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The question of Soviet post-war ams remans critical to undersanding not only Allied
diplomecy a the end of World War |1, but dso the origins of the Cold War itsdf. Whether the latter
was rooted primarily in an expansonist Soviet agenda shaped during the war or resulted from a more
complex interaction of the Big Three's conflicting interests after the war has long been a subject of
historica debatel Yet this debate remains largely inconclusive due in no smdl part to alack of hard
documentary evidence on Soviet post-war plans and intentions. Particularly scarce has been direct
documentation on what the Soviet leaders redly thought about their Western Allies and future relations
with them. Thus higtorians conclusons and suppostions on Soviet thinking in this regard have been
deduced or inferred from Soviet foreign policy rhetoric and diplomatic exchanges during the war,
memoirs, and occasond glimpses into unofficid Soviet pronouncements behind the scene?

This picture has not been substantiadly changed by the most recent writings based upon new
Russan archivd materids. most of the new Cold War history has tended to dedl with various aspects of
the post-war period, only occasiondly tracing their wartime origins3

Yet there are some newly available documents from the Russan archives which are directly
related to Soviet wartime thinking about the future relaionship among the Big Three. The purpose of
this paper is to examine severad andyticd reports from the records of the Russan Foreign Ministry
achives, tha is, the Archive of the Foreign Policy of the Russan Federation, written by three prominent
Soviet diplomats—Ivan M. Masky, Maxim M. Litvinov and Andrel A. Gromyko—between January
1944 and the summer of 1945. These men, the most experienced Soviet experts on the West and Al
active participants in the forging of the Grand Alliance, were by then at the forefront of Soviet post-war
planning: Litvinov as Foreign Miniser V. M. Molotov’s deputy and chairman of the Ministry’s specid
Commission on post-war order and preparation of peace treaties, Maisky, another Assistant People's
Commissar for Foreign Affairs, in charge of the reparation program; and Gromyko as an Ambassador

1 Vojtech Mastny's Russia's Road to the Cold War: Diplomacy, Warfare and the Politics of Communism, 1941-
1945 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1979) remains the most prominent exposition of the first view; for
recent alternative interpretations, see Melvyn P. Leffler, A Preponderance of Power: National Security, the Truman
Administration, and the Cold War (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992) and LIoyd C. Gardner, Spheres of
Influence: The Great Powers Partition Europe, from Munich to Yalta (Chicago: Ivan R. Deg, 1993).

2 Marshall Shulman, Stalin's Foreign Policy Reapprised (New York: Athenemn, 1969); William O. McCagg, Stalin
Embattled, 1943-1948 (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1978); William Taubman, Stalin's American Policy:
From Entente to Détente to Cold War (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1982); William C, Wohlforth, The Elusive
Balance: Power and Perceptions during the Cold War (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993); Milovan Djilas,
Conversations with Stalin (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1962); Vojtech Mastny, "The Cassandrain the
Foreign Commissariat,” Foreign Affairs (January 1976); Andrei A. Gromyko, Pamiatnoie, Kn.1-2 (Moscow: Politizdat,
1988); Molotov Remembers: Inside Kremlin Politics—Conversations with Felix Chuev, (Chicago: lvan Dee, 1993);
Vaentin Berezhkov, At Stalin's Side: Interpreter's Memoirs from the October Revolution to the Fall of the
Dictator's Empire ( Birch Lane Press, 1994).

3 One exception is David Holloway's monumental Stalin and the Bomb: The Soviet Union and Atomic Energy,
1939-1956 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994), but it does not deal with broader dimensions of Soviet policy.
For an update on the recent research based on new archival materials see the Bulletin and working papers of the
Cold War International History Project.



to the USA leading the Soviet team at the United Nations preparatory talks. That is probably why their
reports, while unconnected directly and different in scope and interpretation, shared common themes
and afuturidic orientation which ditinguish them from the main body of routine diplomatic reporting.4

All three authors in their own ways were wrestling with essentidly the same basic questions at
heart of Soviet thinking about the post-war world: What kind of a new globa dignment of power was
likely to emerge out of the war? In particular; what would be the relative weights of and the dynamics
of relations between the other two principa players, the USA and Great Britain? What should be the
Soviet palicy line in that drategic triangle—who would be the best partner, how could Moscow exploit
Anglo- American differences without antagonizing either power? Findly, could vitd Soviet interests be
made compatible with a preservation of Big Three cooperation after the war and if so, how could this
be achieved?

Ilvan Maisky’s report, undertaken soon after his return from London in late October 1943, is
the earliest attempt to dedl with these questions.®> The report, running to 40 double- space pages, has no
title and is registered amply as “Masky’s memao”; mod likdly it was written on Maisky’'s own initiative
as“afruit of long-time reflections’ and his policy-planning debut. ©

Addressed persondly to Molotov and dated 10 January 1944, it is the most comprehensive and
ambitious of dl the documents under this review: in it Maisky attempted to lay out the fundamentds of
Soviet foreign policy Strategy for no less than “the next 30-50 years” Thistime span, in Maisky’s view,
should be sufficient, firgt, to insure that the Soviet Union “becomes so powerful as not to be threatened
by any aggression in Europe or Asa,” and second, that Europe “at least, its continenta part, becomes
socididtic, thereby excluding the possibility of war itsdlf in this part of the world.””

Then followed Maisky’s prescriptions for Soviet postwar ams on a country-by-country basis
which are more limited in scope and less ideologicd in nature. Germany (“the main question”) was “to
be rendered harmless for the said period” through a combination of dismemberment, dlied occupation
for a period of “about ten years” “military, industrial and ideologica disarmament,” reparations, and

4 Some of these documents have already surfaced in the recent literature: a rough translation of Gromyko's report is
attached to Amos Perlmutter's FDR and Stalin: A Not So Grand Alliance, 1943-1945 (Columbia & London:

University of Missouri Press, 1993), 259-278. (Perlmutter twice misquotes this document: compare citations on U.S.
economic competition with Germany and on possible U.S. support of pro-fascist regimes on p. 93 with corresponding
passages of the document’ s translation on pages 269 and 270.) Maisky’s memorandum and one of Litvinov's reports
covered in this review have been examined by Russian historian Alexei Filitov of the Institute of Universal History—
mostly from the standpoint of the German and other problems of post-war settlement in Europe ("Problems of the
Post-war Order in Soviet Conceptions of Foreign Policy during the Second World War," paper presented at the
International Colloquium at Cortona, September 1994). But there has been no attempt as yet to examine these reports
in their totality with afocus on this central theme.

5 For the circumstances of his recall see Maisky's own Memoirs of a Soviet Ambassador: The War: 1939-1943 (New
York: Scribner & Sons, 1967), 365, 380-381.

6 "Maisky'smemo," 11 January 1944, Archive of the Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation (hereafter AVPRF), .6,
op.6, d. 147, 11.14, 1-40.

7 "Maisky's memo," . 13.



“re-education” (in reparaions, de-nazification and de-indudtridization policies some resistance from the
Western Allies was to be expected).

The second most important Soviet Strategic god on the continent was, in Masky’s view, “to
prevent the formation in Europe of any power or combination of powers with powerful amies. It isin
our best interest that the post-war Europe has only one great land power—the USSR, and only one
great sea power—England” (this vison of the European baance of power gets Molotov’s attention).
That is why France “is to be restored but not to its former military might.” Ity was drategicaly
inggnificant; so far @& Spain was concerned, “the Soviet Union is interested in the liquidation of the
Franco regime and redtoration of the republic (preferably with Negrin in charge of the new
government).”

Poland should be independent and vigorous, but “not too strong or too big for nobody can be
certain that this traditional enemy of Russa in the past would redly become its friend in the future’: her
borders were to be redrawn accordingly (that is, roughly the way they were redrawn eventudly). In
genera the USSR must be restored to its 1941 borders plus the Kurile Idands and southern Sakhalin; it
should aso obtain trangt rights through Iran and military basesin Finland and Romania.

Maisky described a “strong Czechodovakid' as “capable of becoming the main conduit of our
influence in Centrd and South Eastern Europe,” 0 if “during the find rearrangement of the European
map it would be possible to cut out something extra for Czechodovakia, it should be done” A “srong”
Hungary, conversely, was “not in the Soviet interest.” In the Bakans as a whole, the USSR should
drive to wesken (and ultimately “exclude’) Turkish influence by concluding mutud defense pacts with
Romania, Yugodavia, and Bulgaria. It was dso deemed necessary “to undermine Turkey’s postion as
a‘sentry’ a the Straits” The Soviet plan for drategicaly important Iran should be to preserve and
expand the Anglo-Soviet-Iranian treaty (with a possble incluson of the United States) in order to
maintain and develop communication lines to the QUIf, aswell asto “build up Soviet economic, culturd
and politica presence in the northern part of the country.”

Japan, of course, was to be defeated and eventudly demilitarized, but, in Maisky’s view, the
former should be done exclusvely by Anglo-Saxon arms. His reasons were rather devious and far-
reaching: this would not only “save us materid and human costs’ and be “our revenge for ther foot-
dragging on the second front,” but “would also force America and Britain to squander additiona blood
and treasure, thus cooling off a bit America s imperidistic ardor for the post-war period....” Asfor the
Kuriles and Sakhdin, they, in Masky's view, could be ganed by “politico-diplomatic
maneuver..without firing a angle shot.” Chind s direction remained too uncertain; so while the Soviet
influence there should be maintained and increased, massive involvement would have to wait until the
“democratic progressve way” there became more likely.8

8 1hid., II. 4-22.



Maisky (probably under the impressions of his own recent trip through that areq) also foresaw
“new opportunities’ for an expanson of Soviet “economic, culturd and paliticd influence” in the Middle
East, but recommended to move carefully there, avoiding conflicts with both Greet Britain and the
United States. Colonid areas, according to Maisky, would be an important arena of Anglo-American
compstition in which the U.S. would gtrive “to take Britain's place by economic means” S0, even
though the Soviet Union had no economic interest in colonies, this would become an important problem
and “we should urgently begin preparing oursaves for this prospect” (this advice was noted by
Molotov). ©

After this tour de horizon Maisky turned to the question of future politica regimes in Europe as
a factor for Soviet policy. In France, Czechodovakia, Denmark, Norway, Holland and Belgium he
foresaw a natural emergence of democratic popular front type governments which, from the standpoint
of Soviet interests, would dso be the most favorable environment. Much more difficult chalenges were
presented by the former Nazi saelites (plus Poland and Yugodavia), where “to credte red
democracies, some outside pressure would be necessary, coming jointly from the USSR, United States
and Grest Britain.” “We should not hesitate to use thiskind of ‘interference into the domestic affairs of
other nations,” argued Masky, “snce democratic government is one of the main guarantees of durable
peace.” Here the Anglo-Americans had “an extraordinary rol€’ to play and while Maisky was not quite
confident about the progpects of Big Three cooperaion in spreading democracy (given the
“retrograde,” in his words, record of the Western powers in supporting conservative forces in Europe),
he till hoped that such cooperation “would be possible, if not aways easy.”10

Findly, in a summary subtitled “On the corrdation of power which may be expected,” he dedt
with the progpective core rdationship among the Big Three, sarting, as a good Marxist, with ther
economic dynamics and interests.  With the primary Soviet task after the war being economic
recongtruction, the USSR would be “extremely interested” in American (and to alesser degree British)
economic assstance, which he ligted as the third main pillar of reconstruction, after domestic resources
and repadions. Raher cleverly, Maisky urged a speedy <olicitation of this post-war Western
assgance (firgt of dl credits) while the dlies dill “experience some remorse’” over their delay in opening
the second front and “are hypnotized by the ‘war atmosphere’, rather than later when their routine
mercantile psychology of peace would take over.”

The post-war USA he described as a “sronghold of extremey dynamic imperidism,” seeking
further expanson in the Western Hemisphere, Asa, Africa and Pecific, and touching Europe as well.
But, qudified Maisky, it will be “the expangon of a new type—not so much territorid or military, as
financid and economic annexation,” driven by Americd's enormous trade and technologica potentia

9 1hid,.1. 27.
10 |hid,, II. 23-24.



accumulated during the war. The objective and yet varidble nature of this expansion was underlined by
Maisky's confident prediction that “with Republicans coming to power—which sooner or later is
inevitable—this imperidist policy of the USA would acquire a more blatant and cynical character than
under Roosevelt” Since there were “very few domedtic restraints’ on this expansonist policy, the
world, warned Masky, “should brace itsdf” for this coming American chdlenge.

Great Britain, by contrast, would emerge fom the war “impoverished and weakened,” with
diminished resources and an increasingly unruly Empire; so hers would be “a conservative imperidiam,”
concerned “not about new acquisitions, but rather about holding to what it dready has’ (dthough the
British imperidigs “would till be willing to grab whatever lies handy”). As aresult, concluded Maisky,
“it is perfectly obvious that the world dtuation in the postwar epoch would be colored by the Anglo-
American contradictions...with the United States playing an offengve and the British—a defensive part.”
Yet, in Masky's view, this rivary was not likdy to lead to a military confrontation, given “systemic,
traditiond and culturd closeness’ between the two as well as the “broker's skill” of British diplomacy,
which “would be playing the American card againgt the Soviet Union and the Soviet card againg the
United States.”

As a result, he saw the triangle of the Big Three as farly stable—except in the case of new
proletarian revolutions, which would push the systemic contradiction between capitalism and socidism
to the forefront, turning America and Russa into “two opposing poles of socid tenson.” Absent that
scenario, there were “no grounds to expect that relations between the USSR on one hand, and the
USA and England on the other, would be bad.” The Soviets would be interested in maintaining good
relations with both for the economic reasons and for the preservation of peace (for the latter task,
sressed Maisky, “our cooperation with these countries is an absolute necessty”), while nether
Americans nor the British would have mgor territorid or economic disputes with the USSR.  On the
American dde, even its above-mentioned expanson could be seen as more of an opportunity than a
threat because it: @ “would largdy bypass the Soviet Union” geographicaly; and b) would provide an
additiond incentive for the U.S. to keep Russa “a least neutrd for the sake of the redization of its
imperididic plans” Asfor England, “the logic of things would be pushing her toward us, Snce her main
conflict would till be with the USA.” A cooperative England, in turn, would be quite useful for the
Soviet Union “to balance the imperidist expanson of the United States.”11

Whereas Maisky argued for closer ties with Britain than with the U.S,, he a'so warned—rather
prophetically—that potentidly the latter might be much more dangerous if antagonized (indeed his whole
tirade sounds like a polemic response to those in the Soviet leadership prone to think of the USA
moglly as a distant economic giant): “Of course, the USA is not a powerful land power (and is not
likely to become one); of course, we are separated from it by the two oceans which make our country

11 yhid,, II. 33-39.



relatively invulnerable even to the U.S. Air Force (at least during the initid post-war period). But it
cannot be excluded that should in the more distant future there be acute contradictions between the
USA and the USSR, America can create many serious troubles for us ...by stimulating the resurrection
of Germany and Japan..., by building up an anti- Soviet bloc in Europe using such countries as France...
Even more dangerous would be the U.S.-Chinese dliance spearheaded againgt the USSR.”  (On this
last concern he noted: “ American technology plus Chinese human numbers may become abig threet for
the Soviet Union ..—epecidly in the next 20-25 years.”)12

In concluson, Maisky summarized his program as follows “srengthening of friendly relaions
with the United States and England; exploiting to our benefit the Anglo- American contradiction with the
prospect of acloser contact with the British; expanson of Soviet influence in Ching; making the USSR a
center of gravity for truly democratic countries and forcesin dl countries, especidly in Europe. Keeping
Germany and Jgpan hdpless internationdly until (and if) they are willing to take to the path of red
democracy and socialism.”13 Among other things Maisky's andysisis particularly interesting because of
the early and precise depiction of Soviet geopaliticd interests as wdl as his revisonist interpretation of
American expangonism.

The origins of Andrei Gromyko's report, “On the question of Soviet-American rdations’ (dso
addressed persondly to Molotov and dated 14 July 1944),14 are not entirdly clear. Too long (34
pages) for acable, it isregistered in Molotov' sfiles as “apaliticd letter” (a genre reserved for important
politica reporting) and may have been brought to Moscow by Gromyko himsalf when he came there for
pre-Dumbarton Oaks consultations.1> In dl likeihood it was dso a sdf-initiated paper designed to
boost the young ambassador’s andytica reputation in the stern eyes of his superiors. Rather revedingly
Gromyko garted his analyss of Soviet-American reaions with the year 1939—the beginning of his
Washington tour—which makes the paper look even more like a persond report on where this
relaionship has come from and where it is going under his watch. So after a brief survey of recent
history and a more detailed andysis of current trends Gromyko turned to the future. He began his
forecast with a bold basc presumption: in dl likdihood the United States after the war “would be
interested in economic and politica cooperation with the Soviet Union,” and such cooperation would
“greetly determine the nature of post-war internationa relations.”

In support of this scenario, Gromyko offered the following interpretation of the U.S. internd
developments and interests as largdly favorable for the USSR:

1) The U.S. has broken away from isolaioniam and will reman activey
involved with the world a large; that involvement is likely to remain beneficid for the

12 1hid., 1. 39.

13 1hid., 1. 40.

14 *On the Question of Soviet-American Relations," 14 July 1944, AVP RF, {.6, 0p.6, d.603, p.45, 1. 1-34.
15 See Gromyko, Pamiatnoe, Kn.1, 165.



USSR because of strong public support for Roosevet's policy and in the longer run
because “U.S. essentid interests in cooperation” would survive even a possible change
of the guard in 1948;
2) The U.S. “will remain interested in the military defeat of Germany and her
subsequent economic and military enfeeblement”: asde from security condderations this
interest, according to Gromyko, was determined by the clear fact that the “indudtrid-
financid bourgeoise of the USA in any case would be interested in the prevention of
Germany’ s reemergence as a Sserious economic competitor after the end of the war in
Europe’;
3) More origindly, Gromyko predicted that “the U.S. after the war would have
an interest in presarving internationd peace’ to secure their “greetly enhanced world
positions’: describing the emerging American predominance in trade, finance, economic
and technologica devdopment (including the “increesng economic and politica
dependence of England on the U.S.”), Gromyko logicaly concluded that conditions of
peace would dlow the U.S. “the maximum utilization of the gains and advantages
aready achieved and those till to be achieved before the war is over”;
4) Even more remarkably, he forecast, the U.S. was likely to be a force not
only for peace, but dso for democracy—"the U.S. would be sympathetic to and
fadlitating in establishing bourgeois-democratic politica regimesin Western Europe, and
firg of dl in Germany” (except in cases of “socidid revolutions” which Gromyko did
not consder very likely); in short, the U.S. “a least for some time would be an
opponent of fascig-type governments’;
5 Fndly, both United States and the Soviet Union would have mutud
economic interests: the Americans, in looking for new markets and raw materids, the
Russans, in seeking credits, technicd assstance, technology transfer and scientific
cooperation (as a former economist Gromyko particularly emphaszed the potentid
benefits of cooperation with highly-developed American agriculture and of “utilizing the
advanced experience of American industry”).16
Having described the opportunities, Gromyko then turned to what he cautioudy called “ possble
difficulties’ in Soviet-American reations. Number one on that list were possible disagreements over
postwar treatment of Germany: the U.S,, noted Gromyko, was likely to be consderably softer on
Germany (especialy on reparations) than the Soviet Union.

Number two was the continuation of the hostile campaign of the Catholic church and “the anti-
Soviet press’ againg the background of “the generd ideologica hodtility of the U.S. ruling class toward

16 "On the Question of Soviet-American Relations," II. 15-26.



the USSR.”

The third problem was the “future of Eastern Europe’: here Gromyko refers to “the concern
among American government and business circles with the prospects of socid change and of
establishing Soviet-type regimesin some of those countries.”

“The so-cdled Bdtic question” came next: dthough the current administration accepts that this
issue “would be resolved by itself during the liberation of these countries by the Red Army,” Roosevdlt,
warns Gromyko, “due to domestic political circumstances woud not support a recognition of the Bdtic
republics as condtituent parts of the USSR.”

Fifth, “the U.S. aspiration to increase its influence in the Near and Middle East (particularly in
Iran)... would not be in the interest of the USSR.” Citing as an example the American indstence on free
trangt rights for civil aviation over the Soviet and adjacent territories, Gromyko arived a a more
generd conclusion: both for strategic and political reasons the “consolidation of an American presence
in countries neighboring us would be clearly not in the Soviet interest.”

Gromyko saw the postwar competition in propaganda as another possible source of trouble.
The U.S. government, in his view, would be more active both in indoctrinating its own people (snce
“coming economic crises are likely to further increase Americans receptiveness to truthful information
about the USSR”) and in “expanding its propaganda in the Soviet Union itsdlf,” building upon the new,
more pogitive image of America created in Soviet minds during the war.

Findly, post-war recongruction aid may aso become an issue of contention since the U.S. is
likely to “drag its feet” in supplies of capita goods and equipment not directly related to the war effort.17

Yet, despite this farly impressve inventory of potentia problems Gromyko remained quite
optimistic about the future. Hereis the solemn conclusion of hisreport: “In soite of possible difficulties,
which from time to time may emerge in our rdations with the United States, the necessary conditions are
clearly present for a continuation of cooperation between our two countries in the post-war period. To
a great degree these future relations would be determined by the very nature of the rdationship which
has aready been shaped and is till being shaped during the war.”18

Even as he made an effort in his cover note to Molotov to baance this optimism by dlowing that
“serious conflicts’ and “perhaps even military clashes’ between the two countries “cannot be excluded”
(dnce the “paliticd and ideologicad hodtility of the ruling classes of the USA and other capitalist countries
toward the USSR would remain”), Gromyko ill consdered such a prospect “unlikely a least for a
certain period after the end of thiswar.”19

Among the sources of Gromyka's optimism one can detect a sort of “professona optimism”
rooted in any diplomat’s vested interest in the current reationship and an inginctive desre to project it

17 1bid., II. 29-33.
18 |hid., 1. 34.
19 A. Gromyko to Molotov, 14 July 1944, ibid., 1. 2.



into the future. Another important factor was the timing since the report was written at the peak of
inter-Allied good fedings in the wake of the opening of the second front in Europe a month earlier. Still,
even with these qudifications in mind, Gromyko's report seems remarkably and authenticaly postive,
epedidly in its unusudly benign interpretation of basc U.S. interests after the war which is in driking
contract to Gromyko's public pronouncements of later years. This sanguine prognosis is even more
remarkable coming out from a younger diplomat of “the Molotov school” known for its distrust of the
West and totd subordination to the whims of the bosses20 Molotov’ s 35-year-old protégé would have
hardly risked a dissenting view on such an important subject.  Also vigble in this report is a
characterigtic continuity between the early and “late’ Gromyko—the emphasis on centraity of Soviet-
American relationship be it of the Cold War or détente-condominium varity.

In Litvinov's case we are dedling with severd documents which he submitted in his capacity as
charman of the Foreign Ministry’s Commission for the preparation of peace treaties and on post-war
order. (Its permanent members were two other Molotov deputies, D. Manuilsky and S. Lozovsky, as
well as three foreign policy experts close to Litvinov: I. Suritz, B Shtein and E. Tarle, a famous
higorian.) Not unlike its American counterparts a the State Department, the Commission had a broad
mandate but little power. Its database seems to have been quite broad, including open Anglo-American
sources on post-war planning, but Litvinov himsdf had no access to current diplométic treffic, a fact
about which he complained in his reports and which in his own words forced him “to confine [himsdlf] to
matters of generd forecasting.”2! In this sense the Commisson among other things seemed to have
been designed by Molotov for usng Litvinov’'s and his colleagues’ brains without giving him red power.
Y et, asreveded by its recently opened records, the “Litvinov Commisson” in its two years of existence
was able to produce a substantiad amount of interesting andyss and recommendations on post-war
problems, some of which were then used for policy-making purposes with little or no attribution.22
Prepared with the help of asmdl staff of experts and written largely by Litvinov himsdlf, more important
papers were then discussed by the commission as awhole and sent to the top leadership.  Although the
discussons were often serious and sometimes heated, Litvinov dominated that body so fully that we can
regard the commission' s fina papers asreflecting (or at least congruent with) his persond views.

The three reports in question—" On the reationship with the USA,” “On the Progpects and the
Bads of Soviet—British Cooperation,” and “On the Question of Blocs and Spheres of Influence’
(dated correspondingly 10 January 1945, 15 November 1944 and 11 January 1945)—were prepared
over roughly the same time period and conditute a farly integrated body of andyss of a future

20 see Molotov's own estimate of his ambassadors role: Mol otov Remembers, 69-70.

21 "On the Relationship with the USA " 10 January 1945, AVP RF, f. 6, Op. 7, d. 173, p. 17, 1. 47.

22 This interesting period of Litvinov's life has escaped the attention of his most recent biographers; see, e.g.,
Zinovii Sheinis, Maxim M. Litvinov: Revolutsioner, Diplomat, (Moskva: Politizdat, 1989), and also Hugh Phillips,
Between the Revolution and the West: A Political Biography of Maxim Litvinov (Boulder: Westview Press, 1992),
who writes off Litvinov's planning position as "a powerless sinecure” (p. 171).



relationship between the Big Three.

The papers on the U.S. and Gresat Britain were very Smilar in design. Each is a competent and
perceptive historicd overview of that country’s relationship with Russa followed by an andyss of their
prospects together with policy prescriptions.

In case of the U.S. Litvinov emphasized the pogitive legacy of Russan American reaionship
marked by a “traditional mutudity” of geopoliticd interests, American long standing respect of Russan
(and even Soviet) teritorid integrity; conduding his historicd survey he gpprovingly quoted Sumner
Wiles in gating that “with no other great country have our interests clashed as little as with Russa”
But would this pogtive higorical norm of the relationship survive the test of the post-war problems?
Answering this question, Litvinov began with the pivotd concern of wartime Soviet foreign palicy: the
issue of the USSR’s western borders as of 1941. He did not see their restoration as a big problem in
relations with Washington: the latter had no mgor interests in that part of the world and Roosevelt
himsdf was enough of a redid to act accordingly—after few a “ideologicad” objections he “will
ultimately bow to the inevitable and recognize the boundaries adequate to our aspirations” The same
went for the Balkans.23

But what about areas and spheres where Americans do have vitd interests? Also, what kind of
“compensation” would they fed entitled to for their part in the war, bearing in mind “the lessons of
Woodrow Wilson” and of aleged U.S. dtruism after World War 1? “1f we,” wrote Litvinov, “put asde
the vague issue of some (military) bases’ (this frivolous assumption immediately caught Molotov's
suspicious eye and was underlined by his blue pencil), then the first American postwar entitlement would
be “opening the doors of the British empire’ in terms of trade, markets, invesments. The second
Ameican interest (largdy congruent with the British one) is “a normdization of life in European
countries, their full gabilization by means of edtablishing such bourgeois-democratic or even
conservative forms of government which would remove fears of socid upheavds.” “The differencesin
gpproach toward establishing order and system of government in some European countries,” continued
Litvinov, “may create misunderstandings and tensions between ourselves on one hand and England and
the USA on the other.” Possble differences among the Anglo-Saxons over this issue would present
more problems than opportunities for the Soviet Union; in particular, American resstance to spheres of
influence would only complicate possible Soviet deds of this kind with the British.

Another serious conflict of interest might emerge in the Far East, where Litvinov predicted a
geady increase of the U.S. influence to the point of “establishing a de facto protectorate over Chind’; as
areault, “the USA may resst our probable aspiration toward expanding our own interests in the Far
East.”

In a shorter term and on a smdler scde, lend-lease settlement might dso become an irritant,

23 "On the Relationship with the USA " |. 47.
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since the U.S.,, having no hope of Soviet repayment, “may attempt to use lend-lease for extracting
economic and politica compensations unacceptable to us.”24

On the other hand, America's inevitable search for new markets coupled with the enormous
recongtruction needs of te Soviet Union might cregte a new sphere of mutud interest, potentidly
leading to “an economic basis for the Soviet-American rdationship.” Another “possble bass of
cooperation,” in Litvinov's view, might be presented by “the colonid problem,” where the Soviets—
depending on specifics of ther rdations with the British—*may even support these (anti-colonid)
aspirations of the Americans.”

Bdancing these pros and cons Litvinov summarized his andyss with the following conclusion
(underlined by Molotov): “while there are no deep reasons for serious and long-term conflicts between
the USA and USSR in any part of the world (with the possible exception of Chind), it is difficult to
outline some concrete basis for their postive politica cooperation goart from a mutud interest in the
preservation of world peace.”25

A closer Soviet-American connection, as Litvinov the Americanist pointed out, was further
impeded on the U.S. sde by the public opinion and conditutiona obstacles to long-term politicd
dliances. Agan, very pointedly he singles out as the most important mitigating factor, “an inevitable
intengfication of economic competition throughout the world between the United States and the Great
Britain” which “should prompt both of them to redize the necessity of maintaining the best possble
relations with usin order to preclude our protracted conjunction with one of them againg the other. Of
no less importance it is for us to undermine their frequent conjunctions againgt oursalves.” (This notion
agan drew Molotov’ s seemingly positive attention.)

Litvinov concluded this report with a characterisic emphass on the critical importance of
American public opinion which he clearly saw as a unique fegture of the U. S. foreign policy-making
process. “Our impact on the public opinion is bound to have ether a postive or negative influence on
the nature and duration of those tensons between our two countries which may become inevitable.
Without public sympathy,” he warned, “no possible cooperation and coordination of actions would
produce the requisite results.”26

Deding with Litvinov's next report we again must omit a very lively and erudite survey of the
higory of British - Russav/Soviet rdations and go directly to thelr post-war prospects as seen by
Litvinov. Overdl he viewed this rdationship as more intimate and crucia for the USSR (dthough
higoricdly more negative) than its rdations with the United States. But some of the old conflicts
(propaganda, Russian debts) had disappeared, while others had logt thelr former sdience: Anglo-Soviet
comptition in Iran and Afghanistan could be cooperatively managed on the mode of their treaty with

24 |bid., II. 48-50.
25 |bid., Il. 49, 50.
26 |pid., II. 51, 52.
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Iran; as for the Turkish Straits, Britain was not likely to block a moderate revison of the Montreaux
Convention.

In the meantime, argued Litvinov, there had emerged new powerful common interests between
the two: preventing a new German aggression (hence the continuing importance of their 1942 Tregty)
and keeping the peace in Europe, which required as its “sne qua non” a cooperation between the two
remaning great military powers in Europe. Litvinov saw only one mgor Anglo-Soviet contradiction
which “the post-war erawould inherit from the past—a balance of power in Europe. This contradiction
may indeed be aggravated as a result of the increased might of the USSR, which after the defeat of
Germany and the weskening of France and Itay would become the only great continental power in
Europe” But within that problem, according to Litvinov, lay its solution: “The very gravity of this
question should strongly push England to reach an accord with us. And that accord is redizable only on
abads of an amicable separation of security spheres in Europe according to the principle of geographic
proximity.” By this criteria, wrote Litvinov, “our maximum sphere of security should include Finland,
Sweden, Poland, Hungary, Czechodovakia, Rumania, the Savic countries of the Bakans, as well as
Turkey. The British sphere should undoubtedly include Holland, Belgium, France, Spain, Portugd, and
Greece... Norway, Denmark, Germany, Audtrig, and Italy were to conditute a ‘neutra zone.”27
Curioudy, in his next paper (“On the Question of Blocs and Spheres of Influence”’), finished two months
later, Litvinov dightly revised this li:  Norway now fdl within the Soviet sphere, while British dams
were extended onto Sweden, Denmark and Italy. Litvinov then adso suggested that “these Six countries
(i.e. Norway, Turkey, Yugodavia, Denmark, Ity and Sweden) are indeed subject to bargaining and
compromise.”28

Two things stood out in Litvinov's envisoned divison of Europe: fird, an expanded notion of
both Soviet and British security requirements, and second, an unequivocd incluson of Germany and
Audria into “aneutra zone,” which implied a future accord between the Allies to keep Germany neutrd
and demilitarized.

Stll, why would the British go for such an unprecedented ded? Among the factors pushing
them in that direction, Litvinov dngled out that same Anglo-American rivdry which figured so
prominently in Maisky's report.  “The current war will result in a great disturbance of not only the
European but the globd baance of power, which will especidly affect England,” he predicted, noting
that the latter was dready losng her air, nava and merchant fleet supremacy to the United States. “We
should expect an increased U.S. surge to remove British competition from the Western hemisphere and
even from the British dominions. Politicaly this would trandae into forcing Britain out from her
remaining possessions adjacent to the American landmass or at least acquiring permanent bases there.

27 "On the Prospects and Possible Basis of Soviet-British Cooperation,” 15 November 1944, AVP RF, {.6, op. 6, d.
149, p. 14, 1. 54.

28 "On the Question of Blocs and Spheres of Influence," 11 January 1945, AVP RF, .6, op.7, d. 173, p. 17, 1. 60.
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The struggle for oil and rubber would resume and probably intensfy. Faced with such a cheerless
prospect England cannot avoid thinking about the expediency of securing along tranquillity in Europe by
way of reaching an accord with the USSR."29

This bagc incentive toward Anglo-Soviet entente would be supplemented, in Litvinov's view,
by the mutud interest of both countries in economic cooperation, in opposing American expanson in the
Far Eagt, and, in the shorter term, in afair lend-lease settlement. He urged Stalin and Molotov to reach
this “ gentlemen’s agreement” with Britain before the end of the war, since the latter “is dready knocking
together a security system of her own without, it seems to be, any congpiring with us. When the so-
cdled Western bloc will become a fait accompli Britain's position in deding with us would be much
stronger...."30 (Writing this soon after Churchill’slast vigt to Moscow Litvinov was evidently in the dark
about what redly transpired between Churchill and Stain on the night of October 9, when the two
leaders initided their informd *“ percentages agreement” dividing Russian and British influence in various
East European and Bakan countries31)

What would be the nature of these security spheres and how was this Anglo-Soviet
condominium to be combined with a sable relaionship among the Big Three as wdl as with an
emergng International Security Organization (what ultimatdy took the form of the United Nations)? In
addition to the above report Litvinov dedt with these questions in the last of these three papers, written
in preparation for the February 1945 Yadta conference. He described these security spheres rather
briefly as zones of drategic predominance of the respective great powers, precluding other greet
powers from “entering into particularly close relaions or reaching agreements with countries within our
sphere againg our will, not to speak about seeking there military bases....” In a public verson of his
scheme, published anonymoudy about the same time in then-authoritative periodical The War and The
Working Class, Litvinov added two more conditions for establishing such zones fird, that “they should
not be detrimentd to the independence of the dates included in them, and secondly, that the
demarcation of the boundaries and extent of those zones should not be affected except by arrangement
between the leading dates of the continent concerned, to avoid internationd conflicts and
disagreements.”32

In his top secret report, he linked this first condition with a likdy demand by England “for
guarantees regarding the nature of government and independence for the countries of the Soviet security

29 "On the Prospects and Possible Basis...," 1. 57.
30 |bid., 1.58.

31 SeeWinston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1953), 226-28, for
Churchill’ s account of that deal.

32 "On the Question of Blocs and Spheres of Influence," 1. 60; "The Question of Setting Up An International
Security Organization," The War and The Working Class (15 December 1944), as translated by the U.S. Embassy in
Moscow (Library of Congress, W. Averell Harriman Papers, Container 203, Voinal Rabochii Class folder).
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sphere” but even this camouflaged suggestion was angrily crossed out by Molotov.33

Writing thisin January 1945, Litvinov officidly remained hopeful that a* gentlemen’ s agreement”
could still be reached at Ydta (“the meeting of the three does not preclude our separate conversation
with England”).34 Neverthdess, at the same time he noted a growing public concern in the USA over
possible baance of power and spheres of influence arrangements, a development which Litvinov viewed
as amgor obsacle to the redization of his plan: “Persondly, as aredist, Roosevet may well see such
future spheres, zones or blocs in Europe as something inevitable, but given the public attitude he would
hardly give his consent to them in any form.”

Yet, “objecting to spheres of influence in Europe, Americans are not about to renounce their
own sphere in Western Hemisphere’; confronted with the illogic of their postion, they might ill
acquiesce to an implicit security demarcation in Europe, especidly if those spheres were integrated with
the structure of the emerging Internationd Security Organization by dividing the Generd Assembly into
four “continenta sections’ (American, European, Agatic-Pacific and African) in which the great powers
would play key roles3>

In sum, this was Litvinov's generd outline for the postwar world: an Anglo-Soviet drategic
condominium in Europe, stable but more remote relaionship with the U.S,, a division of the world into
respective security zones among the great powers, sanctioned and liberdized by the rest of the
internationd community through what would become the United Nations. In this synthess of
geopalitical redlities, great power cooperation and certain respect for the rights of smaller nations and
legitimate rules of the internationd game, Litvinov's scheme seems to have been influenced by Anglo-
American thinking and is particularly cose to Water Lippmann’s concept of “srategic orbits’ in his
1944 U.S. War Aims (Litvinov himsdf refers to Lippmann more than once in his reports); the main
difference, of course, being that Lippmann had a much more expandve notion of American srategic
interests and combined the U.S. with Great Britain and the rest of Western Europe into a single
“orbit"—the Atlantic Community—much to Litvinov’'s objection (in one of his reports he finds the
Atlantic Community concept “too fantasticd and unredigtic to be serioudy discussed”).36 No wonder
that Litvinov's private utterings and anonymous writings on the subject were scrutinized by American

33 "On the Prospects and Possible Basis....," 1. 55.

34 privately Litvinov was by then much more pessimistic about the ability of both Great Britain and his own country
to come to "an amicable deal" over Europe: Britain (which, as he put it in an off-the-record interview with Edgar
Snow in October 1944, “has never been willing to see a strong power on the continent without organizing a
counterforce against it”) was returning to her old ways, fully backed by America, while Soviet diplomacy failed “to
make our purposes clear to the British....” (Edgar Snow to President, 28 December 1944, President’s Secretary File,
Diplomatic Correspondence (Russia 1945), Box 49, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, NY.

35 "On the Question of Blocs and Spheres of Influence," 1.60.

36 |bid.
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and British diplomats as indicative of the more positive trend in Soviet thinking about the future.3”
* * *

Now the “so what?’ question: what is a Sgnificance of these documents? What do they redly
tell us about Soviet thinking and policy? We 4ill know too little about Soviet foreign policy of the
period in genera and about the circumstances surrounding these papers in particular to give definite
answers, but some tentative observations can be made. There is no evidence so far that any of these
reports had any direct policy impact. They were atentively read by Molotov, and two of Litvinov's
papers were sent dl the way up to Stain—that isal we know. Yet it would be wrong to treat them as
idle speculations or purely intellectual exercises with no politica relevance. These are not accidentd
papers. after dl, they were written by “the Big Threg’ of the Soviet diplomacy with the clear purpose of
impressng Molotov and Stdin on the fundamentd issues on the Soviet foreign policy agenda. For this
reason done they could not be much out of sync with menta processesin the Kremlin that did not, after
al, encourage dissent. So regardless of their policy impact they may be viewed as truly representative
of more advanced and sophigticated Soviet thinking about future relationship among the Big Three,
Indeed the main significance of these papers for us today is that they provide arare and fairly extensve
glimpse into the Soviet foreign palicy dite' sinner thinking, its vison of the USSR security requirements,
interests, and vulnerabilities after the war.  Although these writings retain a good ded of continuity with
the Bolshevik “Old thinking” about the capitdist world as torn by inter-imperialist contradictions to be
exploited by socidism, €tc.,38 they dso contain some interesting departures from that tradition in their
presumptions about the capitalist West and the new opportunities for accommodation with it.

Of course, these are different papers written by three very different people with some significant
disagreements among them. These disagreements are noteworthy in themselves since they reved a
greater range of views than is usudly associated with Stain-Molotov foreign policy. Among those
differences the following two are especidly interesting.

Thefirg isadear divison of opinion between “Americafirders’ and “Britain firders” The fact
that Litvinor—himsdf a former ambassador to the U.S—joined Masky in the latter group shows, in
my view, that this divison went beyond the geography of diplomatic representation and was likely to
involve a generationd dimension as well: groomed in the period of Europe s ascendancy on the world
scene Litvinov and Maisky, though recognizing the new American srength, sill tended to think of the
British as the key player, while the much younger Gromyko clearly saw the U.S. as the new world
leader and number one partner for the USSR.

Secondly, there is an interesting difference between Litvinov on one hand and Gromyko-Maisky

37 Mastny, Russia's Road to the Cold War, 220-223, 231-232; for the State Department response to the "second
Malinin article," see extract from cable, 6 February 1945, from the Acting Secretary to the Secretary of State, Library
of Congress, Harriman Papers, Container 176, Chronological File (CF), February 6-19, 1945.

38 For auseful recent analysis of that paradigm, see Wohlforth, The Elusive Balance, 42-53.
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on the other in regard to the political future of Europe. While the latter two emphasize common interests
among the Big Three in having a democratic anti-fascist Europe, Litvinov viewed it more as a fidd of
conflict than one of cooperation—probably because he knew too wel how incompatible the Soviet and
Anglo- American politica practices and notions of democracy redly were. This may aso be one reason
for his greater emphasis on a spheres of influence divison as a better way to separate those divergent
powers and let them coexist more peacefully.

Still, even more remarkable than those differences in andys's were certain common themes and
assumptions running through dl of them, for these concurrences point to some stable patterns of thinking
which went beyond persondities and were characteridtic of the larger Soviet politicd mentality of that
period.

The firg of these common themes was a primacy of Soviet security interestsand concernsin
thinking about post-war world. Naturd for any country under these circumstances (and indeed
paramount in both U.S. and the British thinking of that time), those concerns were especidly
pronounced in the Soviet case as traditiond RussanSoviet insecurities were magnified by the trauma of
the titanic war. Even 0, security was seen by dl three authors not in absolutist terms of globa
hegemony or world revolution (except for Maisky's occasond invocations of that prospect) with the
described strategic objectives remaning farly limited and redidtic in a Redpolitik sense. The borders of
1941, an enfeebled Germany and Japan, “friendly governments’ adong the Soviet periphery (particularly
in the west)—this Strategic desiderata was clearly the starting point of al Soviet thinking about the future
after the war and neither Stdin nor his lieutenants made any secret of it.

Indeed the traditionalism of that desiderata, which dates back to the late Tsarist diplomacy, is
quite impressive and was clearly understood at the time by experienced Russian observersin the West.
George F. Kennan, for one, would not have been surprised by the Maisky-Litvinov objectives  his
September 1944 definition of Kremlin's basic god after the war (“to prevent the formation in Centrd
and Eastern Europe of any power or codlition of powers capable of chdlenging Russian security”)39 is
very close even textudly to Maisky's formula of the same year: “to prevent the formation in Europe of
any powers or combination of powers with powerful amies’.

Sightly more surprising is a second common theme of these pgpers: a unanimous acceptance
of Big Three cooperation as the only effective bass for a peaceful and stable postwar world order
protective of the Soviet interedts at the same time.  This was, of course, the officid Soviet postion
during the war and these were chief Soviet “westernizers’ who were professondly predisposed toward
cooperation with the West. But in a top secret andys's one would expect a least some contingency
planning in terms of possible dternatives to the preferred option. Y et no such unilateralist contingencies
are even mentioned by our authors  cognizant of the problems involved in such a course, they il

39 "Russia - Seven Years Later," in George F. Kennan, Memoirs, 1925-1950 (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1967),
520.
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believed that the vital security interests of their country were not only compatible with those of the U.S.
and Great Britain, but actudly required such cooperation for their successful redization (however
different ther particular preferences were within that basic orientation). Implicit in this sanguine view was
a farly radicd revison of the traditiond Bolshevik notion of the Western threet: the later had
consderably mellowed if not totaly disgppeared and the West—at least for awhile—is seen as more of
a solution than a problem.  Such a revison in turn could only become possible as a cumulative result of
the wartime cooperaion with the Anglo-Americans, who came to be seen as staunch opponents of
fasciam and German-Jgpanese militariam, ready (in deed, if not dways in words) to recognize Soviet
security interests and provide desperately needed economic assistance for post-war reconstruction.

The key issue then became the nature of such post-war cooperation on which again there are no
serious disagreements among Litvinov, Maisky and Gromyko: they dl seeit largely in terms of a great
power concert based upon some kind of a division of the world into spheres of influence. This
“three policemen” formula of cooperation was thought able to provide for the three mgor drategic
imperatives of the USSR: keeping Germany and Jgpan down, keeping the Soviet Union in the big
council of the world, and legitimizing the USSR's pos-war borders and sphere of influence.
Significantly, the Soviet sphere was seen largely in terms of traditional geostrategic dominance and not
of sovietization which, as dl the three understood, would hardly be acceptable to the Western dlies (so
even when Gromyko and Maisky made some alowances for a spontaneous emergence of “ Soviet type
governments’ it sounded both as an ideologicaly correct satement and awarning at the same time).

These Soviet diplomats (particularly Litvinov) were dso aware of the dangers inherent in any
crude spheres of influence divison, above dl their potentid transformation into hostile blocs confronting
each other. Continuing cooperation between the great powers and their respective spheres was
accordingly emphasized as avita preventive step.

But there seems to have been another key pre-condition for the Stability of any strategic triangle:
al tree centers of power should be separate and reatively equa, baancing each other and thus
precluding, or a least minimizing, the risk of a combination of two powers againg athird. Hence afind
and criticd common assumption of our authors (especially Litvinov and Maisky), which comes across
loud and dlear: ther firm belief in an * inevitable Anglo-American contradiction.” Deeply rooted in
the Leninigt view of the capitdist world ridden by “inter-imperidigtic contradictions,” this belief was as
ideologicaly driven as it was drategically indispensable in order for such atriangular scheme to function.
This hope was a key prop supporting the whole Soviet strategy and no wonder that it died so hard in
1945-1946 when new Anglo-American combination came as a bitter and mgor surprise for the Soviet
diplomecy.

Y et the overdl picture of the Soviet world view and threat perception that emerges from these
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documents is quite predictable and consstent from the standpoint of Soviet interests#0 the man
potentid danger was seen in a re-emergence of German and Japanese aggresson, while neither Great
Britain (mainly because of insufficient srength) nor the USA (more remote, benign, and sympathetic to
Soviet concerns) was regarded as posing a serious threat in the near future; their combination againgt the
USSR was conddered unlikdy given “the Anglo-American contradiction,” which provided the Soviet
Union with additiond room for maneuver. The underlying ideologicad hodtility between the USSR on
one hand, and the Anglo-Saxons on the other, remained but had receded to the background—at least
for awhile—submerged by newfound mutud interests in preventing new wars and aggressons.  This
view, with its emphasis on the danger of a German - Japanese resurgence to be checked by continued
Allied cooperation, was largdy mirrored on the Anglo-American sde dl theway through Ydta4!

If such were the main parameters of this school of Soviet thinking about the post-war world,
then the next question is how redidtic and redizable that thinking was. Now, fifty yearslater, itiseaser
to see where it went wrong (dthough perhaps more difficult to understand why). For reasons of
ideologicd and drategic wishful thinking the Soviet diplomats clearly overestimated the potentid of
Anglo-American antagoniam (athough this looks much more obvious now then it did then).42 This
migeading of Anglo-American competition as well as of the U.S-Great Britan attitude toward
Germany seem to have been caused in part by the crude economic determiniam underlying the
Bolshevik theory of imperidiam: dnce economic interess were held to be paramount and their
competition was perceived as a letha zero-sum game, then it followed not only that Americans and the
British would be locked in that economic struggle, but that both of them should be strongly interested in
keeping the German economy wesk—why promote a future competitor, after al? Illudrative of this
logic was Maisky’s advice to Stdin and Molotov on how to sdll his German reparations plan to the
Wegten Allies (hisinitid pre-Y ata proposa was to claim for the Soviet Sde 75% of reparations “with a
cdculation of ultimately getting 65%"): “we should make them understand,” wrote Maisky, “that both
United States and England in the long run would only gain economicaly from a disgppearance of such a
dangerous competitor as Germany. But this should be done rather carefully because due to ther
intringc hypocrisy the Anglo-Americans would not want to openly admit a correctness of this

40 For an insightful description of Soviet threat perception at the end of the War (quite similar to what emerges from
the documents reviewed here) see, Michael McGwire, “National Security and Soviet Foreign Policy,” in M. Leffler
and D. Painter, eds., Origins of the Cold War: An International History (London and New York: Routledge, 1994),
60-62.

41 See eg., Robert Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 1932-1945 (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1979), 507-508,537.

42 For a summary of Anglo-American conflicts over policy and military strategy during the war, see, Mark A. Stoler,
The Palitics of the Second Front. American Military Planning and Diplomacy in Coalition Warfare, 1941-1943
(Westport: Greenwood Press, 1977), 160-168. On Soviet misperception of Anglo-American competition, see David
Reynolds, “The Big Three and the Division of Europe, 1945-48: An Overview,” Diplomacy and Statecraft 1:2 (1990),
125-126.
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conclusion.”3 This preoccupation with U.S. trade and economic expansionism helped our authors to
miss another American expandon: that of growing security requirements during World War [l which
made the U.S. far more assertive and globdlist in a military-security sense (particularly in Europe) than
the Soviets expected.#4 This mistake again was not entirely ideologicad since both tradition and common
wartime expectations pointed to a more limited postwar U.S. role. Another corollary to this economic
determinism of the Soviet thinking was an overestimation of U.S. and British interest in expanding trade
and economic relations with the USSR after the war. (But again Soviets were not done then in
expecting a mgor post-war economic crigs in the West which presumably would have enhanced that
interest).4>

Another driking feeture of the Maisky-Litvinov preoccupation with sphere-of-influence
arangementsis their dmogt totd disregard of the indigenous conditions and interests of those European
countries which were to become subjects of those divisons. The underlying presumption of a docile
and welcoming Europe can only be explaned as a combination of great power chauvinism and
“ideologicd romanticism” on the part of the Soviet Satesmen, who anticipated liberated Europe to be
much more hospitable to Soviet power and ideas than it redly was46

Findly, even those experienced observers of the West overestimated Western tolerance—both
in politicad and draegic teems—toward a new Soviet geopolitical expangon. Litvinov's case is
especidly intriguing, given the subsequent recommendations of his Commisson in the summer of 1945in
regard to trusteeships and mandated territories. There Litvinov and his colleagues made a strong case
for an atempt to acquire trusteeships over Dodecanese Idands, Tripolitania, Somdia, Eritrea and even
Pdegtine, not to mention some control over the Turkish Straits or the internationalization of the Kid
cand .47

Needless to say, most of those claims were made by Stalin and Molotov at Potsdam, London
and Moscow in 1945, to the consderable irritation of the Western Allies. That was the same Litvinov
who smultaneoudy was privatdy complaining to his Western contacts about Molotov's insatigble
demands and blaming the West for having failed to stop them in time48  Again, we do not know to what
extent those recommendations were Litvinov’'s own initiatives and ideas, but the question gill remains:

43 Maisky, "The Formulaof Reparations from Germany" (draft), 17 January 1945, AVP RF, f. 6, op. 7, d. 173, 1. 17, 69.
44 On the expansion of American security requirements during the war, see Michael S. Sherry, Preparing for the
Next War: American Plans for Postwar Defense, 1941-1945 (New Haven and London: Y ale University Press, 1977),
198-205; L effler, The Preponder ance of Power, ch.2.

45 Even most economists were then under the influence of this "crisis psychology"; see, e.g., Wojtech Woytinsky,
"What Went Wrong in Forecasts of Post-War Depression?’ Journal of Political Economy 55: 2 (1947), 143.

46 On "ideological romanticism" as a factor of Soviet policy, see John Lewis Gaddis, Rethinking Cold War History
(Occasional paper, Contemporary History Institute, Ohio University, March 1995), 4-5.

47 "On the Question of Acquiring Trusteeship Territories’, 22 June 1945; "Additional Considerations on the
Question of Trusteeships," 28 June 1945, AVP RF, f.6, op.7, d. 174, p. 17; "On the Question of Baltic Straits and Kiel
Cand,"” AVPRF,F.6,0p.7,d: 175, p. 17.

48 Edgar Snow, Journey to the Beginning (London: Gollancz, 1959), 357.
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how could those experienced and worldly men fail to foresee the Western reection to their strategic
congderation?

Severd factors seem to have played arole here. One may be cdled a euphoria of new horizons
opening to the Soviet satesmen by the end of the war: for the firg time in its long history, Russia faced
no dngle hogtile great power on the Eurasian landmass with her morta enemies defeated for years to
come and her control over adjacent portions of that landmass enhanced. Yet even more so0 than the
United States, Russa was under the spdl of what John Lewis Gaddis cdls the “insecurities of
victory,”9 for the war exposed huge drategic vulnerabilities of the Soviet Union and emphasized the
importance of strategic strong points and power projection capabilities which in turn led to an expanded
notion of security requirements to be met in order to prevent a repetition of the past. How these new
requirements were trandated into specific military planning can be ascertaned only when Russan
military records are open, but Litvinov frequently referred to “the experience of the wa™” in his
jutification of Soviet claims for the Dodecanese idands and other territories.>0

Another factor was a new experience of the Allied relationship during the war: again, for the first
time in ther history the Soviets through the great performance and sacrifices in the war were accepted
as full partnersin the councils of the great powers, who seemed quite respectful of their interests, rights,
and newly gained status. No wonder that even Stadin and Molotov, not to spesk of thelr more
impressonable diplomats, came to believe in Soviet parity with the West in terms of the legitimacy of
their security requirements and their acceptance by the West, especidly since there seemed to be few
direct conflicts of interest asde from ideology. No wonder that they now fdt entitled to their “far
share’ of the war spoils in terms of new territories, trusteeships, an expanded sphere of influence and
some strong points in the areas stretching beyond that sphere> And wherever there were conflicting
clams over those spoails, the Soviet interest was believed to be protected by the omnipresent Anglo-
American divison. Thus, admitting “the great drategic importance’ of the former Itdian colonies in
Africafor Britan and anticipating a drong British resstance to Soviet damsto them, Litvinov in his pre-
Potsdam recommendations banked on the U.S. help: “To knock Britain down from her postions we
would undoubtedly need strong support from the USA."52 Besides, as was dready mentioned, the
Soviets somehow overlooked a pardld expanson of the U.S. security requirements which went far
beyond Kremlin expectations and made Americans much more sendtive to the Soviet cdams than
Moscow expected. In short, this combination of new opportunities and requirements with a new sense
of entittement goes far in explaining that confidence which ran through much of the Gromyko-Maisky-

49 John Lewis Gaddis, The Long Peace: Inquiries Into the History of the Cold War (New Y ork: Oxford University
Press, 1987), 20.

50 "On the Question of Acquiring Trusteeship Territories," 1. 59.

51 For avivid illustration of this mood see, Stalin’s remarks to E. Bevin in December 1945: Foreign Relations of the
United States: Diplomatic Papers, 1945, vol. 2 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1967), 775-776.

52 " Additional Considerations on the Question of Trusteeships,” Il. 63, 64.
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Litvinov andyss

Naturdly, this andysis was just a fraction of a much larger and heterogeneous spectrum of
Soviet perceptions of the West. We 4ill know very little about information and andysis flowing to
Kremlin at that critica period from other sources political and military inteligence, commanders in the
fidd, the NKVD, foreign communigts, etc. Given naturd inditutiona biases and that little what we do
know about a broader picture it seems reasonable to assume that the Litvinov-Maisky-Gromyko
reports probably offered the most benign option for dedling with the West of dl those avallable to Stdin
and Molotov at that particular juncture. But how different wasiit redly from what we know about ther
thinking and policies during that period?

Both Sdin and Molotov would have little problem accepting the first point of Litvinov-Mai sky-
Gromyko consensus—the primacy ( as well as the scope) of Soviet security interests. To the extend
that there seemed to be an ambiguity in the Kremlin about the Soviet “draegic perimeter” it mostly
involved the question of maximum goas—how far should the Soviet reach extend? Decades later
Molotov, in his ord history memoairs, reproached Stdin for “pushing too fa” in the Near East and
Africa®3 but his own handwritten comments on Litvinov's trusteeship proposds indicated a more
expansonist posture: he did not question Soviet interest in former Italian colonies and strongly objected
to Litvinov's “leaving asde’ former German possessonsin the Pecific and Africa (Sncein the latter’s
view they “can hardly present any interest for the Soviet Union”) by the exclamatory “Pdliticdly they
canl”54

The notion of a great power concert as the most desirable post-war arrangement would not
sound subversve to Stdin and Molotov either. Both were on record as favoring Big Three cooperation
after the war, in no smdl part—through their collective predominance in the United Nations. In his 6
November 1944 speech in particular, Stdin gave his own estimate of the dliance' s prospects, which
happened to be quite in tune with Masky-Gromyko-Litvinov line & the bags of the Alliance, he sad,
were not “accidentd or trangtory motives, but vitdly important and long-lasting interests,” above of
dl—“preventing new aggression or a new war, if not forever, then a least for an extended period of
time.”%5 If anything, Stalin seemed more concerned and redidtic than either Roosevdt or Churchill (or
our three authors, for that matter) about the dangers facing the Alliance after the war and the need to
find some new subdtitute for the war-imposed unity.5¢ - Another and more significant difference was that
both Stalin and Molotov with their deep suspicions of the West would be far more skeptica about the

53 Molotov Remembers, 74.
54 "On the Question of Acquiring Trusteeship Territories," 1. 60.
55 |.V. Stalin, Sochineniya (Stanford: Hoover Ingtitute, 1967), vol. 2, 164-170.

56 Seg, e. g., his remarks at the Yalta Conference: Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins: An Intimate History
(New York: Harper and Row, 1950), 869; and at the Kremlin meeting with Senator Claude Pepper: "Memorandum of
Conversation with Generalissimus |. Stalin," 14 September 1945, LC, Harriman Papers, Container 182, CF, September
13-19, 1945 folder.
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prospects for the Big Three cooperation, dways keeping the powder of unilaterdism dry. In short, they
wanted to have the best of both worlds: the benefits of continued cooperation with the Western Allies
and a the same time the consolidation of their newfound positions, the latter being the more vitd and
ultimately decidve priority.>7

Cdculaing on Anglo-American contradictions to maximize Soviet gains was adso part and
parcd of Sdin's draegy, to which he actively resorted during the war. Having little persond
preferences between the two he was more pragmatic and flexible than his three ambassadors in
maneuvering between the U.S. and British: thus, during most of 1945, Stalin was more considerate to
the Americans (dmog to the point of asking them to play a stronger globd role), only to turn to the
British the following year with a sudden suggestion of closer ties>8

Spheres of influence as a concept and practice were, of course, dso quite familiar to Stdin and
Molotov since their earlier dedls with Hitler and then with the British.>° But judging by Molotov’s lack
of comments about Litvinov's suggestion and Stdin’s own behavior with Churchill in October 1944, this
particular scheme of a comprehendve “amicable ded” with the British did not catch their imagination at
that point. For one thing, Stain obvioudy saw its unacceptability to the Americans (as suggested by his
ready acceptance of U.S. Ambassador Averdl Harriman's propostion the Big Three must together
decide dl mgor quedions, after suggesting the deletion of a phrase in Stdin and Churchill’s joint
message to Roosevdt that implied a poswar spheres-of-influence arangement80).  But more
importantly he probably did not want to tie his hands while the Red Army was Hill advancing through
Europe. Seemingly tecticd, this difference was very important since ingtead of trying to win Western
trust by displaying his cards and demondrating the limited nature of his objectives early on (which
clearly was the implication of Litvinov's advice), Sdin preferred to maximize his power postions and
then to face the West with afait accompli.

Even more serious was the difference between the Soviet leadership and their diplomatic
advisers in regard to the nature of spheres of influence. While Stdin and Molotov during the war
rhetorically subscribed to the ideds of smdler countries' independence and sovereignty, their unwritten
operational presumption was a full freedom of action within those spheres for the greet powers. Asde
from Stdin’s famous dictum as recorded by Milovan Djilas (*whoever occupies aterritory also imposes
in it his own sodid system’®1), it is hard to think of a better illudration of this attitude than Molotov's

57 On Stalin's "maximum" and "minimum" goal's see Taubman, Stalin's American Policy, 74-75.

58 James L. Gormly, The Collapse of the Grand Alliance, 1945-1948 (Baton Rouge and London: Louisiana State
University Press, 1987), 164-166.

59 For arecent review of these policies, see Gardner, Spheres of Influence, ch.7; Warren F. Kimball, “Naked Reverse
Right: Roosevelt, Churchill, and Eastern Europe from TOLSTOQOY to Yata—and aLittle Beyond,” Diplomatic History
9:1 (Winter 1985), 3-7.

60 SeeW. Averell Harriman and Elie Abel, Special Envoy to Churchill and Stalin, 1941-1946 (New Y ork: Random
House, 1975), 356-58.

61 Dijilas, Conversationswith Stalin, 114.
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handwritten comments on one of A. Vyshinski’s memoranda on the pod-Y dta reorganization of the
provisond Polish government. Here the red Molotov is spesking to his Anglo- American counterparts
without diplometic camouflage: “Poland - a big ded! But how governments are being organized in
Belgium, France, Greece, etc., we do not know. We have not been asked, athough we do not say that
we like one or another of these governments. We have not interfered, because it isthe Anglo-American
zone of military action.”62 Here again we have the same notion of parity, sincerdly offended by what
was perceived as a Western double standard: “we do not interfere in your sphere, so why should you
meddle with ours?’

To summarize, while most of these reports ideas lay within the generd framework of Kremlin
drategic ends, there were dso consderable differences about the means of achieving those ends, with
our authors paying far more atention to making them paatable to the West.

In concluson, it might be ussful to compare briefly thisline of Soviet thinking about the post-war
world with what American and British officids thought at that time about Moscow’s post-war plans
and future relation with its war-time dly. Thefirg full-scae U.S. estimate of Soviet post-war intentions
was not off the mark in presenting the main concerns and dilemmas of Soviet policy planners. The
American andysts emphasized the security-oriented nature of Soviet objectives, the severe restrictions
on Soviet resources and capahilities, the complicating but not overriding importance of ideology, and the
unlikdihood of the USSR's “embarking on [an] adventurig foreign policy.”63 The “fundamentd
problem” of the Kremlin strategy was seen in how to enhance Soviet security postions while avoiding,
or a least postponing, a break-up with the United States and Great Britain.64 On such a basis the
continuing cooperation of the Big Three was 4ill deemed possble. Thanks to Edward Mark and
some other American historians we are now familiar with a significant trend within the State Department
which went dong dmilar lines of foresseng a bdance of powe and spheres of influence
accommodation with the Soviets, first of dl in the key area of Eastern Europe, provided those spheres
remained “open” and limited.8> A smilar trend, adbeit more speculative and short-lived, isvisblein the

62 "Comments by Comrade Molotov," enclosed in A. Vyshinski to Molotov ("Proposals on the Polish Question"),
16 February 1945, AVP RF, f. 6, op. 7, d. 588, p. 39, 1.1. A muted paraphrase of this outburst found its way into Stalin's
Correspondence with Truman: Stalin to Truman, 24 April 1945, Perepiska Predsedateliya Soveta Ministrov SSSR s
Presidentami SShA i Premier-Ministramy Velikobritanii vo Vremia Velikoi Orechestvennoi Voiny, 1941- 1945
(Moskva: Politizdat, 1957), vol.2, 217-218.

63 Joint Intelligence Committee 250, "Estimate of Soviet Postwar Capabilities and Intentions,” 18 January 1945, NA,
RG 165, ABC 384 U.N. (17 July 1944), D-2; see also Office of Strategic Services, Research and Analysis Branch,
“Capabilities and Intentions of the USSR in the Post-war Period," 5 January 1945, NA microfilm publication M-1221,
“Intelligence Reports, 1941-1961," Report N 2669,

64 "Estimate of Soviet Post-war Capabilities and Intentions,” D-5, D-17.

65 Eduard Mark, "Charles E. Bohlen and the Acceptable Limits of Soviet Hegemony in Eastern Europe,” Diplomatic
History 3:2 (Spring 1979), 201-213; Eduard Mark, "American Policy toward Eastern Europe and the Origins of the
Cold War, 1941-1946: An Alternative Interpretation,” Journal of American History 68 (September 1981), 313-336:
Gaddis, The Long Peace, 50-52.
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British Foreign Office documents of 1944-1945 on future Anglo-Soviet relations®6 If these Soviet
documents under review reved anything new then it would be a confirmation of the existence of a
somewhat pardld current on Soviet Sde. It was the impression of some U.S. diplomats during World
War 11, and some higtorians later, that there were under Stdin contending approaches to the West with
“unilaterdists’ competing againg “collaboraionids” These Litvinov-Maisky-Gromyko reports lend
new credence to this view. They dso put a new twis to the old question of whether it was possible,
given this nemy-reveded symmetry of thinking among the Big Three, to reach a better post-war
accommodation between the Soviet and Anglo-American “orbits’ indead of the rigid and militarized
divison of the European continent.
* * *

Of course, these documents reflect early and preiminary intentions, shaped before V-Day,
Hiroshima and other momentous events of that volatile year 1945 which kept changing perceptions and
behavior among al of the Big Three. Our authors themselves were responding to a quickly changing
environment and trimming thelr sails accordingly. An adgptable and loyd Gromyko fitted well into the
postwar picture, ingratiaing himsdf with the big bosses.  Litvinov, while becoming more and more
pessmidtic,t” suck to his guns of the posshility of a “grand bargan” with the West; only now,
witnessing the growing role and strategic reach of the United States, was he turning to Americans as the
principa partner in that ded. In one of his last memaos to Molotov, written on the eve of December
1945 Council of Foreign Minigters conference in Maoscow, Litvinov summarized this new emphags as
follows. “The srategic gppetites of the United States, embracing dl of the Atlantic and dmost dl of the
Pecific, as well as Western Africa and the countries of the Near East, enable us to approach precisay
the American government a the right moment with a proposa “to open cards.”68 About the sametime
“Litvinov Commisson” was dishanded as “having discharged its functions.”69

Maisky (by then removed from the Allied Reparation Commission) aso struggled to the end,
dill pushing for hisand Litvinov's verdon of a European divison. In one of his last recommendations to
Molotov regarding the forthcoming December 1945 Maoscow conference, he advised to conduct
negotiations on peace tregties with the former Nazi satellites “in such a way as to achieve a de facto
recognition of the Balkans (except for Greece) and Eastern Europe by the Americans and the British as
a Soviet ‘security zone in which they themsdves diplay no sgnificant political or economic activity.”70

Y et by then, both Maisky and especidly Litvinov were loang whatever remained of ther status

66 Graham Ross, ed., The Foreign Office and the Kremlin. British Documents on Anglo-Soviet Relations, 1941-
1945 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 164-65, 197-98.

67 Mastny, "The Cassandrain the Foreign Commissariat,” 373.

68 |itvinov, "USA and the Policy of Interference," 7 December 1945, AVP RF, .6, op. 7, d.175, p. 17, 1. 160.

69 Litvinov to Molotov, 16 November 1945 (enclosing Minutes of the Commission's concluding meeting), AVP RF,
f.7,0p.7, d. 66, p.6, Il. 107-108.

70 Maisky to Molotov, 29 November 1945, AVP RF, f.7, op. 7, d. 64, p. 6. 1. 4.
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and influence. Among other things, they appeared a the very bottom of the list of Soviet diplomats
awarded decorations for 1945, afact immediately noted by the U.S. Embassy in Moscow as another
indication of changing winds a the Foregn Commissariat.’l At his farewdl remarks to the U.S.
Embassy staff in January 1946, Ambassador W. Averdl Harriman accurately concluded: “Those who
place greater emphadis on unilatera action rather than collective action are now in ascendancy in the
Soviet government. Maisky and Litvinov are on the downgrade and the Stuation does not ook good
just now.”72 But it took a further deterioration between the Big Three in 1946-1947 to make thiskind
of thinking redly unthinkable in Moscow, as wel asin Washington and London.

71 Am Embassy to State Department, 12 November 1945 (Subject: Awards conferred on Soviet notables), LC,
Harriman Papers, Cont. 184, CF, November 8-14, 1945,

72 "Notes on Talk by Ambassador to Officers and Attaches of the Embassy, Moscow, January 22, 1946,” LC,
Harriman Papers, Cont. 186, CF January 17-23, 1946.
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