
and after the conclusion of the conference in Casablanca, Roosevelt 
announced that the Allies were going to try to achieve the ‘ ‘uncon
ditional surrender” of the Axis powers. This meant, as Gabriel Kolko, 
a contemporary American student of military diplomacy of the United 
States, has observed, that “ At that time, of course, any surrender 
imposed on Germany would have had to be largely as a result of
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Russian bloodshed.” 51 The USSR placed on the altar of victory still 
more victims for the sake of the triumph of the United Nations’ cause; 
the United States contributed a resounding slogan—to fight until the 
“ unconditional surrender” of the enemy.

Reporting to Stalin on the decisions adopted at Casablanca, on 27 
January Roosevelt stressed that the contemplated operations ‘ ‘together 
with your powerful offensive, may well bring Germany to her knees in 
1943.” Three days later Stalin inquired about the specific details of 
the projected operations. On 6 February a message was received in 
Moscow in which the commander-in-chief of the armed forces of the 
United States congratulated the USSR “ on the brilliant victory” at 
Stalingrad and expressed confidence that by their example the Soviet 
people would rouse all of the United Nations to a new resolution to 
finish off the enemy.

The battle at Stalingrad, unprecedented in history, ended with the 
crushing defeat of Germany and her satellites. In the course of this 
battle, five enemy armies—two German (the sixth and fourth tank 
forces), two Romanian (the third and fourth), and the eighth Italian 
force—were annihilated. In a total of more than 100 divisions, the 
enemy losses in the winter campaign of 1942-43 reached 1,700,000 
men; 3,500 tanks, 4,300 fighter and transport planes, 24,000 pieces of 
ordnance, 75,000 motor vehicles, and so forth were destroyed. Soviet 
troops advanced 600 to 700 kilometers to the west. The turning point 
in the course of the entire Second World War was begun at the Volga.

This is obvious, but, as Soviet Marshal A. M. Vasilevsky writes, “ the 
bookstores of the bourgeois West continue to be flooded with the 
most varicolored ‘studies’ in which the events that took place on the 
Volga and in other parts of the Soviet-German front are elucidated in 
a biased and tendentious way. ’ ’ Some of the authors of such studies, 
the American General Walker, for example, reach the point where the 
battle of Stalingrad never took place at all. This general declared that 
the battle on the Volga was nothing but a Communist propaganda 
fiction. It would appear that such a statement could be made only by 
a man suffering from psychological imbalance. Let us turn to the text 
of one document. It is kept, along with other relics, in the museum of 
the hero-city after which the battle of the Volga is named. This is a 
document of Franklin Roosevelt, president of the United States. Here
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is its text: ‘ ‘In the name of the people of the United States of America, 
I present this scroll to the City of Stalingrad to commemorate our 
admiration for its gallant defenders whose courage, fortitude, and 
devotion during the siege of September 13, 1942 to January 31, 1943, 
will inspire forever the hearts of all free people. Their glorious victory 
stemmed the tide of invasion and marked the turning point in the 
War of the Allied Nations against the forces of aggression. ’ ’52

Victory was bought dearly, with torrents of the blood of the Soviet 
people. The enemy was still strong, and manifested frenzied resis
tance. The end of this unprecedented battle could have been hastened 
by a more active participation in the combat actions by the United 
States and Britain.

On 9 February Roosevelt announced that the second front would be 
opened in August 1943. On 16 February Stalin expressed the wish that 
the time of the opening of the second front might be “ shortened as 
much as possible' ’ and the blow be struck ‘ ‘as early as spring or at the 
beginning of the summer.” He also reported that from the end of 
December, that is, from the moment that the Allied offensive in 
Tunisia was halted, the Germans had transferred twenty-seven divi
sions to the Soviet-German front. On 22 February Roosevelt com
plained about the ‘ ‘unexpected heavy rains’ ’ in North Africa that had 
halted the Allied offensive, and wished the Soviet army “ further 
successes, which are an inspiration to us all.” On the following day, 
the president wished “ to pay tribute to the Russian people” and 
explained: ‘ ‘The Red Army and the Russian people have surely started 
the Hitler forces on the road to ultimate defeat and have earned the 
lasting admiration of the people of the United States.”

On 16 March Stalin reported that, inasmuch as the Allied offensive 
in North Africa did not take place in February-March, Germany had 
transferred thirty-six divisions from the west. And he further warned, 
“ from the standpoint of the interests of our common cause, of the 
grave danger of further delay in the opening of the second front in 
France.”

On 5 May Roosevelt wrote that in the estimation of the American 
staffs, “ Germany will deliver an all-out attack on you this summer,” 
and concluded the message: “ You are doing a grand job. Good 
luck! ’ ’
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On 4 June Roosevelt reported that the United States and Britain had 
put off the opening of the second front until 1944. To this, Stalin 
replied on 11 June:

As is apparent from your communication, these decisions are at 
variance with those decisions that were taken by you and by Mr. 
Churchill at the beginning of this year, concerning the time of the
opening of the second front in Western Europe-----This decision of
yours creates exceptional difficulties for the Soviet Union, which for 
two years already has been conducting a war against the main forces 
of Germany and her satellites with extreme effort on the part of all 
its forces, and leaves the Soviet army, which is fighting not only for 
its own country but also for its allies, with its own forces, in virtually 
single combat with the forces of a still very strong and dangerous 
enemy.

The Soviet government could not subscribe to such a decision on the 
part of its allies.

Roosevelt responded on 22 June in connection with the second 
anniversary of the beginning of the Great Patriotic War, with a 
perturbed written message to Moscow. He pointed out that the 
growing power of the United Nations “ testifies to the spirit of unity 
and sacrifice necessary for our ultimate victory.“ 55 

In the summer of 1943 Hitler’s command concentrated 232 divi
sions on the Soviet-German front, and on 5 July struck a blow in the 
region of the Kursk salient with a force of fifty divisions. That was the 
last major German offensive, which this time did not achieve any 
success. The Soviet troops not only repulsed the enemy onslaught but 
launched a large-scale offensive of their own.

The Hitler leadership brought the most massive forces into action in 
the battle of Kursk—the shock troops reached a strength of 900,000 
men. They had 2,700 tanks, 2,000 planes, 10,000 pieces of ordnance. 
The most modern models in military equipment at Germany’s dis
posal (including the heavy Tiger tanks) were introduced.

In the course of the battles at Kursk, which were unprecedented in 
their violence, the enemy lost more than 500,000 men, 3,500 planes, 
1,500 pieces of ordnance, 1,500 tanks. In this battle the backbone of 
the Wehrmacht tank troops was broken; the Wehrmacht was no 
longer able to undertake any large-scale offensive operations in the 
East. “ At the height of the battle of Kursk,” writes Marshal Vasi-
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levsky, “ our allies made a landing in Sicily, and on 17 August crossed 
over from there into Italy. Would they have been able to do this if 
they had had facing them even half the forces with which we clashed 
in our country in the summer of 1943 ? I think the answer is obvious. ’ ’54 
In Sicily, it took the armies of the United States and Britain thirty- 
eight days >to disperse the incapacitated Italian units and to drive 
German divisions from the island, which evacuated, taking with them 
their heavy equipment.

The year 1943 concluded the fundamental turning point in the 
course of the Great Patriotic War. In heavy fighting, the Soviet 
soldiers moved 1,300 kilometers in the south and 500 kilometers in 
the center of the Soviet-German front. Two thirds of the Soviet 
territory that had been temporarily occupied by the Hitlerites was 
liberated. The decisive role of the Soviet armed forces in the war was 
obvious: until the middle of 1944, 75 percent of all German ground 
forces were situated on the Soviet-German front, while only 6.2 
percent of the German troops were in action against the Western 
Allies on all fronts at various times. The losses on the part of the Allies 
were distributed accordingly.

This development of events in the course of the coalition war, so far 
as the distribution of the burden among the Allies was concerned, was 
a consequence of the deliberate strategy of Washington. However, in 
the middle of 1943 the chosen course began to appear questionable to 
influential Americans. As early as May 1943, Henry Stimson observed 
that if the Soviet Union should smash the enemy mainly with its own 
forces, “ . . .  that will be dangerous business for us at the end of the 
war. ’ In August he wrote to Roosevelt: ‘ ‘The British theory . . .  [is]
that the only heavy fighting which needs to be done will be done by 
Russia. To me, in the light of the postwar problems which we shall 
face, that attitude toward Russia seems terribly dangerous.” 56 Finally, 
Averell Harriman, who had been appointed ambassador to the USSR, 
in one of his first reports from Moscow in November, wrote: “ Our 
whole permanent relations [with the USSR] depend in a large measure 
on their satisfaction in the future with our military operations. ’ ’57

In 1943 the American leaders, the military leaders first of all, found 
out another circumstance that was regrettable for them: the alignment 
of forces within the anti-Hitler coalition was changing rapidly in favor 
of the Soviet Union. In part this was to be explained by the way in
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which the United States had conducted the war. Having ascertained 
that the Soviet Union was carrying the chief burden of land opera
tions, Washington consistently curtailed building up its army. By the 
middle of 1943, they considered it possible to limit themselves to an 
army of one hundred divisions (actually, at the end of the war the 
United States had eighty-nine divisions). This made it possible to 
conduct the war on the basis of a policy of ‘ ‘guns and butter. ” It is 
true that enormous resources—up to half of the military budget— 
went for aviation, the effectiveness of which, especially of the strategic 
bombers, was fundamentally exaggerated by the American military.

The burden of the war fell to the lot of the Allies, foremost the 
USSR. This was perfectly well known to the high command of the 
armed forces of the United States. If at the beginning of the Great 
Patriotic War the American staffs made an extremely pessimistic 
assessment of the military potential of the USSR, by the middle of 
1943 their views had undergone an abrupt change. They had before 
their eyes the collapse of the offensive strategy of Germany in a series 
of campaigns against the USSR; the scope of the Red Army victories 
was enormous. Against this background, the achievements of the 
forces of the Western Allies appeared less than modest.

In the middle of 1943, American strategists demanded with re
doubled energy that the government be very wary in its relations with 
the Soviet Union. The joint chiefs of staff prepared the following rec
ommendations for the Quebec Conference of Roosevelt and Churchill 
in August 1943: “ Russia’s postwar position in Europe will be a domi
nant one. With Germany crushed, there is no power in Europe to op
pose her tremendous military forces.. . .  The conclusions from the 
foregoing are obvious; since Russia is the decisive factor in war, she 
must be given every assistance and every effort must be made to obtain 
her friendship.” 58 In the eyes of the American generals, this policy 
appeared wise also because they were faced with having to bring to a 
conclusion the war with Japan, victory over which without the partici
pation of the USSR seemed costly, and would have required much time.

To be sure, the American generals recognized the wisdom of the 
projected course—to husband their own forces, as one of the leaders of 
the army staff, General Thomas T. Handy, put in March 1943: “ We 
must be strong enough militarily at the peace table to cause our 
demands to be respected.” 59 But the military might of the Soviet
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Union remained a fact, and there was nothing to be done about it. 
The alignment of forces within the anti-Hitler coalition determined 
the possibilities of American foreign policy. It was within these limits 
that American diplomacy worked, striving to utilize political means to 
foster the interests of Washington.

The situation on the fronts in the second half of 1943 urgently 
demanded that the United States conduct active operations on the 
continent of Europe. If it did not, then not only Germany, but 
France as well, would have been liberated by the Soviet armed forces. 
Realizing this, official Washington returned to the age-old opera
tional-strategic course. An end was put to the escapades in the Medi
terranean basin that had been contrived in the main at the insistence 
of Winston Churchill.

The Significance o f the Second Front

At the time it was clear to anyone and everyone that it was the Soviet 
Union that was cutting down Germany—the main power in the 
enemy coalition—in the most serious battles. Soviet troops were 
moving westward irresistibly. With the enormous victories of the 
Soviet Union at the end of November and the beginning of December 
1943, a conference took place in Teheran of the heads of the govern
ments of the USSR, the United States, and Britain at which the leaders 
of the Western Allies at last announced that the second front would be 
opened in 1944.

The basis of this decision lay first of all in political motives—not 
to permit Soviet soldiers to be the ones to liberate the whole of 
Europe. Extensive preparations for operation “ Overlord” began— 
the invasion of Northwest France. At the same time operation plan 
“ Rankin” was worked out—a swift occupation of key points in 
Germany, if for any reason the resistance of the Hitlerites should 
suddenly collapse in the West. The American leadership attached 
paramount importance to the occupation of positions that protruded 
farthest to the east.

As early as March 1943, General George Marshall, Army chief of 
staff, expressed the greatest concern in a memorandum to the president 
that the troops of the Western Allies might “ fall behind” the Soviet 
armed forces in the advance in Europe. If that happened, he predicted 
postwar chaos in Europe. In November Roosevelt pointed out at the



190 Chapter Flva

meeting with the joint chiefs of staff that ‘ ‘There would definitely be a 
race for Berlin. We may have to put United States divisions in Berlin as 
soon as possible.” Hopkins, who was present at the meeting, sug
gested that ‘ ‘we be ready to put an airborne division into Berlin two 
hours after the collapse of Germany.”60

Foreseeing the possible cessation of German resistance in the West, 
the American-British troops destined to take part in plan “ Rankin” 
prepared to occupy Germany. The plan itself was being constantly 
corrected, taking into account changes in the military situation, and the 
contingents of troops that were to take action in accordance with this 
plan remained in full readiness up to the beginning of 1945, when at 
last it became clear in Washington and London that the anticipated 
events never did ensùe.

On 6 June 1944, what had been long promised occurred—the 
Western Allied troops invaded Normandy. A second front appeared 
that was a second front not only in name but in fact. Although the 
American-British armies far outnumbered the German forces, the 
operation developed extremely slowly; the Allies advanced with the 
greatest caution, expecting strong counterattacks. These did not 
follow, for as early as 23 June, the USSR, faithful to its duties as an 
ally, began a very large-scale offensive that pinned down the over
whelming part of the German’reserves. Harriman explains: “ People 
forget that there were at the time about two hundred Nazi divisions 
and about fifty satellite divisions on the Eastern Front. Our plans were 
based on the premise that we could not land successfully in Normandy 
if there were more than about thirty mobile German divisions in the 
West of Europe. Therefore the transfer of a relatively small number of 
divisions from the Eastern Front to the west could have been disas
trous.”61

The gigantic onslaught of the Soviet armed forces pinned down the 
principal resources of Germany; its eastern front was on the verge of 
collapse. Half a year after the landing of the Allies in Normandy, the 
Hitlerites transferred fifty-nine divisions and thirteen brigades to the 
Soviet-German front, and removed twelve divisions and five brigades. 
During this period 108 enemy divisions were completely annihilated, 
and heavy losses were inflicted on another 128 divisions. During this 
same period the American-British troops routed approximately sixty 
enemy divisions. In the central part of the front Soviet troops battled
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their way over more than 600 kilometers, and by August emerged at 
the Vistula. General Heinz Guderian, appointed chief of the German 
general staff, wrote about this offensive as follows: “ On the Eastern 
front, events were developing that directly hastened the day of a 
monstrous catastrophe. . . .  In the main directions [Warsaw and Riga] 
it looked as though the offensive would continue without inter
ruption . . . .  We incurred huge losses. . . .  All available forces were 
thrown into the disintegrating front.’’62

In Western Europe American and British troops were advancing in 
places that were accessible to them. Later, American and British his
torians naturally greatly exaggerated the importance of the campaign 
in France. F. Mellentin, the German general-tactician, who partici
pated in the events directly, observed with respect to this interpreta
tion: “ The offensive of the Soviet forces in the summer of 1944 was 
one of the most important events of the war, and as a military 
operation it considerably surpassed the invasion of Normandy in scale. 
Between 1 June and 31 August 1944, the German armies in the west 
lost 293,802 men. During this same period our losses in Russia 
numbered 916,860 men.”63 When the Soviet armed forces were 
carrying the overwhelming share of the burden of the war, the advance 
of the American-British troops in France exceeded the earlier expecta
tions of the staffs. On 15 August the Allies landed in southern France 
and made their way northward with practically no resistance.

Before the landing in Normandy, Eisenhower’s staff, planning the 
operation in Europe, contemplated reaching the German border on 
the 330th day after the invasion, that is, on 2 May 1945. Actually, 
the border had already been reached on 11 September 1944, and by 
the middle of September the Allied forces had left behind them not 
only northern France but also most of Belgium and Luxembourg, and 
had entered the Netherlands. These successes, and also the news of the 
plot against Hitler on 20 July, even though it was unsuccessful, gave 
rise to a sharp rush of optimism in Washington and London. At the 
beginning of September, the joint American-British intelligence 
committee advised its governments that the organized resistance at the 
western front would collapse not later than 1 December, and probably 
even earlier.

About this time, General Marshall invited a group of selected 
journalists, spread maps before them, and for the duration of two
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hours delivered a tirade on the enormous victories of the Western 
Allies. Arthur Krock, who was present at this press conference, noted 
that Marshall constantly contrasted the position on the western front 
with the results of the summer operations on the Soviet-German front. 
Marshall even expressed “ disappointment” at the scope of the victory 
of the Soviet army. Marshall was in the habit of talking like that. He 
usually complained to the correspondents that the USSR did not 
understand why the Western Allies were conducting the war so slowly. 
But Marshall stressed, “ [The Russian Army has] nothing to think 
about but roads, railroads, mountains, and rivers. Hell, we have 
everything to think about—air, sea, trackless mountains— . . . .

Ail this, of course, is nonsense, for the Soviet troops were fighting 
against the main forces of the enemy; however, Marshall’s opinions 
are important to the understanding of the psychological atmosphere 
that enveloped Washington and London in the fall of 1944.

When it appeared that the downfall of the enemy was near' and 
victory was at hand, the thinking of the United States leaders turned 
to postwar matters. Even that realist, Roosevelt, for a short time lost 
his sense of proportion. In all probability he imagined that the ad
vance of American and British troops to the east at least to the point of 
occupying of all of Germany would completely eliminate all concern 
about European problems. Ill September 1944, at a meeting in 
Quebec, Roosevelt and Churchill initialed the “ Morgenthau plan,” 
which envisioned turning Germany into a primarily agrarian country, 
which meant the thorough destruction of the German economy, first 
of all the industrial complex of the Ruhr. But very soon it turned out 
that the preconditions of the plan—the collapse of German resistance 
in the West—were not realized. The United States and Britain aban
doned the “ Morgenthau plan,” which, in the history of the war, 
remained a striking proof of what would have happened to Germany if 
they had been able to dictate their conditions for peace. Beyond any 
doubt, it would have been a Carthaginian peace.

Meanwhile, the military situation turned out inauspiciously for the 
United States and Britain. In Europe the Hitlerites were able to take 
their troops approximately to the borders of the Reich, partly to the 
quickly restored system of prewar fortifications—the “ Siegfried line.” 
The efforts of the troops of the Western Allies to advance to the Reich 
ran up against savage defense. The commanders of the American-
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British armies blamed the delay not only on the enemy, but also on 
their own commissaries, which had not succeeded in arranging the 
supply of the troops along lengthy communication lines—the front 
was supplied mainly from the ports that were in the region of the 
initial invasion. The service behind the front, in turn, notified the 
captains and generals that it could not improve the supply unless it 
had access to a deepwater port nearer the front line. This port could be 
only Antwerp. Eisenhower ordered that all efforts be concentrated on 
gaining control of the mouth of the Scheldt, but they succeeded in 
completing this operation only in November, and Antwerp was able to 
begin to handle vessels only at the very end of that month. The delay 
on the Western front, which was practically an impasse, prompted the 
combined chiefs of staff to take up the question whether it would not 
be possible to overcome the impasse by an offensive in Italy. The 
command in that theater gave a dissappointing reply that the with
drawal of the German troops from Italy would depend mainly on the 
Russian offensive rather than on the actions of General Harold R. L. G. 
Alexander’s armies.

Extremely unfavorable news was coming from Asia. Although the 
American armed forces had achieved impressive victories on the sea 
and in the air, and were gradually drawing nearer to Japan, no end to 
the war was in sight. In Japan preparations were being made for 
protracted resistance not only on the islands of the metropolis, but also 
on the continent of Asia. The war against the United States and Britain 
was being fought and lost by the Japanese fleet and naval aviation ; the 
army, many million strong, took almost no part in the combat opera
tions. It demonstrated its capabilities when it opened a large-scale 
offensive in China in March 1944. Its purpose was to drive the Chinese 
troops away from the coast and to create a solid line of land communi
cations from Singapore to Manchuria. The Japanese captured a territory 
approximately two million square kilometers in area, with a popula
tion of sixty million people. From then on, blockade from the sea had 
no decisive significance for Tokyo. The Japanese forces captured 
several scores of American air bases that had been built in China with 
enormous difficulty in anticipation of an air offensive against the 
Japanese islands. The disaster in China created immense difficulties 
for the subsequent conduct of the war in the Far East.

The Western Allies conducted the enitre war in such a way that the
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main burden of land operations fell to the lot of the Soviet armed 
forces. The United States and Britain considered it possible to maintain 
relatively limited land armies, turning their main attention to the 
deployment of aviation, in accordance with the strategic conceptions 
that have already been described. In the autumn of 1944 the Western 
Allies reaped the bitter harvest of their policy. Of the eighty-nine 
divisions that the United States had at its disposal, eighty-seven were in 
action in the European and Pacific theaters. There were practically no 
reserves left. The British, who by the end of 1944 had used their 
manpower resources almost to the limit, found themselves in an even 
more difficult position; they began to disband some of their units in 
order to reinforce others. The situation was further complicated by the 
peculiar organization of the Western Allies’ armed forces. In the 
American army, for example, only 30 percent of the personnel were in 
fighting units.

The Hitlerite leadership strove to take advantage of the impasse in 
the West to achieve their long-standing goal—to bring about dissen
sion in the anti-Fascist coalition. It was decided to strike a blow against 
the troops of the Western Allies in a weakly defended sector—in the 
Ardennes, to move swiftly toward the sea, to seize Antwerp, and, 
having pinned the left wing of the enemy to the seaboard, to arrange 
another Dunkirk. Hitler annqunced to his commanders, optimisti
cally: ‘ Tn all history there has never been a coalition composed of such 
heterogeneous partners with such totally divergent objectives . . .  
ultracapitalist states on one side and ultra-Marxist states on the 
other. . . .  These are states whose objectives diverge daily and anyone 
who, if I may use the phrase, sits like a spider in his web and follows 
these developments can see how hour by hour these antitheses are 
increasing. If we can deal it a couple of heavy blows, this artificially 
constructed common front may collapse with a mighty thunderclap at 
any moment.”65

Armed with these political instructions, the generals of the Wehr
macht led their troops into battle on 16 December 1944. Despite the 
general enormous superiority of forces in the west, the Americans and 
the British were unable to hold the front in the Ardennes. The width 
of the breach reached 100 kilometers, and the Hitlerite troops moved 
in to a depth of up to 90 kilometers. The sudden attack threw the 
entire Allied front into disarray; reserves were thrown into the
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Ardennes; nervous tension was building in the staffs. Eisenhower sent 
telegram after telegram to Washington, demanding that reinforce
ments be sent quickly. At the instruction of Marshall, even the 
garrisons in Alaska and in the Panama Canal Zone were “ scoured.” 
On 14 December the British government still reckoned that the war in 
Europe would be ended by 30 June 1945; at the beginning of January, 
a new date was accepted as the basis of military planning—31 Decem
ber 1945.

But at the end of 1944 only about one third of the German armed 
forces was fighting against the Allies in the West and in Italy. And 
they were able to place the American-British armies in a difficult 
situation. An envoy from Eisenhower’s staff was quickly sent to 
Moscow—Britain’s Chief Air Marshal Arthur W. Tedder. Roosevelt, 
in a message to Stalin on 24 December, stressed the urgency of the 
matter and asked that the head of the Soviet government discuss with 
Tedder the situation at the western front and coordination with the 
eastern front.

Taking into consideration the complex position of the Western 
Allies, the Soviet offensive was speeded up beginning on 12 January 
1945. The entire Soviet-German front was set in motion—from the 
Carpathians to the Baltic Sea. The Germans were forced to fall back 
everywhere. At the first news of the Soviet army offensive, the Hit
lerite leadership hurriedly transferred great shock forces to the east 
from the Ardennes region, and put an end to aggressive action there. 
The position on the western front for the United States and Britain was 
improved.

As German General Kurt von Manteufel (one of the commanders 
in the Ardennes) stressed later, “ the headlong advance of the Red 
Army brought to nought the consequences of the respite achieved by 
the Ardennes offensive, and made the rapid end of the war inevitable. 
And so the gain of time on the Western front turned out to be 
deceptive.”66 When it was realized in Berlin that the scheme of 
provoking a paralysis of the Western Allies had failed, another plan 
was adopted—to yield territory before the advancing Americans and 
British, and to throw all forces to the east—against the Red Army. In 
February 1945, for example, the eastern front received 1,675 tanks and 
self-propelled guns, whereas the western front got only 67. By March, 
the equivalent of 26 divisions of uncoordinated German units were
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defending themselves on the western front, while 170 divisions were 
fighting in the east.

However, at the beginning of 1945 the Western Allies most prob
ably did not understand the political game of the enemy. They could 
not seem to recover from the shock they had experienced in the 
Ardennes. The advance into Germany was renewed only at the end of 
March.

Yalta and After

Urgent problems of the coalition war demanded that another meeting 
of the heads of the governments of the three big powers be held, and 
this took place in February 1945 in Yalta. The very choice of the place 
of the meeting—on Soviet territory—was evidence of the absolute 
recognition by Washington and London of the decisive role of the 
USSR in the war. Being educated men, Roosevelt and Churchill 
deemed it appropriate to call the conference by the code name 
“ Argonaut” —they could feel themselves to be the direct successors of 
the Argonauts. These came to the Black Sea in olden days in search of 
the golden fleece, while Roosevelt and Churchill came to ask the 
USSR to straighten out the complex situation on their fronts in Europe 
and Asia.

During the years when McCarthyism was raging in the United States, 
the decisions made at Yalta were explained as 4 ‘archtreason” ; specula
tive efforts were made to “ expose” the sinister designs of the presi
dent who stood for the preservation of cooperation with the Soviet 
Union in combat. At that time, on 17 August 1951, Averell Harriman 
found it necessary to come out with a statement about the “ secret 
story’ ’ of the Yalta Conference. Reminding the people, who had been 
poisoned by the fumes of anticommunism, of the real state of affairs 
in the position of the United States at Yalta, Harriman pointed out: 
“The great danger existed that the Soviet Union would stand by until 
we had brought Japan to her knees at great cost in American lives, and 
then the Red Army could march into Manchuria and large areas of 
northern China. . . .  The military authorities estimated that it would 
take eighteen months after the surrender of Germany to defeat Japan 
and that the Soviet participation would greatly reduce the heavy 
American casualties which would otherwise be expected.”67
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Of course, such designs were alien to the Soviet Union, which saw in 
the shattering of Japan the fulfillment of its obligation as an ally 
participating in the anti-Fascist coalition. Militarist Japan had been a 
long-standing and perfidious enemy of the USSR in the Far East; her 
defeat was dictated by Soviet national interests. At Yalta, the Soviet 
delegation explained that the USSR would enter the war against Japan 
two to three months after the conclusion of combat operations in 
Europe. At the same time, it was stipulated that the rights of Russia in 
the Far East would be restored—Southern Sakhalin would be re
turned to the Soviet Union and the Kuril Islands would be turned over 
to it. This, moreover, was entirely in keeping with the principles of the 
policy set forth by the United States and the other powers in the Cairo 
Declaration of 1 December 1943, concerning the fact that Japan would 
be driven from territory that it had seized by force or that was under 
threat of the use of force.

As far as the government of the United States was concerned, it 
welcomed these agreements, not only with regard to immediate mili
tary problems, but also having in mind the prospects that lay ahead 
for limiting the possible advance of the USSR by means of legally for
mulated agreements. As Harriman emphasized, the conditions under 
which the USSR entered the war “ limited the Soviet advance toward 
the East,“68 from the American standpoint. For similar reasons, the 
United States approved with great willingness the boundaries of the 
occupation zones in Germany as outlined in preliminary form. At the 
time of the Yalta Conference the American-British armies were far 
from forcing their way across the Rhine, while the Soviet forces, having 
reached the Oder, stood at the gates of Berlin. Under these circum
stances, the assessment by the American staffs that at the end of the 
war Soviet soldiers would occupy a large part of Germany were not 
unreasonable. The agreement by the United States to the boundaries 
outlined for the occupation zones in Europe pursued the same goal as 
in the Far East of setting a limit to the advance of the Soviet armed 
forces.

At the conference important decisions were adopted, both on the 
conduct of the war and on the democratic organization of the world 
after it was ended. The prevailing atmosphere at the conference was 
one of aspiration—in Roosevelt’s words, “ to make the world safe for 
at least fifty years.” The atmosphere of the conference is well con-
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vcyed in the words of Stalin, who observed during the course of the 
discussion:

Churchill has expressed fear that people might think the three great 
powers want to dominate the world. But who contemplates such 
domination? The United States? No, they do not have this in mind. 
[Laughter and an eloquent gesture on the part of the president.] 
England? Also, no. [Laughter and an eloquent gesture on the part 
of Churchill.] Thus, two great powers are removed from the sphere 
of suspicion. There remains the th ird .. . .  the USSR. So the USSR 
aspires to world domination? [General laughter.] Or perhaps China 
aspires to world domination? [General laughter.] Clearly talk of 
aspiration to world domination doesn’t mean a thing.69

In the communique about the results of the conference it was pointed 
out: “ Our meeting in the Crimea has reaffirmed our common resolu
tion to preserve and strengthen during the period of peace that lies 
ahead that unity of purpose and action that has made victory possible 
and certain for the United Nations in the present war. We believe that 
peace is a sacred obligation of our governments before their people, 
and also before the peoples of the world.” 70 

The Yalta Conference demonstrated to the world that it was possi
ble for nations with different socioeconomic systems to cooperate. First 
and most important, it showed that in American-Soviet relations there 
must prevail a respect for each other’s legitimate interests, without 
which it is impossible to reach decisions on the basis of compromise.

Appearing before Congress with a speech on the results of the 
conference, Roosevelt singled out this side of the matter especially. 
Speaking of the principles recognized in the declaration on liberated 
Europe that was adopted at Yalta, he observed: ‘‘The final decisions 
in these areas are going to be made jointly; and therefore they will 
often be a result of give-and-take compromise. The United States will 
not always have its way a hundred percent—nor will Russia nor 
Great Britain. We shall not always have ideal answers—solutions to 
complicated international problems, even though we are determined 
continuously to strive toward ideal. But I am sure that under the 
agreements reached at Yalta, there will be a more stable political 
Europe than ever before. ’ ’71 Roosevelt assured Congress that the meet
ing of the heads of the three great powers was crowned with great suc
cess. ‘‘I come from the Crimea Conference with a firm belief that we
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have made a good start on the road to a world of peace. . . .  The Confer
ence in the Crimea was a turning point—I hope in our history and there
fore in the history of the world.” 72 Success was achieved because the 
results of the battles against fascism, won first of all by the Soviet Union, 
were stated at the conference table. The decisions made at Yalta, which 
were the culminating point of the cooperation between the USSR and 
the United States during Roosevelt’s presidency, have been subjected 
to violent attacks in the West for almost three decades now. If one 
takes into account the fantastic charges dictated by pure animal anti
communism, the criticism of Roosevelt usually comes down to the fact 
that because of his poor state of health he is supposed to have yielded 
some positions to the Soviet Union and had not realized the possible 
consequences of the decisions reached at Yalta. This criticism is com
pletely divorced from the real situation that existed in February 1945; 
its point of departure is the desire to ‘‘replay” the results of the past 
war.

At lectures given by Averell Harriman in 1969 on problems in 
Soviet-American relations, he was asked straight out: “ If you could 
relive history, what changes would you make in the United States 
foreign policy during the wartime conferences and what effect might 
that have had on the future?” He replied:

Well, I don’t think much would have been different. You can argue 
a lot of different things. People blame Eisenhower for not going to 
Berlin, but there had been a decision made in which the occupa
tional zones of Germany were set. It was considered important that 
we should not meet and clash with the Russians, that we should 
decide in advance the zones each would occupy to avoid that 
possibility. The agreed zones were considered to be very favorable 
by our chiefs of staff at the time they were decided upon. They 
thought the Russians would be much further in Germany than they 
got and that we would not have gotten as far as we did. It did not 
work out that way.

Harriman pointed to the essence of the problem—circumstances on 
the fronts at the end of the military actions in Europe—and declared 
categorically: ‘ ‘There was no way we could have prevented any of these 
events in Eastern Europe without going into the war with the Rus
sians.” 73 Of course, Roosevelt also realized this.

On the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Yalta Conference, the New
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York Times published the reminiscences of Harriman and Charles 
Bolen, two participants in the meeting of the heads of the govern
ments of the USSR, the United States, and Great Britain. Both 
insisted vigorously that American diplomacy obtained the maximum 
possible at that time. “ They contended that it was a myth to say that 
Yalta was a ‘sellout.’ . . .  The theory of a ‘sellout’ has been ex
pounded by such United States historians as Charles and Mary Beard 
as well as by many non-Communist Eastern European leaders in 
exile.’’74 Harriman and Bolen reflected a point of view that is firmly 
enough established in American historiography as a result of the 
efforts mainly of the school of “ realpolitik. ’ ’ Long ago, Hans Morgen- 
thau had already noted that the plans for restoring capitalism in the 
countries of Eastern and Southeastern Europe were doomed to failure, 
for even at the time of the Yalta Conference, “ It was not possible 
either to force or to persuade the Red Army to retreat.’’75

George Kennan also categorically objected to assertions that Roose
velt had supposedly made excessive concessions to the Soviet Union at 
Yalta. “ There was nothing the Western democracies,” he wrote, 
“ could have done to prevent the Russians from entering these areas 
except to get there first, and this they were not in a position to do. The 
implication that Soviet forces would not have gone into Manchuria if 
Roosevelt had not arrived at the Yalta understanding with Stalin is 
surely nonsense.” 76

As for the later attacks on Roosevelt personally, to the effect that he 
was allegedly naive and did not know what he was doing, such 
assertions do not withstand critical examination. The contemporary 
‘ ‘revisionist’ ’ trend in American historiography has shown convincingly 
that the president knew perfectly well what he was doing—he was 
striving to compensate through political means for the failures of the 
military. “ [It] is almost absurd to think,” observes William A. 
Williams, ‘ ‘that a man with Roosevelt’s mastery of political infighting 
was naive. He may have overestimated his power or his skill, but he 
was not naive. Significantly, too, Roosevelt had not abandoned, at 
the time of his death, the intention of reasserting American power and 
influence in Eastern Europe.”77 

Finally, a word about the assertions that his illness allegedly pre
vented Roosevelt from understanding completely what it was that he 
was signing his name to at Yalta. On the twenty-fifth anniversary of
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the day of Roosevelt's death, his personal physician, Howard G. 
Bruenn, in the Annals o f Internal Medicine, published an account of 
the health of the president during the last year of his life. Bruenn 
observed him almost daily during this period, and it was he who 
signed his death certificate. An editorial of this journal says: “ The 
principal conclusion that emerges from Dr. Bruenn’s article is that 
President Roosevelt was well able, both in spirit and intellect, to 
perform his duties and make his decisions. ’ ’ At the same time that 
this conclusion regarding Roosevelt’s health was published, James 
McGregor Burns explained to a correspondent for the Washington 
Post: this evidence ‘ ‘will force us to revise most interpretations of the 
significance of Roosevelt’s medical condition during his final year. ’ ’ In 
Burns’ opinion, Roosevelt committed himself to carry out the coalition 
strategy jointly with Russia “ and was going to see it through, at least 
as long as the war lasted.” 78 

Roosevelt was a most complex individual, and the foreign policy of 
his administration was no less complex, if not more so, than he was. 
He himself had in view first and foremost the interests of the United 
States, in which he unfailingly included the maintenance of normal, 
and subsequently also friendly, relations with the USSR. As Burns 
observes.

With his unconquerable optimism he felt that he could do both 
things—pursue global ideals and national realpolitik—simulta
neously. So he tried to win Soviet friendship and confidence at the 
same time as he saved American lives by consenting to the delay 
in the cross-channel invasion, thus letting the Red Army bleed. 
He paid tribute to the brotherly spirit of global science just before he 
died even while he was withholding atomic information from his 
partners the Russians. . . .  So the more he preached his lofty ends 
and practiced his limited means, the more he reflected and encour
aged the old habit of the American democracy to “ praise the 
Lord—and keep your powder dry’ ’ and the more he widened the 
gap between popular expectations and actual possibilities. Not 
only did this derangement of means and ends lead to the crushed 
hopes, disillusion, and cynicism at home but it helped sow the seeds 
of the cold war during World War II.79

This is possible, and it is even most likely that it is exacdy so. But as 
the Roosevelt years recede ever farther into history, it becomes increas-
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ingly obvious that it is precisely the political realism that distinguished 
him that led the United States to cooperation with the USSR in the 
face of a common enemy. Roosevelt managed to overcome many 
prejudices and attempted to construct the relations between the 
United States and the Soviet Union on the basis of their mutual 
interests. Roosevelt’s efforts in this regard were highly estimated in the 
USSR.

Victory in Europe, Victory in the Pacific

In the second half of March the American-British troops at last began 
their offensive in the west, putting eighty divisions into action. It was 
very soon discovered that German resistance in the West was funda
mentally a token resistance; the pace of the advance of the American 
and British forces was limited not by the might of the enemy (there 
was practically none), but by the hypercautiousness of the command, 
inevitable obstructions on the roads, and the logistic difficulties. Two 
American armies crossed the Rhine north of the Ruhr, with a loss of 
fourteen men! At that very time on the eastern front, the Wehrmacht 
was fighting bitterly. Meanwhile, some of the leaders of the Reich were 
desperately trying to establish contact with the United States and 
Britain so as to achieve at least a unilateral surrender on the western 
front, so that there would be no hindrance to the occupation of the 
greater part of Germany by American and British forces. When news 
of one round of such negotiations—in Berne, at the beginning of 
April 1945—became known, the Soviet government expressed under
standable concern.

On 3 April 1945, in a message to Roosevelt pointing out that these 
negotiations were undermining trust between the Allies, Stalin wrote: 
“ And so it turns out that at this moment the Germans have actually 
brought to an end the war against Britain and America on the western 
front. At the same time, the Germans are continuing the war against 
Russia—the ally of Britain and the United States.’’ Roosevelt replied 
two days later that allegedly “ no negotiations took place” in Berne, 
and that “ Our advances on the western front are due to the terrific 
impact of our air power resulting in destruction of German communi
cations, and to the fact Eisenhower was able to cripple the bulk of the
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German forces on the western front while they were still west of the 
Rhine. ’ ’80

In reply to this, on 7 April Stalin pointed out:

It is hard to agree to the proposition that the lack of resistance on 
the part of the Germans on the western front is to be explained only 
by the fact that they find themselves crushed. The Germans have 
147 divisions on the eastern front. Without detriment to their 
cause, they could have withdrawn fifteen to twenty divisions from 
the eastern front and transferred them to assist their troops on the 
western front. The Germans, however, did not do this and are not 
doing it. They continue to fight with frenzy against the Russians for 
some obscure station called Zemlyanice in Czechoslovakia, which 
they need as much as a dead man needs a poultice but surrender 
without any resistance such important cities in the heart of Germany 
as Osnabrück, Mannheim, Kassel. You will admit that this behavior 
on the part of the Germans appears more than strange and unac
countable.81

In the most severe battles, the Soviet forces advanced to the west, 
bringing liberation to the peoples of Europe. By the middle of April 
they had driven the Hitlerite troops out of Hungary and most of 
Czechoslovakia, and had entered Austria. On 13 April Vienna was 
taken. On the northern wing of the Soviet-German front. Eastern 
Prussia and Eastern Pomerania were captured. The end of the Reich 
was near at hand, having reached its last days under the thrusts of the 
Soviet armed forces. Meanwhile, on the western front the American- 
British armies were encountering practically no resistance, were ad
vancing, and were taking possession of important regions which the 
Hitlerites were surrendering almost without battle. Hundreds of thou
sands of soldiers of the Wehrmacht were obediently putting down 
their arms before them. Some leading lights in the.United States, and 
Churchill in England, jubilant over these victories, pressed for advance 
as far as possible to the east, in any case taking Berlin and Prague.

The actual military situation clipped the wings of the armchair 
strategists. Eisenhower grudgingly explained to Washington the prac
tical difficulties of the advance on Berlin, that was being recom
mended insistently. The Allied command was striving first of all to 
reach Lubeck, so as not to permit the Soviet troops to liberate Den-
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mark, and also to strike a blow in the southeast, so as to capture the 
notorious “ Alpine redoubt.” Eisenhower’s staff was undoubtedly 
taking into consideration that if they were to try to advance to the east 
in the direction of Berlin, the Allies would find themselves in the 
immediate rear of the Soviet-German front and some fighting would 
be inevitable. American strategists estimated that this operation 
would have cost the Allies at least 100,000 men.

Hitler’s command had anticipated such a course of events, having 
decided at any price to hold the front on the East and offer no 
resistance on the West. The German General Busse who was in 
command of the section of the front on the Oder, that is, where the 
offensive of the Soviet troops on Berlin was expected, assured Goeb
bels, who had arrived to see him, that a Russian breakthrough was 
impossible. He was “ holding out until the British kick us in the 
ass. ’ ’82 In general, in the assessment of the situation in Moscow, such a 
course of events was felt to be not out of the question. When the 
Berlin operation was being planned at general headquarters, Stalin, 
having shown the Soviet military chiefs the report about attempted 
secret negotiations between the German agents and representatives of 
the Allies, observed: “ I think that Roosevelt will not violate the Yalta 
agreements, but Churchill, now, he might stoop to anything.”83 The 
Soviet armed forces could not delay their drive on Berlin. At any 
moment, in pursuit of political advantage, the troops of the Western 
Allies might move toward Berlin.

After the death of Roosevelt on 12 April, Harry S. Truman became 
president of the United States. Churchill redoubled his efforts, 
striving to induce the Americans not only to speed up their advance to 
the east, but also to retain the territories that the American-British 
armies would capture beyond the limits that had already been agreed 
on for the occupation zones of Germany. But the government of the 
United States realized that such rash actions might blow the coalition 
to bits, to say nothing about the fact that on the purely military plane, 
the tasks proposed by Churchill were beyond the capabilities of the 
sprawled-out Allied armies. Truman foresaw grave political complica
tions. Recalling this period, he wrote: “ After the defeat of Germany 
there still remained Japan. To bring Japan to her knees would require 
the transfer of many troops from Europe to the Pacific. To be sure, I 
agreed with Churchill that it would be desirable to hold the great cities
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of Berlin, Prague, and Vienna, but the fact was that, like the countries 
of eastern Europe, these cities were under Russian control, or about to 
fall under her control.”84

On 16 April the Soviet advance on Berlin began. The Soviet com
mand concentrated the largest-scale forces for the final operation of 
the war in Europe; 7,500 combat planes alone were thrown against the 
alignment of the enemy at Berlin. The capital of the Fascist Reich was 
surrounded, and on 25 April, units of the First Ukrainian front united 
with the American forces at the city of Torgau on the Elbe. In Berlin, 
crack Hitlerite units fought with the persistance of the doomed. The 
Soviet forces suffered great losses in the battles for Berlin—about
300.000 dead and wounded. The American forces lost a little over
9.000 men during the advance from the Rhine. This was the result of 
deliberate tactics on the pan of the Hitler leadership, which practically 
opened the front on the west.

The Germans continued to fight to the end against the Soviet 
armies, and at the same time to put down their arms before the 
Western Allies. Unlike the Soviet command, which would accept 
nothing but unconditional surrender, the British and American staffs 
not only accepted the surrender of German units in separate sections, 
but also permitted German soldiers and officers, fleeing from the 
Soviet army, to pass through their lines. This was a flagrant violation 
of the agreements among the Allies which stipulated the surrender of 
the German troops to whichever ally it was against whom they were 
conducting combat operations.

On 7 May, representatives of the United States, Britain, and France 
accepted the unconditional surrender of Germany at Eisenhower’s 
general headquarters in Reims. This spectacular move was to create the 
impression that the Reich had been defeated mainly by the Western 
powers. The Soviet government would not agree that the war was 
brought to an end in Reims. On the same day Stalin informed Marshal 
G. K. Zhukov:

Today the Germans signed an act of unconditional surrender in the 
city of Reims. The main burden of the war was borne on the 
shoulders of the Soviet people, and not on those of the Allies. 
Therefore the surrender must be signed before the High Command 
of all of the countries of the anti-Hitler coalition, and not before the 
High Command of the Allied forces alone. Nor do I consent to the
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signing of the act of surrender not in Berlin, the center of the Fascist 
aggression. We have agreed with the Allies to consider the signing 
of the act in Reims as a preliminary protocol of surrender.85

On 9 May, in Karlshorst, the eastern pan of Berlin, German Field 
Marshal Wilhelm Keitel signed the final act of unconditional sur
render by Germany, before the representatives of the command of the 
USSR, the United States, Britain, and France. The war in Europe had 
ended.

But the Soviet troops had to continue to fight for several days longer 
in the south of Germany and in Czechoslovakia, where the German 
troops were trying to withdraw to the west. On the night of 9 May, 
Soviet formations entered Prague, liberating the capital of Czecho
slovakia. Nonetheless, a large German force was trying to cross into the 
American zone. “ The command of the American troops,” wrote 
Zhukov, “ violating their obligations as Allies, did not block the 
withdrawal of the German-Fascist troops into their zone, and even 
assisted it. We observed the same phenomenon in the British sections. 
The Soviet command entered a protest to the Allies, but no action was 
taken on it.”86

This was an expression of the “ tough policy” adopted by Wash
ington during the last months of the war in Europe. As Germany’s 
end drew near, the leading figures in the United States, comparing the 
actual results of the war with those they had anticipated, saw that the 
United States was by no means all-powerful, that one could by no 
means leave the Soviet Union out of one’s reckoning. The powerful 
upsurge in anti-Fascist sentiment evoked by the victories of the Soviet 
armed forces, that were of worldwide historical importance, led the 
peoples of Eastern and Southeastern Europe to set out on the road to 
building a new life. Plans to restore the “ sanitary cordon” along the 
western borders of the USSR collapsed.

The peoples of these countries were repudiating regimes that the 
United States and Britain, under the banner of “ democracy,” were 
attempting to restore there once more, while the USSR had sufficient 
opportunity to guarantee that the violent enemies of socialism would 
not rage on its borders once again. It was here that the essence lay of 
the discord that clouded Soviet-American relations as early as the end 
of the war in Europe—on the Polish question, for example. Those in
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the United States who had gotten into the deplorable habit of rea
soning in terms of the “ American century,” did not want to resign 
themselves to this. The leadership of the State Department and the 
American embassy in Moscow insisted on a tough policy toward the 
Soviet Union.

During the last weeks of his life, Roosevelt probably began to lend 
an ear to these voices. As his daughter, Anna, wrote concerning what 
took place in the White House on 24 March, ‘ ‘The president was in his 
wheel chair as we left the room and both Mrs. Roosevelt and I walked 
at his side. He was given a message which I learned later was a cable 
from you [Harriman] which had been decoded. He read it and said, 
‘ Averell is right; we can’t do business with Stalin. He has broken every 
one of the promises he made at Yalta.’ He was very upset and 
continued in the same vein on the subject. These were his exact words. 
I remembered them and verified them with Mrs. Roosevelt not too 
long before her death. ’ ’87

When Truman found himself in power, clever politicians and some 
military officials found him an avid listener who agreed with them. 
During the days when the world was celebrating the victory over the 
European Axis powers. Under Secretary of State Joseph Grew was 
convinced that “ A future war with Soviet Russia is as certain as 
anything in this world can be certain. It may come within a very few 
years.”88 Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal considered that it 
would be better to fight the Soviets then than later. President Truman 
gave considerable weight to this kind of advice.

But the president had to take into consideration the fact that the 
conclusion of the war with Japan remained to be faced. The invasion 
of the Japanese islands, in the estimation of the American staffs, 
would have cost a million men, and the war in the Pacific would have 
continued for at least eighteen months after the V-Day in Europe. The 
command of the American armed forces considered the participation 
of the USSR in the war absolutely necessary, and informed the govern
ment accordingly. And so, if we do not count the clearly unfriendly art 
of cutting off Lend-Lease deliveries to the USSR on 8 May, Truman 
was forced to adhere outwardly to an even friendly position toward the 
Soviet Union.

There was an additional consideration known to only the highest 
leaders in Washington—work on an atomic weapon was being com-
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pleted in the United States. Henry Stimson adjured the president to 
postpone an “ engagement” with the USSR until the moment when 
the atomic bomb, or, as the secretary called it, the “ trump card,” 
would be in the hands of the United States. In anticipation of the first 
test of the atomic weapon, Stimson induced Truman to delay the 
meeting of the heads of the three governments, the USSR, the United 
States, and Britain, so as to appear at the meeting fully armed. And 
finally, an openly hostile policy toward the USSR at that time would 
not have had the support of the people of the United States either. It 
was no secret that it was precisely the Soviet Union that had rid the 
world of the Fascist plague.

Also, the war in the Pacific was continuing. Despite the loss of 
almost their entire fleet and grave losses of aircraft, Japanese resistance 
was not weakening. The Japanese command used thousands of 
“ kamikaze” suicide-pilots, who inflicted serious damage. And on the 
Japanese islands in Asia there was an army of seven million that was 
taking almost no pan in the Pacific war, which was being conducted 
mainly by the fleet and the air force. The combat actions in the Pacific 
were being conducted and lost by the admirals, while the generals 
were burning with the desire to show what the emperor’s army was 
capable of doing in the defense of its native islands. Under these 
circumstances an invasion would have taken the form of a monstrous 
slaughter on both sides.

The Soviet armed forces saved the peoples of Japan and the United 
States from a bloody epilogue. On 8 August, faithful to its obliga
tions as an ally, the Soviet Union entered the war against Japan. The 
operations unfolded in Manchuria, where the Kwantung Army, 
numbering 1,200,000 men, was positioned behind strongly fortified 
regions. Although the Japanese forces were inferior to the Soviet army 
in both numbers and in the quality of their armament, smashing them 
was a difficult problem, for the crack divisions of the Japanese army 
were drawn up in Manchuria.

The Soviet command brought into action against the Kwantung 
Army a formation totaling 1,500,000 men, with 5,500 tanks, 3,800 
planes, and 26,000 pieces of ordnance.89 In a lightning campaign, the 
Soviet troops broke the backbone of the Japanese forces. The prisoners 
alone numbered 594,000 of the enemy soldiers and officers. The utter 
defeat in Manchuria brought to nought Tokyo’s plans to conduct a
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protracted war. Despite the frenzied appeals of fanatics, the Japanese 
government was forced to proceed to unconditional surrender.

During the days when the fate of Japan was decided, it was known 
in Washington that the USSR was entering the war in the Far East. On 
Truman’s orders, atomic bombs were dropped on Hiroshima on 
6 August and on Nagasaki three days later. The use of the atomic 
weapon was of no military significance; it had a different purpose— 
to demonstrate it, and to try to intimidate the Soviet Union. That is 
how American atomic blackmail had its start.

Although Tokyo had already declared its willingness to surrender 
unconditionally on 14 August and the Japanese troops had begun to 
give themselves up to the Americans, the Soviet armed forces had to 
continue fighting until the end of August, eliminating the last centers 
of resistance. On 2 September 1945, on the deck of the Missouri, 
which had entered Tokyo Bay, the act of unconditional surrender by 
Japan was signed. The Second World War had come to an end.

The Dawn o f Peace

The years of the Second World War were marked by cooperation 
between the Soviet and the American people in combat. So far as 
Washington was concerned, it was based on the clear realization 
that this was the only possible policy for America. Roosevelt’s admin
istration had already assessed the scope of the Soviet victories properly 
on the Volga and at Kursk, and on the basis of these victories had 
come to the appropriate conclusions.

Washington understood distinctly the alignment of forces in the 
anti-Hitler coalition. The West was the weaker side, and the political 
possibilities of the United States were dependent on its military 
potential. When in the autumn of 1943 Cordell Hull left for the first 
conference of the ministers of foreign affairs of the USSR, the United 
States, and Britain, General John Deane came with him as his military 
adviser. The high military command of the armed forces—the Com
mittee of the Joint Chiefs of Staff—in their instructions charged 
Deane with the responsibility of constantly reminding Hull of the 
inseparable interrelationship between political proposals and military 
capabilities, taking into consideration that when Germany was de
feated the powerful Soviet military machine would be in a dominant
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position east of the Rhine and the Adriatic, and the Soviet Union 
would be able to impose whatever territorial settlements it desired in 
Central Europe and the Balkans. There is nothing surprising in the 
fact that corresponding decisions were made in Moscow.

In 1941-45 the USSR and the United States stood shoulder to 
shoulder in the war against the Axis powers although their contribu
tion to the ultimate defeat of the aggressors proved to be different. 
Twenty million Soviet people gave their lives for the sake of achieving 
victory over the enemy. The United States lost 400,000 killed on all 
fronts. In other words, for every fifty of our people lost, one American 
was lost. At the rate of exchange of that time, the war cost the USSR 
$485,000,000,000 ($128,000,000,000 in destruction inflicted during 
the occupation, and $357,000,000,000 in military expenses and 
various losses as the result of the war). The cost of the war to the 
United States was $330,000,000,000, including Lend-Lease.

In order to destroy the enemy, the Soviet Union had to strain its 
resources to the limit—in 1941-45, 68 percent of all Soviet industrial 
production went for war purposes (in the United States up to 40 
percent). From 1 July 1941 to 1 July 1945, the Soviet military economy 
produced 108,000 war planes, 95,000 tanks and self-propelled guns,
348,000 mortars, 6,000,000 submachine guns and machine guns, 
12,000,000 rifles, and a corresponding quantity of other military 
equipment and ammunition (for example, almost 600,000,000 shells 
and mines).90 The USSR, possessing a considerably smaller economic 
potential than Germany, together with her satellites and the German- 
occupied countries in Europe, far outdistanced Germany in the pro
duction of armament and ammunition.

As is known, during the years of the war the United States rendered 
Lend-Lease assistance to the USSR in the amount of approximately 
$10,000,000,000. From the United States (together with deliveries 
from Britain) there were received 9,600 pieces of ordnance, 18,700 
planes, and 10,800 tanks, which constituted 5, 12, and 10 percent, 
respectively, of the production of these kinds of military equipment in 
the USSR.91 In addition, the United States sent the USSR raw ma
terials, foodstuffs, and means of transportation. Lend-Lease was a 
definite help to the Soviet people during the war years. Its total 
volume constituted about 4 percent of gross Soviet production in the 
years 1941-45.



211 The Battle to Save Civilization

Toward the end of the war the anti-Hitler coalition grew stronger; 
the growth in solidarity of the three main Allies on questions of war 
and peace can be compared only with the growth of the military might 
of the Soviet Union. Notwithstanding the fact that even at that time 
some reactionaries in the United States were talking of the necessity of 
a “ tough policy” toward the Soviet Union, responsible political 
leaders in Washington also saw clearly the danger of these proposals. 
On 16 May 1944, in special recommendations to the State Depart
ment, the joint chiefs of staff called the attention of its leadership to the 
“ phenomenal growth” in the military might of the USSR. After the 
war, wrote the military, there would remain three great powers—the 
USSR, the United States, and Britain. In the event of a conflict with 
the Soviet Union, “ The disparity in the military strengths that they 
could dispose upon that continent would, under present conditions, 
be far too great to be overcome by our intervention on the side of 
Britain.. . .  We could not, under existing conditions, defeat Russia. 
In other words, we would find ourselves engaged in a war which we 
could not w in .. . .  ”92 On 3 August 1944, the joint chiefs of staff in 
new recommendations to Hull stated more precisely: victory in the war 
would create in the world ‘ ‘ [a profound change] in respect of relative 
national military strengths, a change more comparable indeed with that 
occasioned by the fall of Rome than with any other change occurring 
during the succeeding fifteen hundred years. . . .  The relative strength 
and geographic positions of these two powers preclude the military 
defeat of one by the other, even if that power were allied with the 
British Empire.”93 

With the alignment of forces among the winning powers as it had 
taken form by this time, there could be no other way except for the 
cooperation between the USSR and the United States to continue. 
Roosevelt, the realist, realized this perfectly well; This explains the 
declarations of his government in favor of international cooperation. 
Although as early as the first months following Roosevelt’s death loud 
voices began to resound in the United States telling of the necessity to 
end cooperation with the Soviet Union, the American supreme com
mand continued to adhere to the former point of view. During 
the period of preparation for the Potsdam Conference of the heads of 
governments of the USSR, the United States and Britain, the respon
sible political leaders of the United States could not raise any doubt con-
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cerning the professional opinion of its commanders. They applied 
considerable effort to the end of not provoking a crisis in American- 
Soviet relations through any hasty actions. The American government 
knew that Churchill proposed immediately taking a provocative posi
tion toward the Soviet Union which, by the way, did not reflect the 
opinions of the British professional military. On 24 May 1945, chief of 
the British Imperial General Staff, Field Marshal Alan Brook, wrote in 
his diary: ‘ ‘This evening I went carefully through the planners’ report 
on the possibility of taking on Russia should trouble arise in our future 
discussions with her. We were instructed to carry out this investiga
tion. The idea is, of course, fantastic and the chances of success quite 
impossible. There is no doubt that from now onward, Russia is all- 
powerful in Europe.”94

American statesmen, on the contrary, thought that a meeting of the 
heads of the governments of the United States and the USSR should 
precede the trilateral conference. At the beginning of June 1945, Tru
man sent his personal representative to London. The envoy, Joseph E. 
Davies, was charged with delivering to Churchill a message from 
Truman in which he said, among other things: “ The President was 
gravely concerned over the serious deterioration in the relations of the 
Soviets with both Britain and the United States.. . .  The President 
had reason to believe that thé situation was the more serious because 
of Soviet suspicion that now Britain and the United States, along with 
the United Nations, were (to use the Prime Minister’s own phrase) 
‘ganging up’ on them.”95 Churchill attacked the very idea of a 
conference between the United States and the USSR, and, observed 
Davies, ‘‘he was bitterly hostile to the Soviets.”96 The envoy, having 
listened to Churchill’s malicious speeches about the USSR, was forced 
to declare to him: ‘‘I had wondered whether he, the Prime Minister, 
was now willing to declare to the world that he and Britain had made a 
mistake in not supporting Hitler, for as I understood him, he was now 
expressing the doctrine which Hitler and Goebbels had been pro
claiming and reiterating for the past four years in an effort to break up 
allied unity and divide and conquer. ’ ’97 

Truman’s representative gravely warned Churchill: ‘ ‘To assume that 
we could win through a ‘tough’ approach, in my opinion, would 
involve a terrific risk.”98 

In Washington the true alignment of forces in the world on the eve
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of the Allied victory was perceived far better than it was by Churchill. 
The American leaders knew that talk of the “ aggressiveness” of the 
USSR was fiction, that a threat to peace in the postwar world could 
originate only in the West. But a military adventure against the USSR 
would end in inevitable catastrophe. In going to Potsdam, the Amer
ican delegation was following the recommendations of the joint chiefs 
of staff, first of all the recommendations of 16 May 1944, which were 
reproduced in their entirety and confirmed in the instructions from 
the State Department on 28 June and 7 July 1945. Proceeding from a 
recognition of the military might of the USSR and taking into account 
Churchill’s personal views concerning the conduct of international 
affairs, the State Department insisted: “ We should direct our best 
efforts toward smoothing out points of friction between Great Britain 
and Russia and fostering the tripartite collaboration. ’ Such were the 
motives that prompted the United States to enter into joint decisions 
on German and other questions at Potsdam. The balance in strength 
between the USSR and the United States, which was a consequence of 
the enormous victories of Soviet armament during the war years and 
was recognized in Washington, led to the proclamation of the demo
cratic principles in the postwar structure of the world.



6 The Folly of the Cold War

Some Trends in American-Soviet Relations

The genesis, development, and consequences of the cold war will 
undoubtedly intrigue generations of future historians. They will 
probably express astonishment at how reason could fail in an age when 
mankind had come close to discovering the secrets of the atom, 
penetrated the cosmos, and the scientific-technological revolution was 
transforming the planet before our eyes. We simply have to say that 
the development of international relations had lagged far behind the 
accomplishment of the human mind during this time. Where do the 
causes lie?

A great number of books have been written about the cold war both 
in the United States and in the USSR. Even on Capitol Hill attempts 
were made to find its causes.1 Many charges and countercharges have 
been uttered; over the course of decades the positions of the two sides 
historiographically have been opposite. Only in the most recent years 
has a certain rapprochement in the points of view regarding the causes 
and progress of the cold war begun to appear. What Soviet histori
ography has always maintained has come to be shared (with certain 
reservations, and for purposes of which more will be said below) by the 
“ revisionist” school of American historiography. Memoirs have 
appeared during recent years—those of George Kennan, Dean 
Acheson, Arthur Krock, Cyrus Sulzberger, and some others, and, 
ironically enough, the book by loving daughter Margaret Truman 
about her father—have shed light on the motives of American policy.

In any case, what led Washington into the most dangerous error 
with respect to the Soviet Union has been ascertained with a rea
sonable degree of authenticity. On the heels of the victory over fascism

214
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in the Second World War, a “ totalitarian model” of socialism was 
developed in the United States, and anything that did not fit into this 
far-fetched scheme was repudiated out of hand. Through the con
certed efforts of a number of Sovietologists, a perverted picture of 
Soviet society and of the motives of the policy of the USSR was being 
created. As Professor Hans Morgenthau remarked, with a great deal of 
wit: “ The Kremlin was perceived as the headquarters of the devil on 
earth, causing all that was wrong with the world and more particularly, 
scheming the destruction of the United States.”2 The “ totalitarian 
model” served anti-Communist propaganda rather well, but it did 
unprecedented damage to the national interests of the United States, 
for they proved to be unequal to the realities of a multipolar world. 
This is why the process of reappraising values with respect to the USSR, 
which is continuing to this day, has turned out to be so pathological.

Actually, how could the policy of the USSR have been interpreted 
reasonably when, for example, the popular textbook by Richard Allen, 
written to extend the understanding of communism, offers a paranoid 
interpretation of even well-known terms in the field of international 
life? If one is to believe the “ Selected Glossary of Communist Terms” 
that embellishes Allen’s book, then to the USSR, aggression sup
posedly means: ‘ ‘Any act which serves to impede Communist achieve
ment of a goal; also any action by ‘imperialist’ nations attempting to 
defend their own interests when dealing with weaker nations.” Or, 
another pearl, “Progressive—adjective used to describe anything 
which assists the Communist cause, or which injures the interests of 
the West.”3 One may protest that it is doubtful whether this “ text
book,” published under the aegis of the Standing Committee on 
Education against Communism, American Bar Association, has any 
relation to the practical needs of American foreign policy.

Unfortunately, the facts show that the people to whom the conduct 
of these relations was entrusted did not depart far from Allen—of 
which Dean Acheson reported eloquently, but, alas, after the fact, in 
his memoirs. He described the controversy between international 
scholars and the State Department at the end of the forties. “ The 
former,” wrote Acheson, “ challenged the belief which I shared with 
the planners that the Kremlin gave top priority to world domination 
in their scheme of things. They contended that we attributed more of 
a Trotskyite than Leninist view to Stalin. . . .  A decade and a half later 
a school of academic criticism has concluded that we overreacted to
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Stalin, which in turn caused him to overreact to policies of the United 
States. This may be true.” 4 Acheson has in mind the “ revisionists.” 
But the main thing is that, according to the authoritative evidence of a 
man who was ‘ ‘present at the creation’ ’ of United States policy at that 
day, obviously Washington was guided not by facts but by prejudices. 
It was inconceivably difficult for sensible people to achieve anything— 
the bigwigs in the State Department (as Acheson relates) simply drove 
out dissidents. And that was all.

During the years when the “ totalitarian model” prevailed com
pletely in the thinking of the leaders of American foreign policy, they 
formed the deplorable habit of looking for the secret springs behind 
the actions of the USSR. No attention was paid to the manifestly 
senseless nature of the usual explanation, so long as it could be fitted 
into the preconceived notions. Thus, among many prominent mem
bers of the State Department, including several ambassadors to the 
USSR, the book by Astolphe de Custine, The Russia o f Nicholas, 
acquired great popularity. What Custine saw in the Russia of Nicholas 
I in 1839, was extrapolated to the contemporary Soviet Union. The 
American ambassador to the USSR, Walter Bedell Smith, made it his 
handbook; George Kennan drew inspiration from this muddy source; 
and Foy Kohler (United States ambassador to the USSR in 1962-66) 
not only esteemed the book ‘as a practical guide but also built his 
memoirs, published in 1970, around it!

“ The longer one lives in modem Russia,” Kohler instructed his 
countrymen in the voice of an expert, “ the more one realizes the 
fallacy of trying to understand this country with the misconception 
that it started just fifty years ago. The point was brought home to us 
first and with lasting force in Moscow in 1948, when we discovered the 
writings of the Marquis de Custine. We owed this discovery to the 
‘find’ in a secondhand bookshop of a copy of an abridged edition of 
his writing in Russian.” 5 This is how the professional diplomat pro
posed that the Americans “ understand the Russians,” choosing these 
words for the title of his memoirs.

To a historian, the above approach is an amazing example of 
intellectual blindness, but it was made the basis of the practical policy 
of the United States and in many ways contributed to the origin of the 
cold war. Anything that was said or asserted in Moscow met with the 
greatest suspicion in Washington. Conclusions were reached not on
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the basis of facts but on the basis of previously formed stereotypes. As 
for them, one example illustrates the problem. On 4 December, 
Senator James D. Eastland of Mississippi, explained on Capitol Hill: 
the American people ‘ ‘must realize that Russia is a predatory aggressor 
nation, and that today she follows the same fateful road of conquest 
and aggression with which Adolf Hitler set the world on fire.”6 

At the beginning of 1946 regular elections to the Supreme Soviet 
were being held. On 9 February Stalin came out with a preelection 
speech. In it he summed up the period since the previous elections, 
which included the Second World War. During its course, Stalin 
stated, “ the anti-Fascist coalition of the Soviet Union, the United 
States of America, Great Britain, and other freedom-loving nations, 
was formed, which later played the decisive role in the business of 
crushing the armed forces of the Axis nations. ’ ’ After giving the allies 
of the USSR—the United States and Britain—their due, Stalin passed 
on to the plans for reconstruction of what had been destroyed and the 
continuation of peaceful construction in our country. He pointed out: 
“ particular attention will be paid to expansion of the production of 
consumer goods, to raising the standard of living of the workers by the 
consistent reduction of prices of all goods, and to extensive construc
tion of all kinds of scientific-research institutions that may make it 
possible for science to develop its powers. . . .  As for more long-term 
plans, the party intends to organize a new powerful development of 
the national economy that would make it possible for us to raise the 
level of our industry, for example, to three times the prewar level.” 7 

What is there to say about this speech? A calm program speech in a 
land facing complex problems of postwar reconstruction, a land griev
ing over the loss of twenty million of its countrymen who gave their 
lives so that the world might live. As Margaret Truman tells us now, 
the reaction to this speech at high levels in the United States was very 
sharp. The interpretation of the speech in Washington at that time 
can arouse only the deepest amazement.

Margaret Truman writes: “ On February 9, 1946, the Russian dicta
tor had made a speech in Moscow on the eve of a so-called election. It 
was a brutal, blunt rejection of any hope of peace with the West. 
Stalin blamed World War II on capitalism, and declared that as long 
as capitalists controlled any part of the world, there was no hope of 
peace. The Soviet Union must rearm, and forget all about producing
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consumer goods. He called for trebling Russian production of iron, 
steel, and coal and doubling all production to ‘guarantee our country 
against any eventuality.’ ”

A few days later a long dispatch from George F. Kennan, the chargé 
d ’affaires in Moscow, arrived in the State Department. An expert 
on Russia who had been studying that country for twenty years, 
Kennan analyzed the Russian approach to the world, not from the 
viewpoint of communism but from the more profound viewpoint of 
Russian history. “ At the bottom of the Kremlin’s neurotic view of 
world affairs is the traditional and instinctive sense of insecurity,” he 
wrote—an insecurity based on the feeling which Russia’s Communist 
rulers shared with the czars that “ their rule was relatively archaic in 
form, fragile and artificial in psychological foundations, unable to 
stand comparison or contact with political systems of Western coun
tries. ’ ’ Stripped of their Marxist justifications, Kennan said that the 
Soviet leaders would “ stand before history, at best, as only the last of 
that long succession of cruel and wasteful Russian rulers who have 
relentlessly forced the country on to ever new heights of military power 
in order to guarantee the external security of their internally weak 
regimes. ’ ’ In the opinion of the White House, adds Margaret Truman, 
Kennan “ [essentially . . .  didn’t tell us anything we didn't already 
know.” 8

This necessarily extensive excerpt from Margaret Truman’s book 
shows graphically the mechanism by which false and dangerous con
clusions about the Soviet Union were reached in Washington. In 
essence, the statements gathered by Margaret Truman come down to 
the fact that Truman, according to her, was striving to reach an 
understanding with the USSR, while the ill-intentioned Soviet govern
ment was creating threats to the world and to the United States.

What was the actual situation? We turn to the past in this case not 
with the object of prolonging the controversy of the period when the 
cold war was at its height, that has left our jaws sore. It is simply 
necessary to recall a number of facts.

The Atomic Bomb

After the above heart-rending account of the “ threat” supposedly 
contained in Stalin’s speech of 9 February 1946, it is appropriate to ask
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who it was that began to rattle the saber when the rumble of arma
ments had scarcely died down. A notable landmark on the road to 
charging up the war hysteria was the famous speech of Winston 
Churchill in Fulton, Missouri, on 5 March. On the platform behind 
the speaker’s back sat an unusually animated Truman. The president 
of the United States had deemed it his duty as matter of courtesy to 
make the thousand-mile trip from Washington to present the im
portant guest to his countrymen.

The speech in Fulton was not only a personal venture of the British 
ex-premier’s, but to some extent a joint affair of Churchill’s and 
Truman’s. The fundamental ideas contained in this speech were a 
matter on which they had agreed. Churchill urged close Anglo- 
American alliance, shed tears over the alleged ‘ ‘iron curtain” that had 
fallen in Europe, and demanded that relations with the USSR be 
cleared up immediately, for, he said, ‘‘Our difficulties and dangers 
will not be removed by closing our eyes to them. They will not be 
removed by mere waiting to see what happens. . . .  What is needed is 
a settlement, and the longer this is delayed the more difficult it will 
be.” 9 Churchill obviously had in mind the possibility of the loss by 
the Americans of the monopoly they had at that time of the atomic 
weapon. To give it up, he stressed, would be ‘‘criminal madness.” 

Churchill’s speech called forth enormous indignation throughout 
the world. The American and British governments deemed it ex
pedient to dissociate themselves from it officially. But Newsweek, one 
of the leading journals in the United States, could not resist observing 
the hearty applause Truman had given the speaker in Fulton. ‘‘Could 
have been omitted without damage to either protocol or country,” 10 
wrote the journal, didactically. In an interview with Pravda on the 
Churchill speech, Stalin observed: “ As a matter of fact, Mr. Churchill 
and his friends in England and the United States aïe laying before the 
non-English-speaking nations something like an ultimatum: acknowl
edge our supremacy voluntarily, and then everything will be all right, 
otherwise war is inevitable.. . .  Beyond all question Mr. Churchill’s 
aim is a war aim, a summons to war against the USSR.” 11 

In Washington at that time the belief had spread that the United 
States could pursue any course it wished in foreign policy, since they 
had the atomic bomb at their disposal. Only this can explain the 
astounding change in the views of the United States government
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about the possibility of cooperation with other nations as equals. 
Going before the American people in a radio address on 8 May 1945 
on the occasion of the German surrender, Truman said: “ We can 
build such a peace only by hard, toilsome, painstaking work—by 
understanding and working with our Allies in peace as we have in 
war. ’ ’12 A little more than half a year had passed when the president 
proclaimed on 19 December 1945: “ Whether we like it or not, we 
must all recognize that the victory which we have won has placed 
upon the American people the continuing burden of responsibility 
for world leadership.” 13

During the months that separated these statements, the war had 
ended, and bright prospects had opened before the world, but the 
rulers of the United States found the atomic bomb in their hands. The 
monopoly of the atomic weapon turned the age-long thesis of the 
theory of “ manifest destiny” that the United States was “ destined” 
to lead the world into a practical program, at least for its most 
aggressive wing.

As was known, the spur to the development of the atomic weapon 
in 1940-45 was the Fascist threat to the United States. In the 1950s 
General Leslie Groves, who during the period of the war had headed 
the Manhattan Project—the laboratory and factory in Los Alamos 
where the first atomic bombs were manufactured—introduced an 
amendment into the copybook presentation. Groves pointed out, “ I 
think it important to state that there was never, from about two weeks 
from the time I took charge of the project, any illusion on my part but 
that Russia was the enemy and that the project was conducted on that 
basis. I didn’t go along with the attitude of the country as a whole that 
Russia was a gallant ally. I always had suspicions and the project was 
conducted on that basis. Of course, that was reported to the Presi
dent.” 14

Sometimes people speculate about what Roosevelt would have done 
after the war, having the atomic bomb. Edward Teller, the American 
physicist and a sworn enemy of communism, who had taken part in 
the work on the bomb, thinks: “ I cannot rid myself of the thought 
that President Roosevelt may have planned to use the existence of the 
atomic bomb, after the war, as a powerful driving force toward world 
government.” 15 These opinions cannot be verified for, as William A. 
Williams has observed, “ The charge, later made by some, that
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Roosevelt should have gazed three months into the future of atomic 
physics is absurd.” 16

American political figures thought that the atomic bomb would 
permit the United States to dictate any conditions, to alter the military 
alignment of forces. The capabilities of the new weapon were attested 
in every Way. From the windows of bookstores throughout the 
United States there stared books with frightening titles: No Place to 
Hide, The Absolute Weapon, and so on. The greatest tectonic force 
that had ever come down on the earth, a catastrophe, a world 
cataclysm, flood, destruction, and disaster, all merged together— 
these were the terms in which the stories of Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
were told. On 12 February 1946, Virgil Jordan, president of the 
National Industrial Conference Board, appeared at a dinner in 
Philadelphia before 500 business representatives. After having com
plained that “ the war has left us facing an encircling world of beggars 
or robbers’ ’ and that the Soviet Union was allegedly threatening the 
United States, he proposed that we “ proceed to the inescapable task 
before us swiftly.” Jordan announced that the United States must 
demand of all countries of the world disarmament to the level of 
“ local constabulary, ’ ’ establish control over how this disarmament was 
carried out, and meanwhile “ let us make, keep, and improve our 
atomic bombs for this imperative purpose; and let us suspend them in 
principle over every place in the world, where we have any reason to 
suspect evasion or conspiracy against this purpose; and let us drop 
them in fact promptly and without compunction whenever it is 
defied.” 17 Jordan’s speech was published and distributed in a large 
printing.

George H. Earle, former American minister to Bulgaria, urged that 
Russia be given an ultimatum to “ get back to her own territory and if 
they refused I would use atomic bombs on them .” 18 Ferocious articles 
on the mass murder of Soviet people with the aid of the atomic 
weapon were never off the pages of the American press. The following 
is from an article by William Bradford Huie reprinted in the Reader’s 
Digest in 1948: ” . . .  we are now buying and maintaining two 
separate, vast, and expensive air forces. One of these air forces can 
deliver the nuclear weapons to Moscow and is, therefore, an influence 
for peace.” 19 If Huie was writing about the future, the military 
observer, George Fielding Eliot, as early as 1949, envisioned striking
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“ quick and hard at the centers of Soviet power, and so shattering] the 
will and smashing] the strength of the Soviet monster. ’

Officials also took part in fueling the war hysteria, often linking it 
with preventive war on the part of the United States. George C. 
Kenney, commander of the American strategic air force, insisted on 
this in May 1948. Another general, James H. Doolittle, proposed that 
the United States “ be prepared, physically, mentally, and morally, to 
drop atom bombs on Russian centers of industry.” 21 If persons in 
official positions considered it possible to advocate such views—and a 
great many similar statements were made—why were these resounding 
words not turned into deeds?

In 1945 the United States government received a report from a 
committee of atomic scientists headed by Professor James Frank. The 
scientists demanded the greatest discretion in making a decision to use 
the atomic bomb in combat. They thought it better to confine the 
matter to a demonstration of the new weapon. “The saving of 
American lives might be outweighed, ’ ' warned the report, by “ a wave 
of horror and revulsion sweeping over the rest of the world and 
perhaps even dividing public opinion at home.” 22 In 1945 the 
government rejected their arguments, but what actually happened 
confirmed that the scientists were correct. The rattling of the atomic 
weapon evoked growing indignation throughout the world.

Although the American atomic weapon of the late 1940s did 
foreshadow a revolution in warfare, this was destined to be accomp
lished by the thermonuclear bomb. The A-bombs of that day and the 
methods of their delivery—by piloted bombers—could not replace 
all forms of armed forces without exception. Without question the 
A-bomb was capable of causing unprecedented destruction. But the 
experience of the Second World War had demonstrated beyond any 
doubt that concentrated strategic bombings alone were not able to 
bring Germany and Japan to their knees. The American generals knew 
this better than anyone else. Special American and British survey 
commissions followed on the heels of the Allied armies, striving to 
study in detail the results of air attack on the Axis powers. This work 
was of exceptional importance in the eyes of the Anglo-American 
strategists: the United States and Britain had spent more than 40 
percent of their resources on aviation during the years of the Second 
World War. The United States Strategic Bombing Survey alone left
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208 separate published items for the European war and 108 items for 
the Pacific war.23 In all of the studies without exception, the 
conclusion was reached that the strategic bombings were not the 
decisive factor in either wrecking military production (it increased 
steadily) or undermining the morale of the population.

The strong feelings aroused by Hiroshima and Nagasaki were not 
much help in making a sensible analysis. But even in 1946, an 
American military commission, studying the consequences of atomic 
bombing, came to the conclusion that the people of Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki were no more inclined to surrender than those of other 
Japanese cities, and the military casualties, such as those in the 
Philippines and Okinawa, played a greater role in persuading the 
Japanese that they were doomed to failure. American experts cal
culated that the destruction caused by the atomic bomb at Nagasaki 
was equivalent to that of 120 B-29 bombers, each carrying a ten-ton 
conventional bomb; and at Hiroshima, that of 210 such bombers. In 
raids on some towns more than 1,000 bombers took part simul
taneously! Competent military men could not fail to take into account 
the lessons of the past war, and therefore they inevitably cast doubt on 
the possibility of winning a future war with an atomic weapon alone, 
at that stage of its development.

Bernard Brodie, an ardent advocate of strategic bombings, admits 
with the greatest reluctance that “ fission bombs were sufficiendy 
limited in power to make it appear necessary that a substantial number 
would have to be used to achieve decisive and certain results. That in 
turn made it possib e to visualize a meaningful even if not wholly 
satisfactory air defense, both active and passive. . . .  Even with fission 
weapons numbering in the hundreds, there was still a real—and 
difficult—analytical problem in choosing targets that would make the 
campaign decisive rather than merely hurtful. . . .  Finally, the func
tions of ground and naval forces, though clearly and markedly affected 
by the new weapons, still appeared vital.“ 24 A British instructor in 
NATO military staff colleges summed up the study of the problem in 
1952-55 by saying that now the majority of military commentators 
realized that the atom bomb was not a universal air force weapon.

This conclusion was reached much earlier by the American generals, 
and was apparendy known to the political figures as far back as the 
time of the blossoming of the hopes connected with the monopoly of
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the atomic weapon. But efforts to acquaint the public with their views 
met with resolute opposition on the part of the government. At the 
end of 1948, James Gavin, lieutenant general of the United States 
Army and commander of the celebrated airborne division, wrote an 
article in which he cautiously raised doubt concerning the conception 
of the omnipotence of strategic aviation armed with atomic bombs. 
Recalling the deplorable results of the strategic bombings of the past 
war, he observed: “ The strategic bomber is the ballista to be 
employed on a global scale. The ballista was but a small part of war 
power and so is the big bomber.” 25 Publication of the article was 
forbidden by the military censorship. It did not prove difficult to 
silence the generals, but the opinions of the heretics were taken into 
consideration in the United States government’s approach to the 
building of the American strike force. Although publicly it was 
reiterated that the atomic bomb had brought qualitative changes to 
armed warfare, Washington set out on the course of the quantitative 
stockpiling of atomic bombs and the means of their delivery—strategic 
bombers. Talk of quality was left to the man in the street; in preparing 
for war, it was quantity that was given first consideration.

The relative cheapness of atomic weaponry as compared with main
taining a large army convinced Washington once and for all that 
American strategy was headbd in the right direction. In the final 
analysis, it was assumed that the atomic armaments race would make it 
possible to overcome the balance of power between the United States 
and the USSR that had resulted from the Second World War. 
However, it was not possible to achieve this.

The correlation of forces between the USSR and the United States— 
in the broad scheme, between socialism and capitalism—proved to be 
a more complex problem than the narrow-minded atom-mongers had 
supposed. Monopoly of atomic arms did not nullify traditional foreign 
policy.

“Containment" Proclaimed

Conditions in the world during the first postwar years were not very 
favorable to carrying out power politics. It was simply impossible to 
explain convincingly the necessity of solving controversial issues by 
armed force. During the years of struggle against the Fascist threat
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people learned much that found expression in the strengthening of 
democratic attitudes. In all countries, on all continents, people 
experienced a feeling of fervent gratitude to the Soviet Union. The 
years of cooperation in combat with the Soviet peoples were memor
able to the Americans.

The American publicist, Cyrus Sulzberger, who during those years 
was traveling about the world, entered “ with the greatest delight” 
into his diary the order that he read on 9 March 1946, in the staff of 
the American sector, quartered in Wurzburg (West Germany):

The Soviet government is an ally of the United States of Amer
ica .. . .  I will not tolerate any disparaging remarks against our 
allies. . . .  Millions of Russian soldiers and civilians died to save our 
skins. Just remember that. If propaganda causes you to hate Rus
sians, stop and think. They died for you too. If you want to fight 
again .. . .  Those were the good old days, yes?... It is cold in 
Russia. Remember that. In case you think I am pinko and you want 
to write a letter to the B-Bag, let me forestall you. In political 
thinking I am a conservative Southern Democrat. An ancestor of my 
name was killed in the War of the American Revolution. But the 
Russians are our allies. They have guts. They kept hordes of jerries 
off of us and, by God, I never want to fight again. Think it over. 
You have been warned. FrankW. Ebey, Lt. Col.26

If an officer in the American army could express such thoughts in an 
official order, it is easy to imagine the attitude of the millions.

This was very well known in Washington, and in planning a policy 
of putting pressure on the USSR along every line, an effort was being 
made to give the unattractive goals an appearance of respectability. In 
September 1946, Truman received a memorandum from Clark Clif
ford, the result of many months’ effort. Having familiarized himself 
with it, the president asked Clifford how many copies of the document 
had been made. Clifford replied, ten. Truman ordered them all 
delivered to him, adding: * ‘This has got to be put under lock and key. 
This is so hot, if this should come out now it could have an exceedingly 
unfortunate impact on our efforts to try to develop some relationship 
with the Soviet Union.” 27 

Why, in fact, such precautions? The fact was that what Clifford had 
written showed clearly that the United States was not in the least 
striving to achieve normal relations with the USSR. This document,
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“ The Relations of the United States with the USSR,” crystallized the 
opinion of the command of the armed forces, the State Department, 
and the principal members of the cabinet. The wordy memorandum 
(over 100,000 words) opened with the categorical declaration: “The 
fundamental tenet of the communist philosophy embraced by Soviet 
leaders is that the peaceful coexistence of communist and capitalist 
nations is impossible.” 28 Having thus distorted Lenin’s conception of 
peaceful coexistence, the author of the document called for carrying 
out a hostile policy toward the Soviet Union, preparing in case of 
necessity to unleash war against it.

Here is what the memorandum said:

The Soviet Union’s vulnerability is limited due to the vast area 
over which its key industries and natural resources are widely dis
persed, but it is vulnerable to atomic weapons, biological warfare, 
and long-range air power. Therefore, in order to maintain our 
strength at a level which will be effective in restraining the Soviet 
Union, the United States must be prepared to wage atomic and bio
logical warfare. A highly mechanized army, which can be moved 
either by sea or by air, capable of seizing and holding strategic 
areas, must be supported by powerful naval and air forces. A war 
with the USSR would be “ total” in a more horrible sense than any 
previous war and there must be constant research for both offensive 
and defensive weapons. Whether it would actually be in this 
country’s interest to employ atomic and biological weapons against 
the Soviet Union in the event of hostilities is a question which 
would require careful consideration in the light of the circumstances 
prevailing at the time. The decision would probably be influenced 
by a number of factors, and by the Soviet Union’s capability to 
employ similar weapons, which cannot now be estimated. But the 
important point is that the United States must be prepared to wage 
atomic and biological warfare if necessary.29

The philosophy of “ containment,” begun by Washington as a 
foreign-policy course, was set forth publicly in an article, ‘ ‘The Sources 
of Soviet Behavior,” that appeared in the July 1947 issue of the 
journal Foreign Affairs, signed by “ X .” Shortly afterward it became 
known that it was George Kennan who was using this pseudonym as a 
cover. Citing the fact that the Soviet Union had suffered terribly 
during the years of the Great Patriotic War, the author pointed out
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that if it were subjected to constant pressure, the USSR would 
"collapse in less than 10 or 15 years.” At the basis of this "pro
jection” lay Kennan’s firm conviction that the threat from abroad 
would entail the necessity of setting aside substantial resources for 
purposes of defense, which would prove to be a burden beyond the 
strength of the USSR. For a start, ‘ ‘containment’ ’ was rationalized in 
terms of the Truman Doctrine. The president promised support to the 
like-minded, and pronounced an anathema against those of opposing 
views. The president’s message was in point of fact an anti-Com- 
munist manifesto. Truman had officially announced anticommunism 
to be the national policy of the United States. His commitment to use 
the resources of the United States to support welcome regimes 
"everywhere” caused some confusion.

Later, Kennan, the author of the concept of "containment,” 
regretted that the president had introduced diffuse ideological con
siderations into the realm of practical politics. Walter Lippman 
sardonically reminded people that a crusade is not politics. ‘ ‘A policy, 
as distinguished from a crusade, may be said to have definite aims, 
which can be stated concretely, and achieved if the estimate of the 
situation is correct. A crusade, on the other hand, is an adventure 
which even if its intentions are good, has no limits because there is 
no concrete program.”30 But the deed was done. To a deafening 
accompaniment of anti-Communist propaganda the building of 
military blocs began, and armaments increased.

The creation of NATO heartened Truman. He imagined that a 
decisive change in the alignment of forces in the international arena 
was at hand. The creation of large armies by America’s allies was put 
on the agenda. The concept of “ shield and sword” arose. Advancing 
the allied armies—the "shield” —to the fore, the United States, 
behind this shield, would strike a blow with the atomic "sword.” On 
20 April 1949, Truman summoned the chief of staff of the air force 
and requested a detailed report of the plans for an atomic war against 
the Soviet Union. The general explained to the president, using maps 
and diagrams, exactly how the strategic air force would operate.

The following day the president gave this directive to the secretary 
of defense: "Yesterday afternoon I listened with interest to an Air 
Force presentation of plans for strategic bombing operations, in the 
event of war, against a potential enemy. I should like to examine an
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evaluation by the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the chances of successful 
delivery of bombs as contemplated by this plan, together with joint 
evaluation of the results to be expected by such bombing.” The 
Pentagon immediately reported that such estimates had been com
piled long ago and were constantly being revised. On 1 July Truman 
gathered together a special committee of the National Security 
Council to consider the state of American atomic arms. Wrote the 
president, ‘‘As a result of my request, the Special Committee brought 
this important conclusion to me: that production of atomic weapons 
should be stepped up. At the same time, they recommended that the 
newly developed B-26 bomber be given a priority second only to 
atomic weapons, for the B-26 was designed as a long-range plane 
capable of delivering our new-type A-bomb on any target in the 
world. ’ ’ The corresponding measures were taken. Washington thought 
the United States and its allies would prove to have sufficient time to 
create a preponderance of power over the USSR—the appearance of a 
Soviet atom bomb was not expected before 1952. Nonetheless the 
president was in a hurry, concluding every meeting on matters of 
military strategy with the appeal: “We should maintain our su
periority.” 31

The gigantic military machine of NATO began to gather mo
mentum. The armaments race entered a dangerous stage: Truman’s 
atomic strategy was growing into a real threat. It is hard to say how 
events in the world have unfolded if it had not been for the progress of 
the USSR in the realm of science and technology.

On 25 September 1949, Tass announced the testing of an atomic 
weapon in the USSR. The White House was seized with dismay. In strict 
secrecy the president ordered an investigation of the possibility of 
creating a thermonuclear weapon. The overwhelming majority of the 
scientists who were members of the advisory committee on atomic 
energy spoke out against work on the * ‘superbomb, ’ ’ perceiving in it an 
enormous danger to mankind.

Scanty reports of the arguments over the thermonuclear weapon 
became public. At a press conference on 20 October, Truman was 
asked: ‘ ‘Was the decision to go ahead with it [the atomic program] now 
influenced in any way by the Russian bomb?” The president replied: 
“ No. It was not.” 32

On the same day that Truman came out with the announcement of
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the beginning of work on the thermonuclear weapon, he requested the 
secretary of defense and the State Department to present an estimate of 
the alignment of forces, taking into account the secret possession by the 
USSR of an atomic weapon. On 7 April 1950, these departments 
replied: “ Within the past thirty-five years the world had gone through 
two world Wars, had seen two major revolutions, in Russia and in China, 
had witnessed the passing of five empires and the drastic decline of two 
major imperial systems, the French and the British. These events had 
basically altered the historical distribution of power until now there 
were only two major centers of power remaining, the United States and 
the Soviet Union. ’ ’33 

Of course, the situation that had developed did not suit the top- 
national leaders of the United States. Continuing their analysis, they 
presented to the president recommendations concerning precisely how 
to win a victory over the Soviet Union. These recommendations, 
formulated as directive no. 68 of the National Security Council, 
determined the foreign policy of Washington for many years. Although 
the text of the document was not made public for many years its general 
content was known in paraphrases.

The authors of the directive stressed that the interests of the USSR are 
“ inimical to American ideals,” expressed in the desire to have the 
principles of the Constitution of the United States triumph throughout 
the world. ‘ ‘We must seek to do this by peaceful means and with the 
cooperation of other like-minded peoples. But if peaceful means fail we 
must be willing and ready to fight. ’ ’ Having discussed a number of 
alternative courses of action possible for the United States, the authors 
of the directive proposed the following plan:

[We should] strike out on a bold and massive program of rebuilding 
the West’s defensive potential to surpass that of the Soviet w orld.. . .  
Its fulfillment calls for the United States to take the lead in a rapid 
and substantial buildup in the defensive power of the West, begin
ning “ at the center” and radiating outward. This means virtual 
abandonment by the United States of trying to distinguish between 
national and global security. It also means the end of subordinating 
security needs to the traditional budgeting restrictions; of asking,
‘ ‘ How much security can we afford ?” In other words, security must 
henceforth become the dominant element in the national budget, 
and the other elements must be accommodated to i t . . . .
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The wealth potential of the country is such that as much as 20 
percent of the gross national product can be devoted to security with
out causing national bankruptcy. This new concept of the security 
needs of the nation calls for annual appropriations of the order of 
$50 billion, or not much below the former wartime levels.

Having given the above exposition of directive no. 68, the his
torian of Truman’s administration concludes: “ President Truman 
initialed NSC-68 as ‘approved’ in April [1950], and it thereupon 
became official government policy. It was in the process of implemen
tation when the crisis in Korea exploded.’’34 The policy adopted by 
Washington was fraught with enormous danger for the world. Pro
ceeding from its subjective assessment of Soviet intentions, the govern
ment of the United States made its decision to rush into a monstrous 
armaments race—at the moment when directive no. 68 was adopted, 
the military budget of the United States was $13,500,000,000. 
Henceforth it was planned to spend up to $50,000,000,000 for this 
purpose. Although in the end the intention was to unleash a war in 
case that became necessary, for the time being the policy of “ contain
ment,” as it was developed in the April decisions of the United States 
government, was aimed directly at destroying the Soviet Union on the 
road of competition in the armaments race. Directive no. 68 gave a 
material foundation to the theoretical arguments of George Kennan 
(three years before it was implemented), insisting in addition on 
turning the economic potential of the United States into an instru
ment of foreign policy.

Truman and the USSR

During these years, when Truman’s administration was moving 
toward an armed confrontation with the USSR, the Soviet government 
applied considerable efforts to normalize relations with the United 
States. This was consistent with the basic principle of Soviet foreign 
policy—peaceful coexistence—and was acutely necessary for the res
toration of the Soviet economy, for raising the standard of living of the 
people. If in America people were chattering without restraint about 
the Soviet military “ threat,” in the USSR a systematic reduction in 
armed forces was being carried out. In 1948 there remained 2,847,000 
men under arms in the USSR, compared with 11,365,000 in 1945.



231 The Folly of the Cold War

The United States clung tenaciously to its bases in many countries, 
and under conditions of peace endeavored to secure additional ones, 
while the Soviet troops, having fulfilled their obligation, were with
drawing from the countries that had been liberated during the years of 
the struggle against the Axis powers. As early as autumn of 1945, 
Soviet troops had been withdrawn from Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, 
and Norway; in April 1946, from the Danish island of Bornholm; by 
the beginning of May 1946, from China and Iran. At the end of 1948 
Soviet troops left North Korea, while American army formations 
remained in South Korea.

The Soviet government strove with all its might to achieve normali
zation of the international situation. With the utmost patience, 
literally as one would do with children or with hysterical unbelievers, 
Soviet representatives at the United Nations explained that the USSR 
regarded peaceful coexistence as of paramount importance and was 
prepared to continue cooperation between the powers that had won 
the war together. The USSR repeatedly advanced proposals that the 
troops of members of the United Nations be withdrawn from the 
territories of other United Nations members, and spoke out for a 
general reduction in armaments and for a ban on atomic weapons. All 
was in vain, for Washington unswervingly followed its course, once it 
had chosen it.

The matter approached the point of absurdity. In the 1948 election 
campaign, Truman even decided to make use of arguments that he 
was supposedly ready to adjust relations with the USSR. On 4 May, the 
American ambassador to Moscow, Walter Bedell Smith, appeared at 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USSR and made an announce
ment on behalf of the United States government. In the words of the 
ambassador, Washington’s policy was supposedly one of “ self- 
defense,” for the USSR was allegedly trying to exert direct or indirect 
pressure on the affairs of its neighbors. Specifically, the United States 
expressed unwillingness to consent to the strengthening of the regimes 
of the peoples’ democracies in East Europe. At the same time, Smith 
assured that the United States had no aggressive plans with regard to 
the USSR and proposed a comprehensive discussion and adjustment of 
the differences of opinion between the USSR and the United States.

In its reply on 9 May, the Soviet government pointed out first of all 
that “ no one has the right to dispute that carrying out democratic 
reforms is the internal affair of each nation. However, from the above
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announcement of its Government, it is clear that the United States is 
of a different opinion and allows itself, for its part, to interfere in the 
internal affairs of other nations, which cannot help but give rise to 
grave objections on the part of the Soviet government. The events in 
Greece are not the only example of such interference in the internal 
affairs of other nations.” This statement stressed that the strained 
situation in American-Soviet relations had arisen as a result of the 
policy of surrounding the USSR with American military bases, some 
in countries bordering on the Soviet Union; of forming military blocs 
against the USSR; of discrimination in trade with the USSR.35

In spite of all this, the Soviet government agreed unconditionally to 
negotiations on improving the relations between the USSR and the 
United States. In view of the fact that he had taken the initiative in 
this exchange of views with Moscow, it appeared that Truman had no 
alternative but to enter into such negotiations. The president, how
ever, hastened to settle the question, announcing that his ‘‘hopes for 
peace had not increased” as a result of this exchange of announce
ments. At this point Henry Wallace, a well-known American political 
figure at that time, spoke up, coming forward with an open letter. He 
proposed that the United States and the Soviet Union come to an 
agreement on a general reduction in armaments and a ban on atomic 
weapons; on the elimination’of military bases on the territory of 
countries that were members of the United Nations; on noninter
ference in the internal affairs of other nations; on the development of 
international trade, and so on.

Stalin’s reply of 17 May to Wallace’s open letter said:

I do not know whether the United States government approves of 
Henry Wallace’s program as a basis for an agreement between the 
USSR and the United States. As for the government of the USSR, 
it considers that Henry Wallace’s program might serve as a good and 
fruitful basis for such an agreement and for the development of 
international cooperation, for the government of the USSR con
siders that, despite the difference in economic systems and ideol
ogies, the coexistence of these systems and the peaceful adjustment 
of the differences between the USSR and the United States is not 
only possible but is also absolutely necessary in the interests of 
general peace.36

On 19 May the State Department announced that the matters 
enumerated in Wallace’s letter and in the Soviet reply cannot be
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discussed between the USSR and the United States.37 In that case,we 
may ask why all the ballyhoo, Smith’s visit to the Soviet Foreign 
Ministry, and so on?

All this history shows that the Truman administration had no need 
for an adjustment in relations with the Soviet Union, but only for talk 
of one. Of course, one cannot deny the practical value of such talk for 
the sake of appearances for American political figures of that time— 
rhetoric about the peaceful aims of the United States served to alle
viate the shock that its aggressive course had aroused.

In 1950 the war in Korea broke out. From the first weeks of the 
conflict, the USSR advanced proposals for its immediate peaceful 
settlement. When, for example, on 13 July, Jawaharlal Nehru, in an 
appeal to the USSR and the United States, spoke out officially for the 
earliest cessation of military actions through negotiations in which the 
Korean Peoples’ Republic would take part, the Soviet government 
announced that it shared this point of view “ concerning the advis
ability of a peaceful settlement of the Korean question through the 
Security Council with the obligatory participation of representatives of 
the five great powers, among them the Peoples’ government of 
China. ’ ’38 It was all in vain; the United States got deeply involved in 
the war in Korea, and the actions of General MacArthur at one time 
might have turned out to have the gravest consequences. It is known 
that Washington had a hard time keeping the United States from 
slipping into war with the Peoples’ Republic of China. Why?

In the latest study by Ben Cochran, it is appropriately noted:

If an unlimited struggle with China was the wrong war at the wrong 
time, what was the right war and the right time? Here it came out 
that the administration was rejecting Mac Arthur’s fantasy of an easy 
victory over China for NSC-68 fantasy of its own. The right war was 
with Russia, the putative center and powerhouse of the Communist 
conspiracy and the right rime was on completing NATO’s and our 
rearmament. That was why it was necessary, in the midst of the dif
ficulties of the Korean war, to park troops in Europe, to assign a 
disproportionate part of our resources for strategic air power for the 
test of wills to come.39

Kennan, in the second volume of his memoirs, has conveyed rather 
well the feeling of despair that gripped him, a sensible person, in the 
atmosphere of war hysteria that pervaded the Pentagon. American 
strategists had arbitrarily chosen the year 1952 as the time when the
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decisive engagement would take place, and were carrying out military 
preparations with this date in mind. There could be no talk of normal 
interrelations between the United States and the USSR; the folly of 
the cold war, which at this time had reached its greatest intensity, 
absorbed everything. The open military preparations of the United^ 
States, to Kennan’s horror, obviously having the USSR in view as their 
object, could not but provoke an obvious reaction.

So he writes about the period when he was the ambassador to 
Moscow:

A particularly violent jolt was received one day when one of the 
service attachés showed me a message he had received from Wash
ington concerning a certain step of military nature that the Pentagon 
proposed to take for the purpose of strengthening our military 
posture in a region not far from the Soviet frontiers. I paled when I 
read it. It was at once apparent to me that had I been a Soviet leader 
and had I learned (as the Soviet government would have been 
certain to learn) that such a step was being taken, I would have 
concluded that the Americans were shaping their preparations 
toward a target of war within six months.40

At the end of August 1952 Kennan sent a lengthy report to Wash
ington, requesting that the provocation be stopped, and that modera
tion be observed in relations with the Soviet Union. ‘ ‘This document, ’ ’ 
observes Kennan, “ drafted in Moscow many years before the ‘re
visionists’ challenges of the late 1960s to the propriety and integrity 
of American statesmanship in the postwar period were advanced, 
constitutes unquestionably the strongest statement I ever made of my 
views on this general subject of our responsibility for the deterioration 
of relations between Russia and the West in the late 1940s.’’41 The 
report did not make the slightest impression on American leaders. 

Having made the report available to the reader, Kennan concluded:

Instead of moving along the lines I here urged, the United States 
government would move, for at least nineteen years into the 
future, along largely contrary lines.. . .  It would teach itself and its 
NATO associates never to refer to the most menacing element of 
our own military potential otherwise than as the “ nuclear deterrent’ ’ 
—the unmistakable implication being that the Russians, longing for 
inauguration of World War III, would at once attack, if not de
terred by this agency of retribution. Year after year, nothing would
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be omitted to move American air bases and missile sites as close as 
possible to Soviet frontiers. Year after year, American naval vessels 
would be sent on useless demonstrative expeditions into the Black 
Sea—thus, by implication, imputing to the Russians a degree of 
patience which our own public and congressional opinion would have 
been most unlikely to master had the shoe been on the other foot. 
Time after time, as in Pakistan or Okinawa, the maintenance and 
development of military or air bases would be stubbornly pursued 
with no evidence of any effort to balance this against the obvious 
political costs. Political interests would continue similarly to be 
sacrificed or put in jeopardy by the avid and greedy pursuit of mili
tary intelligence.42

Kennan’s expen analysis leaves no doubt as to who bears responsi
bility for the deplorable turn of events in American-Soviet relations. 
There gradually came into being and developed around the United 
States a powerful inertia to repeat over and over that there was an 
immediate threat to the country allegedly coming from the Soviet 
Union. Afterward, General Douglas Mac Arthur remarked: “ Our 
government has kept us in a perpetual state of fear—kept us in a 
continuous stampede of patriotic fervor—with the cry of a grave 
national emergency.. . .  Yet, in retrospect, these disasters seem never 
to have happened, seem never to have been quite real.”43 But what 
could the ordinary American do when none other than John Foster 
Dulles structured his famous book, War or Peace, published in 1950, 
around this thesis?44

On 26 June 1951, the Congress of the United States adopted the 
following resolution: ‘‘The American people and their Government 
desire neither war with the Soviet Union nor the terrible consequences 
of such a war . . . .  The American people welcome all honorable efforts 
to resolve the differences standing between the United States Govern
ment and the Soviet Government.” The Congress charged the presi
dent with bringing the resolution to the attention of the Soviet 
people.

Truman, however, made known to the Americans his own point of 
view on the possibility of reaching an understanding with the USSR. 
In a speech on 17 September, he announced: ‘‘A Bolshevik agree
ment is not worth the paper it is written on. It is only a scrap of 
paper.” In a press conference three days later, Truman was asked 
the following questions:
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‘ ‘Q. : Mr. President, would it be correct to infer from what you have 
just said about Russia, that in the future we will place our reliance on 
force rather than diplomacy in our dealing with Russia?

The President: Under the circumstances it is necessary...
Q.: The other fellow has to use the force first?
The President: I didn’t say that. That is what brought on the 

Korean thing.”45
Thus, there was no ray of light. Truman invariably saw in the Soviet 

Union a mortal enemy.
It would not be a difficult task to adduce a great number of facts to 

corroborate the picture that has been described. Contemporary Amer
ican historians and publicists are handling this matter quite well. Bert 
Cochran is absolutely right in the conclusion of his book about Presi
dent Truman:

Under the tutelage of his experts, Truman decided against a policy 
of accommodation and making peace. Like William Pitt who 
matched the finances and arms of the British Empire against Bona
parte, he dealt out the resources of the American colossus to isolate 
Russia, put down revolutionary movements, in order to eventually 
bring down Stalin and his regime. Our leaders did not dare to start 
a full-scale war with the professed enemy in the Kremlin, and they 
would not make peace with them. . . .

In his farewell address, Truman tried to justify his fateful decision 
to the ages. ‘When history says that my term of office saw the begin
ning of the cold war,’ he opined, ‘it will also say that in those eight 
years we have set the course that can win it .’ That is precisely what 
history will not say. The course he set, followed with the zeal of 
knight-errant, under varying battle cries and hallucinatory catch- 
phrases, by four succeeding administrations, and at the costs, 
financial, social, human, too enormous to fathom, has produced 
no American advantage, much less victory. One cannot even say 
that Cold War doctrinaires built up American military powers at the 
expense of the health and comfort of the citizenry.46

The 1950s Revisited

The history of the 1950s and to a considerable extent the 1960s is a sad 
tale of lost opportunities in the realm of American-Soviet relations. 
The Calvinist view of the USSR got considerable reinforcement
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through the efforts of Secretary of State John Foster Dulles. He 
followed his doctrine piously, expounded with great pomp in a tele
vision appearance in January 1953. Having pointed the “ Communist 
Empire” out on a map, Dulles said solemnly: “ The Soviet Com
munists are carrying out a policy which they call encirclement.. . .  At 
the end of the Second World War, only a little over seven years ago, 
they only controlled about 200,000,000 people, and today . . .  they 
control 800,000,000 people. . . .  Once [having] largely completed 
their encirclement of the United States, they would be ready for . . .  
the decisive blow. ’ ’47 With such an approach, of course, it was diffi
cult to expect a blossoming in American-Soviet relations. Confronta
tion with the USSR became certain, and political problems came to be 
regarded only in military terms.

Dulles’ rhetoric about “ liberation” acquired a sinister meaning, for 
Washington placed the doctrine of “ massive retaliation” at the basis 
of its relations with the USSR. Its meaning was obvious. Adlai 
Stevenson pointed out correctly: “ We are told, and I am quoting 
Secretary Dulles, that we have rejected the ‘tradition of meeting 
aggression by direct and local opposition. ’ We have taken the decision 
‘to depend primarily upon a great capacity to retaliate instandy, by 
means and place of our choosing.’ . . .  This means, if it means 
anything, that if the Communists try another Korea we will retaliate 
by dropping bombs on Moscow or Peking.”4*

As far as technological means were concerned, Washington believed 
confidendy in the superiority of the United States in the realm of 
science and technology.

American military bodies began the swift buildup of a fleet of 
piloted bombers and the replenishment of their arsenals with A- 
bombs. At first Washington was convinced of the irreproachable recti
tude of their chosen course. Butin August 1953 it became known that a 
thermonuclear weapon had been tested in the Soviet Union. Some
what later, an impressive number of intercondnental bombers were 
shown in air displays in Moscow. There could be no doubt of the swift 
progress of the USSR in the realm of modern armament systems.

A real hysteria began in American official circles. Some demanded a 
prevendve war against the Soviet Union. At a press conference on 
11 August 1954, the president rejected this idea, pleading the destruc
tive power of thermonuclear weapons. This was a reaction to the ap-
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pearance in the Washington Post of an article by William Bullitt 
asserting that destruction lay in store for the United States if it did not 
immediately destroy the industrial center of the USSR. Only the might 
of the USSR, which had a sobering influence on the extremists in 
Washington, prevented the United States from going too far along this 
path.

The next test of strength took place in the autumn of 1956. A 
counterrevolutionary revolt broke out in Hungary, and in the Near 
East Israel, together with Britain and France, attacked Egypt. In these 
critical days the Soviet Union came to the assistance of the Hungarian 
people and helped them to hold out against the attempted takeover. 
At the same time, on 5 November, the Soviet government announced 
the resolution of the USSR to shatter the aggressors in the Near East 
by the use of force and to restore peace. The USSR proposed to 
combine its efforts with those of the United States to this end, down 
to the joint use of armed forces as determined by the United Nations. 
The warning of the USSR had an effect—the aggressors discontinued 
their combat operations against Egypt.

Meanwhile, it was decided in the United Nations to move the Israeli 
troops out of the occupied territories. Eisenhower came out in favor of 
the United States supporting this decision. His diplomacy did not suit 
the extremists, and there were quite a number of these in Congress. 
They demanded that the United States take the part of Israel, refusing 
to take the troops out of the captured lands.

On 20 February 1957 the president summoned the discontented 
congressional leaders for an explanation. They arrived, on their guard 
and embittered. In military style, Eisenhower rapped out: Israel must 
take its troops out “ for its own good.” Otherwise the prestige of the 
USSR in the Arab world would increase sharply, and the West would 
lose sources of oil in the Near East. The senators and congressmen tried 
to persuade the president to take precipitate action. The two sides 
parted company extremely displeased with each other, having agreed 
only that Eisenhower was to explain his position to the American 
people in a televised speech. Appearing that same evening on tele
vision, after having apologized for his “ racking cough,” the president 
hurled menacing words at the USSR. All the same, the main idea of 
his appearance was that the Israelis must leave the occupied territories.

In all probability, the decision that beginning in July 1957 “ Cap-
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tive Nations” week began to be observed in the United States, was a 
concession to the militant anti-Communists. This venture was in no way 
consistent with the national interests of the United States, but was put 
into effect by people who were interested in something else. As 
Kennan wrote:

It was the existence in our country of one vocal and not uninflu- 
ential element that not only wanted a war with Russia but had a very 
dear idea of the purposes for which, in its own view, such a war 
should be fought. I have in mind the escapees and immigrants, 
mosdy recent ones, from the non-Russian portions of the postwar 
Soviet Union, as well as from some of the Eastern European satellite 
states. Their idea, to which they were passionately and sometimes 
ruthlessly attached, was simply that the United States should, for 
their benefit, fight a war against the Russian people to achieve the 
final breakup of the traditional Russian state and the establishment 
of themselves as the regimes of various “ liberated” territories.. . .

They appealed successfully at times to religious feelings, and even 
more importantly, to the prevailing anti-Communist hysteria. An 
idea of the political power they possessed can be had from the fact 
that some years later (1959) they were able to recommend to Con
gress through their friends there the text of a resolution—the so- 
called Captive Nations Resolution—every word of which was written 
(on his own published admission) by their spokesman Dr. Lev E. 
Dobriansky, then associate professor at Georgetown University, and 
to get this document solemnly adopted by the Congress as a state
ment of American policy. This resolution committed the United 
States, insofar as Congress had the power to do so, to the “ lib
eration” of twenty-two “ nations,” two of which had never had any 
real existence, and the name of one of which appears to have been 
invented in the Nazi propaganda ministry during the recent war. 
Thus, the writing of a congressional statement of policy on Russia 
and Eastern Europe was more than I, with many years of official 
service in that pan of the world, could ever have hoped to achieve.

I could think of nothing worse than what these people wanted 
us to do. To commit ourselves politically and militarily not only 
against the Soviet regime but also against the strongest and most 
numerous ethnic element in the traditional Russian land. . . .  This 
would have been a folly of such stupendous dimensions that even 
the later venture in Vietnam now pales to insignificance beside the 
thought of i t . . . .  I also had some awareness of the limits of our own
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power, and I knew that what was being asked and expected of us
far exceeded these limits.49

In spite of all this, the Soviet Union continued efforts directed 
toward reducing international tension, and sought ways to normalize 
relations with the United States. In 1955 the USSR advanced a broad 
program in the sphere of disarmament, and on 14 May the Soviet 
government announced the reduction of the armed forces of the 
USSR by 1,200,000 men. In that same year the USSR proposed that 
the United States sign an agreement pledging friendship and co
operation. In 1957 there followed further Soviet proposals for dis
armament.

Unfortunately, all of these proposals were rejected by Washington 
out of hand. Eisenhower thought: “ [The Soviet] tactic . . .  was to lull 
Western Europe into a false feeling of security.” 50 In this instance, at 
any rate, both common sense and logic took a considerable beating.

On 4 October, the day of enlightenment came. The first Sputnik 
was launched in the USSR. The premise on which the course of 
relations with the USSR was built—belief in the indisputable scientific 
and technological superiority of the United States—was overturned. 
Whatever calculations the strategists of “ massive retaliation” might 
have made, henceforth they could not ignore the obvious—in the age 
of rocket-powered nuclear weapons the United States, too, was within 
reach of retaliatory strikes.

Without question. Sputnik awakened Washington to political 
realities. The agonizing reappraisal of values in the United States at the 
end of the 1950s and the beginning of the 1960s gradually led to the 
idea that changes should be made in American policy toward the 
USSR.51 These were hopeful signs. As far as the USSR was concerned, 
there was no necessity for any reappraisal of values, for the Soviet 
government continued, as before, to adhere to the principles of peace
ful coexistence.

From the end of the 1950s the power of the inertia of the cold war 
became clear. Although common sense demanded insistently that an 
end be put to the abnormal relations between the United States and 
the USSR, serious relapses into the former policy constantly occurred.

In 1959 Nikita Sergeevich Khrushchev visited the United States. 
The Soviet prime minister and the American president held talks in a 
friendly spirit. A summit meeting was planned for I960, and a return
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visit by Eisenhower to the USSR. None of this was destined to be 
realized.

On 1 May I960, on the eve of the summit meeting, the U-2 spy 
plane was shot down over the Soviet Union. The official government 
statements of the United States were false from beginning to end. 
They said that the plane “ got off course” due to trouble with its 
oxygen apparatus, and so on. When the Soviet agencies announced 
that the U-2 plane had been shot down in the region of Sverdlovsk and 
the pilot taken prisoner, Washington found itself pilloried. Caught 
red-handed, the United States government would stop at nothing, 
and announced that espionage flights were “ national policy.” At a 
press conference on 11 May, Eisenhower admitted that from the very 
beginning of his presidency, he had authorized the acquisition of 
intelligence information by whatever means were necessary. American 
prestige was seriously undermined, and the summit meeting and 
Eisenhower’s visit to the USSR became impossible.

Later it became known that the U-2 flight was almost deliberately 
timed in relation to the summit meeting. In a talk with Sherman 
Adams, who visited him after the U-2 incident, Eisenhower reminded 
him that the entire program of the flights of these planes were being 
carried out under his control: “ I . . .  personally approved every one of 
those flights. ’ ’52

In the second volume of his memoirs, which appeared five years 
after these events, the president had only one regret: “ The big error 
we made was, of course, in the issuance of a premature and erroneous 
cover story. Allowing myself to be persuaded on this score is my 
principal personal regret.. . .  Regarding the U-2 program itself, I 
know of no decision that I would make differently.” 53

The Kennedy Years

President John F. Kennedy made his debut in relations with the 
USSR, showing considerable political realism. In May 1961, at the 
time of his meeting with Khrushchev in Vienna, he admitted that a 
balance of power existed with the USSR. And following this, without 
pausing for breath, he tried to change the correlation of forces in favor 
of the United States. The widely disseminated stock of Kennedy’s 
thinking corresponded to the greatest degree possible with trends that
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became apparent in the political market of the United States at the end 
of the 1950s. In a conversation with James MacGregor Burns in the 
summer of 1959, Senator Kennedy revealed: “ The 1960’s will be a 
terribly difficult tim e. . . .  The real dilemma we face is whether a free 
society, in which each of us follows our own self-interest, can compete 
over a long period of time with a totalitarian society.” Speaking of 
competing socieconomic systems, Kennedy maintained that “The 
struggle between Sparta and Athens furnishes a classic case.” 54 

Kennedy repeated constantly that if the United States did not have 
a strong government capable of increasing the rate of economic 
growth, the Soviet Union would quickly leave America far behind. 
“ Their industrial capacity is expanding nearly three times as fast as 
ours, at the annual rate of 9.5 per cen t.. . .  In 1958, for example, 
Russia produced four times as many machine tools as the United 
States. Much of our steel output—which has been declining—goes 
into these autos and appliances, into our homes, office buildings, and 
shopping centers. But practically all of Russia’s growing steel capac
ity . . .  goes . . .  to extend their industry at home and those of 
hopeful nations abroad.” ”  Kennedy sounded the alarm about the 
fact that America’s science educational systems and higher education 
were falling behind: “ The Russians were putting twice as much of 
their resources into education. Their teachers commanded top salaries. 
Their classrooms contained fewer pupils per teacher. Their curricula 
were stronger in terms of science . . .  they will soon have three times as 
many scientists, technicians and engineers as we do.” 56 

First and foremost, Kennedy insisted on increasing the military 
power of the United States. Kennedy’s arguments about the necessity 
for increasing the military might of the country latently concealed the 
aim of forcing the USSR to enter on a new round of the armaments 
race, which would have weakened the positions of socialist countries in 
their policy of peaceful competition with capitalism. These positions 
lay at the basis of the doctrine of “ flexible response,” worked out by 
theoreticians close to Kennedy, and approved by him.

The doctrine of “ massive retaliation” did not suit Kennedy and his 
entourage because it reduced the effectiveness of the “ balance of 
power” policy, that is, it narrowed the possibilities of using the 
contradictions in the world in the interests of Washington. It under
mined the value of political actions, substituting a purely military 
approach for it, which, in the era of rocket-powered nuclear weapons
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and applied in its full extent (and “ massive retaliation” could not 
have been applied with anything less than this), promised Armaged
don. Hence the problem of American foreign policy as Kennedy saw 
it—to use the maximum effort to find the “ Achilles heel” in the 
socialist camp. He understood this heel to be the relations between the 
socialist covmtries. We must, Kennedy insisted, “ drive new wedges 
into each new crack in the Iron Curtain. There is no point now in 
consolidating the Red Bloc with our talk of massive retaliation—now 
we must seek ways of dividing it .” 57

Kennedy was firmly convinced that a balance of power between the 
United States and the USSR was intolerable, that it was essential to 
achieve a decisive superiority over the Soviet Union. For the sake of 
speeding up the armaments race he was prepared to misinterpret 
everything: the first cosmic flight in history, of Yuri Gagarin on 
12 April 1961, and Soviet proposals for concluding a peace treaty with 
Germany and the settlement on this basis of the question of West 
Berlin. As an ultimate goal of American military buildup, unfolded 
beginning in 1961, was announced the achievement of the capability 
of carrying on “ two and a half wars” simultaneously. From the first 
months after the Democratic administration came to power, the 
United States military budget began to swell rapidly. A comparison 
with the Eisenhower period is instructive: during the 3,000 days of 
his presidency, the United States spent $315,000,000,000 for mili
tary purposes; over the 1,000 days of John Kennedy’s life in office 
as president—$167,000,000,000. Eisenhower spent approximately 
$40,000,000,000 annually; Kennedy raised the annual military ex
penditures to $60,000,000,000.

[hiring this period of Kennedy’s presidency, the United States 
increased the number of its nuclear warheads by 150 percent; tactical 
air power, disposed in Europe, grew by 60 percent; the number of 
army divisions increased by 45 percent; the number of transport planes 
and helicopters increased by 75 percent; the construction of warships 
increased 100 percent; and the number of units intended for carrying 
out special operations and antiguerilla warfare increased eightfold. If 
there were 2,484,000 men in the American armed forces in 1961, in 
1968, after the programs of military buildup laid down under 
Kennedy had been carried out completely, the United States had
3,547,000 men under arms. Summarizing what had been done during 
these years, Robert MacNamara observed philosophically in the Senate
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Armed Forces Committee: “ We are, in effect, attempting to antici
pate production and deployment decisions which our opponents, 
themselves, have not made.” 58

After “ flexible response” had been approved as a general strategy 
of NATO, the military expenses of the corresponding countries rose 
sharply. NATO members spent more than $1,300,000,000,000 for 
military purposes in 1949-68, $800,000,000,000 in 1960-68.

The rapid buildup of the military power of the United States 
without question gave rise to a chain reaction in Washington—the 
leading circles tried to get action, having tried to “ reverse the trend” 
not only in word but also in deed. The warlike “ hawks” were only 
looking for grounds. This the United States government discovered in 
October 1962 in the basin of the Caribbean Sea. In view of the 
constant threat of American intervention, the USSR and Cuba in the 
second half of 1962 reached an agreement on placing powerful means 
of defense in Cuba, including rockets and medium-range bombers.

As a result of this, Kennedy undertook some extremely warlike 
actions, openly threatening a thermonuclear war. Although extreme 
militarists in the United States supported the president’s course, and 
the generals and admirals even demanded immediate invasion of the 
island, Washington’s policy gave rise to general panic not only in the 
United States but also among America’s major allies. The actions of 
the Kennedy government brought the world close to a thermonuclear 
war. Common sense triumphed in the course of complex Soviet- 
American negotiations. The efforts of the USSR in the matter of 
ensuring international peace were crowned with success. The United 
States announced that it would not itself carry out an armed interven
tion against Cuba, and would not permit any country that was a 
member of the Organization of American States to do so. The Soviet 
Union removed from Cuba the rockets and bombers that had been 
placed there. The test of strength that Washington had attempted led 
to the guarantee of a peaceful life for the Cuban people.

The outcome of the crisis in the Caribbean embittered and hard
ened the extreme reactionaries in the United States, who pounced on 
Kennedy with attacks. The “ hawks” never could understand that the 
United States was not omnipotent. The heat of their passions aston
ished the president. Robert Kennedy, talking with his brother just 
after the settlement of the crisis and touching on the attitude of the 
extremists toward the actions of the president, observed: “ I just don’t
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think there was any choice, and not only that, if you hadn’t acted, you 
would have been impeached.” The president became thoughtful and 
agreed: ‘ ‘That’s what I think—I would have been impeached. ’ ’59 This 
dialogue testifies eloquently to the atmosphere that had grown up in 
the United States as a result of the anti-Communist and militarist 
campaign of many years. Professor Duane Lockard, a contemporary 
investigator of the question of presidential power, observed: ‘‘No 
small part of the problem is that mad ideas captivate both the public 
and the officials. At root is our quasi-imperialistic m entality.. . .  If 
there is widespread belief in the divine role of the United States as 
world policeman, if there is acceptance of playing the game of nuclear 
chicken, if anticommunism continues to be a matter of devout convic
tion then presidents will be dangerous in domestic and international 
affairs because they know where their support comes from.”60

The Cuban crisis probably opened Kennedy’s eyes to the fact that 
his options were sharply limited. In all probability he decided to 
unclench the vise, trying to awaken the country to a more realistic turn 
of thinking. In any case, he saw himself that to remain the helpless 
prisoner of reckless propaganda slogans was not only unwise, but also 
mortally dangerous for the United States, although during the first 
part of his period in power he himself had lent a hand in renewing 
them. Only after the hard shock in October 1962 did Kennedy begin 
to reflect seriously on the wisdom of realism in international affairs, 
first of all in relations with the Soviet Union. Kennedy’s famous 
speech at American University on 10 June 1963 reflected the presi
dent’s enlightenment. He proposed to reexamine the American posi
tion toward the Soviet Union. Peace ‘‘does not require that each man 
love his neighbor—it requires only that they live together in mutual 
tolerance.”61 The necessity of reconsideration, in the opinion of the 
speaker, was dictated by the fact that a war under the circumstances of 
the contemporary level of development of military technology grew 
senseless, and if it should break out, it would be directed in the first 
instance against the United States and the USSR.

Kennedy was, of course, not calling for putting an end to the 
foreign-policy course of the United States of that time, or giving up 
Washington’s goals in the international arena. He had something else 
in view—a reconsideration of the Calvinist approach of the United 
States to world problems, doing away with the tendency to regard 
everything in terms of black and white. The speech at American
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University was an attempt to assess the development of international 
relations in the world, which were no longer bipolar, when the tradi
tional place of diplomacy was being restored and new possibilities were 
opening up for carrying out “ balance of power” policy, especially 
taking into account the contradictions that had arisen in the socialist 
camp. As Kennedy observed, “ the tide of time and events will often 
bring surprising changes in the relations between nations.”62 In short, 
the president called for putting an end to subordinating practical 
politics to abstract ideological principles, formulated by thick-skulled 
reactionaries, for looking at things in a calmer light. Shortly after the 
speech at American University, Kennedy’s government proceeded on 
5 August to sign an agreement in Moscow on the ban of the testing of 
nuclear weapons in three realms: in the air, on the ground, and 
underwater.

Sacred Cows and Revisionism

The political realism that became apparent in the realm of American- 
Soviet relations toward the end of Kennedy’s presidency had no great 
practical consequences during the 1960s. The war in Vietnam cast a 
dense shadow on the interrelations between the United States and the 
USSR. A whole library of books already exists in the United States 
about this war. Its aftereffects are well known to America through 
the personal experience of Americans, and we can hardly open any 
new perspectives to them in this respect. The war has receded into the 
past, leaving a heavy burden of disillusionment and bitterness.

It is a question of something else—a modest attempt to understand 
its significance for the state of relations between the United States and 
the USSR. There can be no question but that the heat of passions that 
resulted from the participation of the United States in the military 
actions in Indochina arrested a timely evaluation in Washington of 
the processes taking place in the world. At the beginning of the 1960s, 
when Kennedy was still president, the armed power of the United 
States was used in Vietnam, proceeding on the basis of premises that 
were perhaps appropriate in the world of diplomacy, but which had 
already at that time lost their significance.

Political bipolarity fettered the thinking of those whom David 
Halberstam appropriately called “ the best and the brightest,” a circle 
of trusted advisers and leaders of American policy under Kennedy and
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Lyndon Johnson. Following a chimera (if you please, even the 
"domino theory"), they rushed toward the unattainable, not seeing 
that the old methods are inappropriate in the contemporary world. It 
was exactly the political figures who missed the mark, for "civilians 
[made] the decision of keeping the military out of the decision 
making. ’ ’63 The war in Vietnam revealed the usurpation by the execu
tive branch in the United States of the prerogatives of the Congress. 
“ In short,” observed Arthur Schlesinger, "warfare anywhere on earth 
could, if the President so judged, constitute an attack on the United 
States and thereby authorize him to wage ‘defensive’ war without 
congressional consent. Under this theory it was hard to see why any 
future President would ever see any legal need to go to Congress 
before leading the nation into war. ’>64

The predominance of the notion of the prevalence of a bipolar 
world, over which the presidential power stood guard, permitted of no 
other assessment of international relations; multipolarity remained the 
property mainly of theoreticians. The problem of explaining that the 
political palette has many more colors than black and white fell to a 
certain extent to the lot of the "revisionists" in American histori
ography.

Naturally, the theories and assessments of the “ revisionists" gave 
rise to great differences of opinion in the United States. Most of those 
who worked actively in the realm of American foreign policy at the 
beginning of the cold war usually have a negative reaction to it. 
Averell Harriman thinks that "People have tried to rewrite history, 
but it doesn’t matter.”65 Professor Adam Ulam has found that: 
“ Historical revisionism is thus one expression of that intellectual 
masochism which has colored the discussion of so many problems in 
American society. ’>66 Often people find that their arguments coincide 
with the Soviet point of view. Without question, this is correct—the 
“ revisionists," somewhat tardily, have agreed with Soviet historians 
regarding who bears the responsibility for the cold war and who is to 
blame that the reasonable possibilities in American-Soviet relations 
were not realized.

But with an essential difference—sharing the basic values of Amer
ican society, the “ revisionists” have tried to find the best means of 
securing them. For reasons different from those of the Soviet his
torians, they have spoken out in favor of something which on the 
whole approaches to some extent the Soviet concept of peaceful coex-
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istence. They have accepted the doctrine of the diversity of the world; 
of respect for the rights of others—of respect for individual rights, if 
you will; of the danger of searches for immediate and radical solutions 
to all of the international problems in our era. The leading Soviet 
historical journal Voprosy istorii (Problems of history) printed a 
lengthy review of the “ revisionists” in which it said (already in the 
period of Richard Nixon’s presidency):

In the realm of ideas, the “ revisionists” have only reflected the 
latest tendencies in Washington’s approach to international prob
lems, its transition from a position of “ bipolarity” to a system of 
“ balance of power. ’ ’ They, like scavengers in the world of nature, are 
completing the removal of the debris of old conceptions, discarded 
because of their uselessness for practical politics, from the deck of 
the American ship of state. . . .

The “ revisionists” are corroborating through historical argu
ments what political pratice has shown: Global strategy is dangerous 
for the United States under the present-day correlation of forces in 
the contemporary world. After an agonizing reappraisal of values, 
and interminable failures in the international arena, the United 
States has returned to the traditional “ balance of power” policy, 
which is, of course, being conducted on a different basis; for the 
scientific and technological revolution introduces grave amend
ments to international relations and forces a new assessment of the 
“ power factor,” the notion of “ national power” and other attri
butes that pertain to the theoretical basis of a foreign-policy course. 
On the whole, the ‘ ‘revisionists’ ’ have shown that the United States 
is only one among the nations of the world, although this was ob
vious before then.67

The conclusion reached by these historians in the theoretical sphere 
was that the United States must live within its means, must not 
nourish messianic projects. In this respect the Vietnam War was a grim 
lesson. Until this lesson had been mastered, it was difficult to expect 
any serious changes for the better in Washington in its approach to 
relations with the Soviet Union.
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In essence, the entire postwar period was permeated by the persistent 
striving of the United States to alter the balance of power in the world 
to its own advantage. Whole libraries of books have been written 
concerning the efforts of Washington in this direction, in which 
attempts are made to analyze the policy of the United States since 
1945 from different points of view and arriving at different con
clusions; but the general conclusion of the researchers raises no doubt 
and is well known—the cold war had not achieved the goals on which 
those who initiated it in the West had been counting. At the same 
time there had become apparent a circumstance that was regrettable 
for the proponents of the policy of operating from a “ position of 
strength” : the destructive power of present strategic armaments had 
reached such dimensions that it had become impossible to translate 
force into rational policy. Moreover, the unrestrained arms race had 
turned out in the end to have serious consequences for the United 
States itself, having given rise to certain economic and financial diffi
culties and having created a number of acute problems in its domestic 
policy.

The problems of nuclear war have been discussed for many years in 
the United States. A multitude of books have been written concerning 
its strategic aspects. Efforts have been made to ‘ ‘conceive of the incon
ceivable,” to introduce some sort of “ rules of the game” in the event 
of an armed conflict, for example the strategy of “ counterforce” that 
was developed by Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara. Gradually, 
however, it has become clear (it is noteworthy that this had taken place 
on the level of speculation, rather than on the practical level) that for 
America to conduct a thermonuclear war on the level of a global



250 Chapter Sevan

conflict is simply impossible. No matter what refined conceptions in 
this connection have been worked out, they have all proved to be 
delusions, attempts to take the wish for the reality. The arms race 
alone has proved to be a colossal monument to empty-headed 
thinking. As the British journalist, Robert Hargreaves, well-versed in 
United States policy, has observed: “ Somehow, the nuclear strategies 
that had seemed so rational in the early days of the Kennedy admin
istration later led to the most dangerous arms race in the history of 
mankind. The attempts to achieve a graduated response to the threat 
of communism that at first had looked so liberal led directly to the 
bottomless swamp of Vietnam.” 1 Apart from the trite talk about how 
America was ostensibly “ defending itself’ many thousands of kilo
meters from its shores, for the most pan the Englishman is right— 
military thinking in the political sphere is fruitless.

In the jungles of the tragic Vietnam War pride resulted in a rift in 
the doctrine of “ flexible reaction” —the doctrine of a “ limited war.” 
This showed once more that in our time there is no prospect for 
settling disputes by force. Life itself has forced us to recognize the 
necessity not of working out the “ rules of the game” for an armed 
conflict, whether eventual or actual, but of turning our attention to 
working out such rules within the framework of the policy of coex
istence between the United States and the Soviet Union. It was not the

*

subjective intentions of one statesman or another that prompted the 
change in American-Soviet relations but objective reality.

This is a difficult process, including a struggle against vestiges of the 
cold war in many areas. It is especially complex and distressing for the 
United States where for decades theories that had little likelihood of 
promoting the relaxation of international tension have been widely 
prevalent. Even in 1967 the thoughtful researcher Robert Osgood, in 
his preface to George Liska’s book, Im pend  America, found it pos
sible to write: ‘ ‘The United States is now clearly the most powerful 
state in the world by any criterion; it is the only global power.

There is nothing surprising in the fact that in 1973 the no-less- 
thoughtful French researcher Raymond Aron cited the words of 
Osgood when he wrote: “ The last sentence, typical of what was being 
said in the years following the second Cuban crisis, has manifestly 
ceased to be true if it was true at the time of writing. ’ ’2 Whatever date 
one may set as the date of the achievement of strategic balance
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between the United States and the USSR, whether according to the 
American joint chiefs of staff or according to Aron, there is no doubt 
that this balance does exist. It is in the light of this balance that not 
only the political relations between our two countries but also scholarly 
thinking in the United States in the realm of international relations 
are taking place. The achievements of American historians, firmly 
based on realistic grounds, are inevitably helping to destroy the 
mirages that had arisen as a result of blind faith in the omnipotence 
of America.

During the last decades tenacious searches have begun in the United 
States for a new approach to relations with the Soviet Union, inasmuch 
as the postulates that lay at the basis of the cold war had not only 
proved unsuitable but were in the process of coming to be positively 
dangerous for America itself. The “ realist” school, which has assumed 
a leading position in the United States, has contributed to this. It was 
precisely at this time that Henry Kissinger achieved attention as a 
scholar exactly by insisting that the realities of the present day be 
recognized.

Today much is being written concerning Kissinger, both as to theory 
and as to practice; many are trying to ascertain and throw light on his 
inner world. Henry Brandon, the veteran journalist representing the 
London Times in the United States, found that:

It is not impossible that in the recess of his mind Kissinger occa
sionally compared his own situation to that of the Iron Chancellor 
Bismarck, who, at least after 1871, applied his mastery of the bal- 
ance-of-power game to protect a vulnerable Prussia against any hos
tile coalition. The feat of developing good relations with China and 
the Soviet Union at the same time was alone one that would have 
been quite a challenge to Bismarck or Metternich; Kissinger suc
ceeded because he knew how to restrain the contending forces by ma
nipulating their antagonisms and how to exploit their aspirations.3

One is free to think this way, making final conclusions with respect 
to processes still in progress. Analogies of this sort are rather dubious. 
It is well known that after 1871 Prussia was not “ defending” herself at 
all, but rather was measuring the first miles along the road toward the 
First World War. In this case, however, it is not a question of history; 
we are interested in the present.
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It would appear undeniable that, regardless of the motives, between 
the sixties and seventies there arose in Washington elements of polit
ical realism in the approach to relations with the Soviet Union.

Naturally the establishment of new principles takes its course by way 
of acrimonious struggle against those who cling to bygone concep
tions. A typical example of people of this type was the retired diplo
mat Charles Bohlen, who in 1973 published memoirs in which he 
attempted to summarize his forty years of work in the field of Soviet- 
American relations. These memoirs are permeated with deep pes
simism concerning the possibility of improving these relations. And 
his discourse on this subject is presented in the guise of an ‘ ‘objective’ ’ 
approach. Bohlen declares: “ No diplomat in his right mind who has 
been through nearly four decades of dealings with the Soviet Union 
would attempt to predict, with any degree of precision, the future of 
American-Soviet relations.” And in the same breath he does that 
against which he himself cautions. The essence of his “ predictions” 
comes down to the following: “ I see little the United States can do 
except to continue along the lines of the policy that has been generally 
followed since World War II. This involves, above all, keeping our 
defenses sufficiently strong to deter the Soviet Union from any possi
bility of yielding to the temptation of a first strike against the United 
States. I do not believe we can look forward to a tranquil world so long 
as the Soviet Union operates in its present form.”4

One can state with satisfaction that his reasoning lies far afield from 
what began to be established in American foreign policy at the dawn 
of the 1970s. In April 1973, in presenting to the Congress the report of 
the State Department for 1972, Secretary of State William Rogers 
pointed out in his introductory remarks: “ 1972 was thus a year of 
achievement in our efforts to turn away from the rigidity of confronta
tion and the tensions of the cold war.” In evaluating the state of 
American-Soviet relations he wrote: “ Of the many significant de
velopments taking place in U.S.-Soviet relations, negotiations this 
year on a permanent and comprehensive strategic offensive arms 
agreement will be the single most important. A successful conclusion 
of those negotiations will also be of importance to Europe as a whole, 
further stabilizing strategic relations under which Europe derives its 
basic protection.”5 The report stressed that as a result of the Nixon



2S3 Conclusion

visit to Moscow in 1972, Soviet-American relations became better 
than in any time since the Second World War.

Underlying these relations is the realistic realization by the United 
States of the present-day alignment of forces in the international arena 
which is finally becoming a pan of the political reality. It is precisely 
from this position that some responsible American statesmen have 
been taking their point of departure, and this has been true already for 
a relatively long time. Thus, as early as May 1961, John Kennedy 
admitted in Vienna that there existed an equilibrium of power be
tween the USSR and the United States.

The novelty in the approach to the pressing political problems by 
the Nixon administration consisted not only in the fact that new 
phenomena were being manifested in the international situation, but 
also in the fact that the United States began to draw practical con
clusions for its policy from long-familiar facts. There was a certain 
departure from the earlier unrealistic Washington line, a continuation 
of which boded sharp escalation of the difficulties that the country was 
experiencing.

The people who had grown up during the years of the cold war were 
taken aback by many aspects of the Nixon-Ford administrations’ 
policy, which was, however, called forth by objective factors. In 
attacking this policy, they focused on whatever was most striking, 
among other things the new system of arriving at decisions at the 
summit level.

On the whole, of course, the relapses represented by these opinions 
are the unavoidable price of the struggle between the new and the old. 
Certainly no one can be surprised that AFL-CIO president George 
Meany adheres to the old views. At the end of February 1975 Time 
magazine attempted to ascertain his opinion concerning Soviet- 
American relations. His replies were not unexpected; at Bal Harbour 
when asked whether he had confidence in Secretary of State Kis
singer, Meany quickly replied: “ Oh my God, no.” Then he added: 
“ I think his policy [the pursuit of detente] has got to lead us to 
an eventual disaster. His policy is a give-away policy. It’s not a 
relationship between two sovereign nations. . . .  I say this is a policy of 
appeasement, just plain, ordinary appeasement.”6 Meany’s deep 
suspicion of the Soviet Union and its policies has not changed over the
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years. This is all to be regretted, although such intellectual aberration, 
the unwillingness to take new facts into account, is what one would 
expect from people of this type.

So far as Soviet researchers are concerned, in their evaluation of the 
progress taking place in American policy toward the Soviet Union the 
main thing to state is that a process of detente is taking place. This has 
been reflected in the consistently peaceful course of the foreign policy 
of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries. The program for 
peace adopted at the Twenty-fourth Congress of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union is being realized before our very eyes. The April 
1973 plenary session of the party’s central committee set before Soviet 
foreign policy the task of making irreversible the positive changes 
taking place in the world arena.

The approach of the Soviet Union to its relations with the United 
States has not been dictated by circumstantial considerations—it 
reflects the Leninist line directed toward the peaceful coexistence of 
nations with opposite social systems. This line is being carried out 
consistently and unswervingly by the Soviet government. In a speech 
at the International Conference of Communist and Labor Parties 
in 1969 General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union Leonid Brezhnev emphasized that 
peaceful coexistence is an important principle of peaceful socialist 
foreign policy: “ In this we make no exception for a single capitalist 
government, including the USA.” 7 In Brezhnev’s report to the 
Twenty-fourth Congress, it was pointed out: “ We proceed from the 
assumption that it is possible to improve relations between the USSR 
and the USA. Our principled line with respect to the capitalist coun
tries, including the USA, is consistently and fully to practice the 
principles of peaceful coexistence, to develop mutually advantageous 
ties, and to cooperate, with states prepared to do so, in strengthening 
peace, making our relations with them as stable as possible.” 8

An important stage in the normalization of Soviet-American re
lations was the summit conference in Moscow in May 1972, while 
Brezhnev’s visit to the United States served to continue and consolidate 
the change toward normalization that has been indicated. During this 
period more than twenty agreements were concluded between the 
USSR and the United States implementing the program for peace and 
affirming the principles of peaceful coexistence in the relations be-
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tween our countries. Among these agreements the most important 
documents are the Basic Principles of Mutual Relations between the 
USSR and the United States; the Agreement on the Prevention of 
Nuclear War; the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems; the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to 
the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms; the Basic Principles of 
Future Negotiations in this Area; and others. The mutual advantages 
of cooperation between the USSR and the United States in the sphere 
of economics and trade have been noted. In 1972-74 the volume of 
trade reached $2,400,000,000, which was 4.8 times the volume during 
the preceding three-year period. Technical, scientific, and cultural 
cooperation has been expanded.

There is no question that these changes are positive, and they have 
proved possible because they have objective, firm facts as their basis. 
The Soviet Union maintains the point of view that the improvement 
in Soviet-American relations will inevitably lead to an improvement in 
conditions in the world in general. The notion o f 4 ‘two superpowers’ ’ 
is alien to Soviet foreign policy in principle; our diplomacy works in 
the interests of universal peace and international security.

Regardless of the motives that guide one or another of the American 
leaders who have come out in favor of normalizing relations with the 
USSR, it is the fact of that normalization that is essential. From this 
standpoint the development of American-Soviet relations cannot help 
but lead to a further reinforcement of the elements of realism and a 
sensible approach to international affairs on the part of the United 
States. This opens better prospects not only for the USSR and the 
United States, but for the entire world as well.

The significance of Soviet-American relations for improving the 
international situation is emphasized in the resolution of the Political 
Bureau of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, and 
the Soviet of Ministers of the USSR concerning the results of Brezh
nev’s visit to the United States. The resolution reads:

If during the postwar decades the tension on Soviet-American rela
tions had an adverse effect on the entire world situation, now, 
on the contrary, the improvement in Soviet-American relations; 
the fact that both sides have taken on themselves the responsibility
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of refraining from the threat or the use of force against each other, 
against each other’s allies, and against other countries; the clearly 
formulated will on the part of each to respect the rights and interests 
of all nations are an important element in the radical improvement 
in the world situation, and open great possibilities for constructive 
cooperation between all other lands.9

However, certain obstacles still lie in the path of improvement in 
the relations between our two countries. One of these is the deplorable 
tendency, today associated with the name of Senator Henry Jackson, of 
making the development of international relations dependent on his 
personal views and the personal views of some others toward the 
situation within the USSR.

In December 1974 a new law concerning trade and national credit 
for export went into effect in the United States. The granting to the 
Soviet Union of most-favored-nation status and of export credit was 
made dependent on conditions which had no relation to trade and 
economic activity. This contradicted the general practice in world 
trade. Therefore in an official Soviet statement on 19 December 1974, 
it was rejected. The Soviet government qualified “ as unacceptable any 
attempts from whoever they may come, to interfere in internal affairs 
that are entirely the concern of the Soviet state and no one else. ’ ’ This 
pronouncement should not have come as a surprise to anybody who 
had even an elementary knowledge of the basic principles of Soviet 
foreign policy.

It is noteworthy to quote here a letter from Foreign Minister Andrei 
Gromyko to Henry Kissinger, dated 26 October 1974, and published 
in Soviet newspapers on 19 December, together with the above- 
mentioned Tass statement. This letter, practically unnoticed by the 
American press, well in advance to the signing of the trade bill, 
warned in most forceful words both Jacksonites and those practicing 
so-called quiet diplomacy that all their plans to exert pressure on the 
Soviet Union were absolutely groundless. The Gromyko message said:

Dear Mr. Secretary of State,
I believe it necessary to draw your attention to the question 

concerning the publication in the United States of materials of 
which you are aware and which touch upon the emigration from the 
Soviet Union of a certain category of Soviet citizens.

I must say straightforwardly that the above-mentioned materials,
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including the correspondence between you and Senator Jackson, 
create a distorted picture of our position, as well as of what we told 
the American side on that matter.

When clarifying the actual state of affairs in response to your 
request we underlined that the question as such is entirely within the 
internal competence of our state. We warned at that time that in 
this matter we had acted and shall act in strict conformity with our 
present legislation on that score. . . .

We believe it important that in this matter, considering its 
principal significance, no ambiguities should remain as regards the 
position of the Soviet Union.

A little later, Minister of Foreign Trade N. Patolichev also warned:

These actions by the American Congress went contrary to the basic 
principle of detente—noninterference in the internal affairs of 
nations and, moreover, they ran contrary to the positions of trade 
agreement signed which provides for unconditional granting of 
most-favored-nation treatment. It is quite natural that the Soviet 
Union could not agree to conduct its trade and economic affairs 
with the United States on the basis of the legislation in question and 
did not find it possible to put the trade agreement into force. The 
adoption of the legislation in question was a step backward in 
Soviet-American relations.10

Needless to say, such an approach is a revival of anti-Communist 
prejudices in their most acute form. It can lead to no good. The 
provocative activities of Zionist circles also were noted in the Soviet 
Union. In the final analysis, regardless of the propagandists divi
dends the enemies of detente might reap from all of this, the kind of 
activity that has been described has an adverse effect in the first 
instance on the United States itself.

The USSR and the United States are nations with opposite so
cioeconomic systems. It is not a question of concentrating on the 
differences—we, the Soviet people, could say many things about con
ditions in the United States—but rather a question of learning to live 

*in peace on one planet the dimensions of which are being steadily and 
rapidly reduced by scientific and technical progress. If we were to take 
the position of Senator Jackson and Co., we would never make our way 
out of the maelstrom of accusations and counteraccusations. The value 
of detente, as the USSR understands it, lies in both nations adhering 
strictly to the principle of noninterference in each other’s affairs.
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The head of the delegation of the Supreme Soviet, B. N. Pono
marev, during his stay in the United States, in an appearance before 
the American Senate on 21 May 1974, announced: ' ‘The USSR and the 
USA carry a tremendous burden of responsibility, both before their 
own peoples and before all of mankind. We understand this respon
sibility to be not the right of world leadership, or world hegemony, 
but a responsibility to work honestly and persistently toward the 
prevention of wars, toward a restructuring of the system of inter
national relations on democratic and just foundations, on the begin
nings of equality of all nations and peoples, their freedom and 
independence, and noninterference in their internal affairs.”

From 27 June to 3 July 1974 there took place the third Soviet- 
American summit meeting. During this meeting the participants in 
the talks came to the conclusion, as the Political Bureau of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the Presi
dium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, and the Soviet of Ministers 
of the USSR emphasized, “ of the necessity of firmly sustaining and 
bringing to realization the main position noted in the documents 
signed in 1972-73.”

At the third summit meeting agreement was reached on a series of 
essential questions, among them questions on the further limitation of 
the antimissile systems of both countries, on the agreed-on limitation 
of underground testing of nuclear arms, on renewed efforts to limit 
strategic offensive armaments, and so on.

The meeting between Brezhnev and President Gerald Ford in 
Vladivostok led to a deepening of the mutual understanding between 
the USSR and the United States in the sphere of disarmament. The 
practice of meeting at the summit had fully justified itself and was 
proving productive.

A very important step toward improving the whole atmosphere of 
international relations was made in August 1975, when the leaders of 
the thirty-three European nations and those of the United States and 
Canada convened in Helsinki after ten years of the political prepara
tions and two years of the immediate preparations. Here the final act 
of the European conference on security and cooperation was signed. 
The participants of the conference have reaffirmed the inviolability of 
the existing European frontiers. Basic principles and foundations have 
been worked out for governing international relations conforming 
fully with the requirements of peaceful coexistence.
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In many ways, the results of the conference are projected into 
the future. Perspectives for peaceful cooperation have been outlined in 
a large number of fields—economy, science, technology, culture, 
information, and development of direct personal contact between 
people.

It is clear that the climate of international relations depends on the 
degree of Soviet-American understanding and cooperation. The Soviet 
Union has demonstrated its readiness to continue to improve and 
develop our mutual relations. “There are good prospects for our 
relations in the future as well,” said Brezhnev in his report to the 
Twenty-fifth Congress of the Soviet Communist Party in February 
1976, “ to the extent to which they continue to develop on this jointly 
created realistic basis when, given the obvious difference between the 
class nature of the two states and between their ideologies, there is a 
firm intention to settle differences and disputes not by force, not by 
threats or sabre rattling, but by peaceful political means.“ 11

The essentially positive development of Soviet-American relations, 
however, has been complicated by a number of serious factors in 
recent years. Influential forces in the United States that have no 
interest either in improving relations with the USSR or international 
detente as a whole, have been trying to impair it. It has become typical 
for some politicians to depict the policy of reducing tension in the 
Soviet-American relations as a “ one-way street,” as something 
playing into the hands of Moscow. As Brezhnev commented in his 
interview on French television in October 1976, Russians are, of 
course, very pleased that everything positive in international relations 
is considered in the interests of our country, but he added that detente 
is necessary for all countries participating in normal international 
communication. In other words, detente is a two-way and many-way 
street!

The mutual benefits of the Soviet-American detente were stressed 
by many Americans as well. The elder statesman, W. Averell Harri- 
man, whose standing in the Soviet Union has always been very high, 
says: ‘ T decry those who contend that any relaxation of tensions must 
inevitably benefit the Russians, to our disadvantage. It seems to me we 
have no choice. In this nuclear age, war is unthinkable. Our interest is 
bound to be served by relieving tensions as much as we can, by 
working for what I have called ‘competitive coexistence.’ I for one do 
not fear the competition.” 12
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In the presidential campaign of 1976 the candidates of both major 
parties chose to be ambiguous on the Soviet-American relations. As a 
whole, both have recognized the positive values of detente, but at the 
same time deviating to a “ strong course,” “ position of strength,” 
and other antidetente vocabulary. Maybe politics required that, but 
the public opinion of the USSR could not leave unnoticed those 
pronouncements which went beyond accepted commonsense norms in 
international relations.

Here are just two examples of how Soviet public opinion reacted to 
some of the distortions of the USSR position and policies made by 
the candidates to the presidency and by Secretary of State Henry 
Kissinger.

GENTLEMEN CANDIDATES, DO NOT OVERSTEP THE BOUNDS 
OF THE PERMISSIBLE

Now in the United States of America, as is well known, an election 
struggle is going on between the candidates of the Republican and 
Democratic parties for the post of president, between the current 
president G. Ford and J. Carter. Both candidates are using every 
possible method to show the electors the correctness of their views 
and political platforms in individual appearances and together on 
television before huge audiences.

At those times when they dispute problems of the internal life of 
their own country—that, of course, is of concern only to Americans. 
However, when the talk is about foreign policy and on issues 
concerning other states and peoples, in those instances it is impermis
sible for the candidates for the presidency to say and do whatever 
comes into their heads. This is no longer a question of the domestic 
competency of the USA.

Observing the changing fortunes of the electoral campaign in the 
United States, regrettably one concludes that both candidates have 
overstepped that limit. And they keep insisting on overstepping it. 
For example, can the Soviet people evaluate in any way other than 
as an extremely unfriendly act the reception in the White House of a 
diverse rabble of various sorts of emigres—fugitives from the Baltic 
and other republics of the Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, and Yugoslavia. In his address before these renegades the 
candidate of the Republicans, to gain their praise, uttered many 
slanderous remarks that have nothing in common with a serious 
statesmanlike approach to international affairs. Later on J. Carter 
uttered statements of a similar nature.
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Even if one discounts for the typical methods of bourgeois coun
tries in the pursuit for the votes of electors, such methods of the 
candidates are absolutely impermissible and evoke the understand
able indignation of the Soviet peoples.

One would like to be assured that in the United States each right- 
minded person who strives for relaxation of international tensions 
and peace, for the development of relations with the Soviet Union 
on the basis of equality and mutual respect, for which the Soviet state 
unfailingly stands, would positively condemn such impermissible 
methods.

Pravda, 15 October 1976

THIS IS SEWN W ITH W HITE THREAD, GENTLEMEN !

Recently the American secretary of state, in an interview that was 
broadcast on radio and television, made some pronouncements 
which would deserve no special attention were it not for the official 
position of their author. According to the broadcast communica
tions, Henry Kissinger said that “ if China is subjected to a massive 
attack, then exceptionally unfavorable conditions would be created 
for the security of the entire world.” He added also that “ an 
attempt to violate the world’s equilibrium by a massive attack on 
China would not find the United States indifferent.”

The Soviet Union was not named in these remarks. However, the 
entire chorus of voices inimical to our country now catching up this 
theme, and even the secretary of state himself, leave no doubt that 
they are speaking about some threat supposedly issuing from the 
USSR.

One has to ask himself: Why are such statements being made? 
On this the American press is unanimous: they are uttered to make 
a favorable impression in Peking. It would be impossible to show 
more graphically a concealed desire to witness bad relations between 
the Soviet Union and China, or even better, extremely strained 
relations with all the consequences that would stem from that.

But there are no longer in the world so many fools who will bite 
this bait. Nevertheless, the calculation is clearly as follows: What if 
in Peking, where these statements are primarily addressed, everyone 
listens to them and a feeling of resentment remains? It is not 
without reason that the American secretary of state has done this 
kind of thing before. Just recently he calculatingly tossed out the 
same clumsy fabrication directed at the same ears.

It is just as though, because it is now the political season in the
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United States, anything, regardless of what it might be, so long as it 
creates enmity in the relations with the USSR, is considered 
admissible.

The entire world knows that the Soviet Union has not threatened 
anyone and is not threatening anyone. It has not contemplated and 
is not contemplating any action against China. Those in Washing
ton know this better than anyone else. The Soviet state consistently 
is putting into practice the Leninist policy of peace and mutual 
collaboration among all countries and peoples. This was once again 
expressed with all possible clarity and emphasis in the just-pub
lished speech of the General Secretary of the Central Committee of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union L. I. Brezhnev at the 
plenum of the party’s central committee. The position of the Soviet 
Union in relation to China was expounded in this speech absolutely 
clearly and definitely.

The United States secretary of state’s revelations are clearly and 
purely motivated by domestic political considerations. This entire 
dish, cooked up in the Washington political kitchen, is seasoned 
with a solid portion of preelection sauce. Apparently, by such 
devices they hope to score a point, half a point, a quarter-point in 
the presidential election race. But it is doubtful that this will serve 
as useful bait for catching votes on the day when the American 
voter goes to the polls to cast his ballot for the candidate whom he 
desires to see as president of .the country.

To those who resort to political falsification in Washington, one 
can tell the saying well known to the Russian people: “ This is sewn 
with white thread.

Pravda, 27 October 1976

But we hold to an optimistic view of our relations with the United 
States. There are powerful objective factors operating in favor of 
having mutual understanding of the two countries broadened and 
deepened. It is not by chance that, all the antidetente rhetoric 
notwithstanding, no major American party nominated in 1976 a 
candidate who would go away from what had already been achieved 
along the way of reducing tension in the Soviet-American relations. 
Henry Jackson and Ronald Reagan are just the two major casualties 
among the cold war crusaders who proved to be unhappy warriors. 
There is no substitute for the objective necessity to markedly improve 
the Soviet-American relations and put them on a stable, constructive, 
and cooperative basis.
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We hope that this is a consensus of public opinion of the United 
States as reflected during the last elections. As for the Soviet people, 
our position was once again expressed by Brezhnev on a plenary 
meeting of the party’s central committee on 25 October 1976: “ In any 
case, this must be absolutely clear—our course on broad development 
of the relations with the United States, on reducing the threat of a new 
world war, is unchanged.’’13 

And if as we stand on the threshold of what will probably be a 
better future, we have looked back on the past, it is for the basic 
reason that history teaches us at least what we must not do, what we 
must avoid. We must avoid an arms race, first of all, and instead of 
accusations and counteraccusations learn more positive language. May 
the possibilities which in the recent past have been lost in the wind not 
be permitted to slip by during our time.
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We finished this book in 1976. In June 1978 the publisher asked us to 
make final corrections before the manuscript went to press. Having 
reread the Conclusion, we changed nothing. The hopes for better 
Soviet-American relations that we cherished two years ago we cherish 
now, even though some may think that the wheel has come full circle. 
We simply do not believe it. It is impossible to destroy the heritage of 
the early 1970s in United States-Soviet relations.

But it seems proper to comment upon these developments. We as 
professional historians deplore the recent impact of anticommunist 
ideology upon US policy and the use of so-called dissidents by 
some American politicians. Wç Soviet people are constandy told by 
various means—for example, by various radio “ Voices” —that “ dissi
dents” represent true aspirations of our country! We witness ever new 
“ operations” by the Western mass media—“ Solzhenitsyn,” “ the 
issue of human rights,” etc. We are constantly taught to try to see a 
certain beacon of freedom that is to light the way for the whole world, 
especially for us, allegedly steeped in vice and delusions. One needs, 
indeed, a strong sense of humor to tolerate this massive campaign.

The greatest pandit, we are told, of course is Alexander Solzhen
itsyn. In late 1976, the Novosti Press Agency Publishing House pub
lished an essay by Nikolai Yakovlev, Living in Lie. It should be quoted 
at some length because this essay has direct bearing on the problems of 
our book. Having analyzed Solzhenitsyn’s major works, I, Professor 
Yakovlev, concluded:

Solzhenitsyn called upon the capitalist world to assume Cato’s 
position—the Soviet Union must be demolished, and since détente 
contradicts this formula, it must be declared anathema. He flatly
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declared that ever since the October Revolution the West, and 
particularly the United States, had been committing a series of 
“ errors” in regard to the Soviet Union, i.e., tolerated its existence 
instead of crushing it with the force of arms. This refrain sounds in 
the Archipelago, in “ The Calf Butting the Oak,” and in all the 
speeches that Solzhenitsyn has been delivering in the West. The 
basic thesis of Solzhenitsyn was expressed in concise form during a 
banquet arranged in his honor by the AFL-CIO leader, George 
Meany, in Washington’s Hilton Hotel on 30 June 1975. “ The 
failure to support the czar, the recognition of the USSR in 1933, the 
collaboration with the Soviet Union during the war, ’ ’ Solzhenitsyn 
declared, “ . . . were immoral compromises” with communism.

He thought nothing of besmirching the memories of Winston 
Churchill and Franklin Roosevelt, reviling them for their collabora
tion with the Soviet Union during the war, despite the fact that this 
action was solidly based on the national interests of Britain and the 
USA. According to Solzhenitsyn, the two great statesmen were 
guilty of “ shockingly obvious nearsightedness and even stupidity” 
in dealing with the Soviet Union, particularly America after it “ had 
in her hands the atom bomb.” 1 In his reminiscences about the 
latter part of the 1940s Solzhenitsyn remembers how he and his 
friends “ laughed at Churchill and Roosevelt.”2

. . .  Solzhenitsyn works like a hysterical beaver producing masses 
of salable copy with the single hope of promoting the fastest and 
sharpest confrontation between the Soviet Union and the West 
(including, if necessary, a thermonuclear war). Oh God, he moans, 
surveying the past, how much you have missed! Why did you 
conduct yourself so stupidly during the last war!

Nor does he spare his criticism in speaking about Hitler’s Ger
many. In the third volume of the Archipelago this theme, men
tioned in his previous writings, reaches a violent crescendo. “ If only 
the invaders had not been so hopelessly crude and arrogant,” he 
wails, ” . . .  we would not have been forced to mark the twenty- 
fifth anniversary of Russian communism.” 3 In other words, the 
Germans would have defeated the USSR by 1942. The scoundrel 
does not mention the obvious: had not the Red Army held the 
front in that glorious and tragic year, there would have been no one 
around today to read his libels. Under fascism all literate humanity 
would have gone up through crematorium chimneys, with the 
exception of the “ master race,” and Solzhenitsyn himself at best 
would have been reduced to the status of an obscure “ Volks
deutsche.”
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“ And the West, the West!” Solzhenitsyn moans. Why “ did not 
the Western allies enter the war for freedom in general, but only for 
their own Western freedom, only against the Nazis? Would it not 
have been more natural for us [meaning Solzhenitsyn, no doubt— 
Author] to believe that our allies were faithful to the principle of 
freedom—and would not abandon us?” In his paranoiac delirium, 
mixing up everything, he babbles on: “ In 1941 the population of 
the USSR naturally considered that the advent of a foreign army 
meant the overthrow of the communist regime, there was just no 
other meaning in such an advent. They awaited a political pro
gram—a liberation from Bolshevism.”4 Solzhenitsyn’s meaning is 
crystal clear—you, the Western democracies, should have joined 
the Nazis in a united action against the USSR—to Mr. Solzhen
itsyn’s pleasure.5

Here we come to the last point—“ freedom,” the meaning of 
“ human rights,” all that is now being hotly debated in the West; and 
we, the Russians, are invited to draw salutary lessons from torrents of 
words. Recent celebrations of the United States bicentennial helped us 
all to realize the precise meaning of this high-sounding discussion. We 
never concealed the fact that our countries represent opposite socio
economic systems. The major difference is private property. As Pro
fessor Jack P. Green reminded distinguished listeners in a lecture 
delivered at Oxford University;

Equality of opportunity thus meant to the Revolutionary genera
tion the preservation of the individual’s equal right to acquire as 
much as he could, to achieve the best life possible within the limits 
of his ability, means, and circumstances. Every man was to have an 
equal opportunity to become more unequal.

.. Although the Revolution generated a widespread examina
tion of the social ramifications of the general concept of equality 
and even converted a few to the ideal of equality as social level
ing—an ideal that has often resurfaced in American political life 
during times of economic and social distress over the past two cen
turies—the commitment to equality of opportunity and the admira
tion . . .  for those people who had successfully taken advantage of 
that opportunity perforce meant that equality could not be widely 
regarded in America as implying “ the equalization of property, or 
the invasion of personal rights of possession.”6

Thus emerged the American political tradition that Richard Hof- 
stadter, more fully than any other historian, has propounded in his
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history of the United States from colonial days down to the end of the 
Franklin D. Roosevelt administration. He emphasized the theory of 
“ accord” : “ However at odds on specific issues, the major political 
traditions have shared a belief in the rights of property, the philosophy 
of economic individualism, the value of competition; they have accep
ted the economic virtues of capitalist culture as necessary qualities of 
man.” 7 The right to get rich at the expense of others occupies a 
prominent place in this philosophy of “ human rights.” Needless to 
say, this philosophy is alien to the values of the socialist society, where 
an end was put, once and for all, to exploitation of man by man.

We highly respect the American Revolution and the men who led 
it; for their time it was a mighty step forward, especially in comparison 
with eighteenth-century Europe. And we remember our Revolution of 
1917. At that moment the Russians chose their way. They knew that 
there were other ways of organizing society.

Samuel N. Harper, a leading authority on Russia, a special adviser 
to the American ambassador to the Provisional Government, tried in 
1917 to explain the significance of the American Revolution to a group 
of revolutionary soldiers in Russia in these words:

I found the illustrated supplement of a leading Petrograd news
paper devoted to America and her entry into the war. The frontis
piece was a portrait of George Washington: and, thinking to use 
this as an entering wedge, I approached a group of Russian soldiers 
. . .  to begin the conversation by calling attention to the fact 
that Washington was the father of the American Revolution and I 
was distinctly embarrassed when one of the soldiers remarked: 
“ Prosperous looking gentleman.” The conversation never got off 
the ground.8

Our state was established by the Great October Socialist Revolution, 
defended in the Civil War and World War II. We fought for the 
principles embodied in the Soviet Constitution of 1977:

All power in the USSR belongs to the people (Article 2).
The foundation of the economic system of the USSR is socialist 

ownership of the means of production. . . .  No one has the right to 
use socialist property for personal gain or other selfish ends (Ar
ticle 10).

Earned income forms the basis of the personal property of Soviet 
citizens. . . .  Property owned or used by citizens shall not serve as a 
means of deriving unearned income (Article 13).
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The source of the growth of social wealth and of the well-being of 
the people, and of each individual, is the labor, free from exploita
tion, of Soviet people (Article 14).

As for the basic rights and freedoms of the citizens of the USSR:

Citizens of the USSR enjoy in full the social, economic, political, 
and personal rights and freedoms proclaimed and guaranteed by 
the constitution of the USSR and by Soviet laws.

They have the right to work; to rest and leisure; to health protection; 
to housing; to enjoy cultural benefits; are guaranteed freedom of 
scientific, technical, and artistic work (Articles 40-48).

. . .  Citizens of the USSR are guaranteed freedom of speech, of 
the press, and of assembly meeting, street processions, and demon
strations (Article 50).

Citizens of the USSR are guaranteed inviolability of the person. 
No one may be arrested except by a court decision or on the warrant 
of a prosecutor (Article 54).

Citizens of the USSR are guaranteed inviolability of the home. 
No one may without lawful grounds enter a home against the will 
of those residing in it (Article 55).

The privacy of citizens and of their correspondence, telephone 
conversations, and telegraphic communications is protected by law 
(Anide 56).

Such are major features of the new Soviet Constitution. One can 
easily see the difference between our two systems.

The United States and the Soviet Union embody two opposite social 
systems in the world: capitalism and socialism. The advocates of each 
of the the two contending systems are convinced their own social and 
economic system best serves the cause of all mankind. This dispute 
began a little more than sixty years ago and may be resolved only if it 
continues within definite limits, in peace and with respect for each 
other’s legitimate interests. Clearly, each country sets great store by its 
achievement and can say a great deal about the other’s shortcomings 
and failures. But it is essential that they should prove their point by 
material progress; it will take a long time until the world can see which 
side is right.

We have gained enough experience to see that we have a great deal 
to learn from each other. Crass individualism, which was once praised 
unquestioningly in the United States, has now given way to a more
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enlightened view of the role which the state has to play in social and 
economic spheres. It would be enough to recall the heated debate on 
the New Deal to see that the American legislators could not turn their 
eyes from the Soviet social achievements. No one in America is likely 
to deny the fact that it was the first Soviet sputnik that jogged into 
alertness the lethargic American officials responsible for education and 
science. These officials naturally saw it as a challenge only in the 
military field and stepped up armaments. However, the outcome was 
a substantial improvement and expansion of the educational system in 
America. Much impetus also came for science. In other words, social
ism can set an example.

To take the human rights problem seriously, and lest there be 
misunderstanding in this respect, we should say very frankly that the 
Soviet people share a widely held view that American society has not 
been able to solve its domestic racial and civil-rights problems, and 
for this reason only, Americans should hold their horses before rushing 
into “ human rights” drives elsewhere.

We have touched on this subject not because the recendy activated 
“ crusades” are of any appreciable danger to the socialist principles of 
the Soviet Union. Not at all! And many of the initiators of those 
campaigns undoubtedly comprehend this.

We would like Americans to understand that all those “ crusades” 
create additional and artificial barriers to solving many great and most 
pressing problems that are on the agenda of Soviet-American rela
tions. The Pravda editorial of 17 June 1978 has reminded us once more 
of how great the problems confronting both our countries are, and 
how dangerous any polidcking in this field is.

We write these words on 22 June 1978. Every citizen of the USSR 
and millions around the globe have a particular feeling when they see 
the date 22 June on their calendars. The Soviet people are doing all 
they can to keep the annals of world history free from such tragic 
dates. Therefore Moscow has been so serious and tireless in promoting 
the course of peaceful coexistence, slowing down the arms race, and 
achieving general disarmament.

We are resolutely against the “ superpower” concept. But it has 
been the obvious truth that our two great nations share too much 
responsibility in international relations, in preserving world peace, to 
allow unscrupulous, irresponsible, and vested interest groups to dis
tract them from fulfilling truly historical tasks.
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