
Unit 1 Sources 
Investigation (essay)
Wartime disagreements between the USSR and the West

Sources on the Second Front

A From: Gabriel Kolko, The Politics of War, published in 1968.  

This historian is sympathetic to Russian criticisms of lack of support from the West during the war and defends Soviet policy in Eastern Europe in 1945.

It seems likely that about one-tenth of Russian military needs in all forms came from the Allies. However, Soviet military successes were unmistakably based primarily on the efforts and sacrifices of the Russians themselves, and not on such external aid as the USA gave them. Many Russians were to die in World War II to defeat Germany – the final count reached twenty millions, seven million of them soldiers; in comparison, the Americans lost 405,000, the British 375,000. American living standards, after the grim decade of the depression, had never been higher. The West’s failure to initiate a second front until Germany was on the defensive must certainly have raised very serious questions in the Kremlin about the ultimate value and reliability of the coalition. The failure of the West on the second front issue struck at the very basis of the tenuous Allied collaboration. To the Russians it appeared that the West was making politics while Russia made war. Other than reconsidering the coalition after so many broken promises in regard to a second front, the Russians

must no doubt have realized that Anglo-American delays, whether intended to do so or not, were weakening them materially, and this would affect their relations with the West at the end of the War. What was also certain to the USSR was that Anglo American temporization had also weakened the force of its own obligations to its allies. By the Yalta Conference the military experience of the Grand Alliance had done nothing to mitigate the political differences that appeared during the course of 1943 and 1944.

B From: Jonathan Fenby, Alliance, published in 2006.  
This historian argues that there was less disagreement between Russia and the West than has been argued about the Second Front.

Though some British Cabinet colleagues favoured opening a front in the West, Churchill would have none of it. He told Stalin in 1942 that there was no chance of a British offensive in France or the Balkans and that action however well-meaning, leading only to costly fiasco would be of no help to anyone but Hitler. The issue of a Second Front would become a recurrent theme over the following three years, with Stalin returning repeatedly to the failure of Britain and America to land troops in France. But there must be doubt as to whether he really expected action in 1942 or 1943. The Western allies lacked men and landing craft, and Hitler had superior forces across the Channel. Molotov told an interviewer towards the end of his life, ‘From the first I did not believe they would do it. This was a completely impossible operation for them. I don’t doubt that Stalin too believed they would not carry it out’. The demand for a Second Front was too useful a political tool not to be used to ensure the Western allies would compensate by pumping supplies to the Eastern Front. For Britain the danger was that this would divert desperately needed American supplies and strain their own domestic production. The service ministers and chiefs of staff opposed this and made their feelings plain at a meeting in Downing Street on 19 September 1941.
C From: Robert Wolfson, Years of Change, published in 1978. 

This historian argues   that the complex preparations needed for the D-Day Landings of June 1944 show that the Second Front could not have been launched any sooner.

Preparations for the D-Day attacks had to be the most elaborate ever to succeed. Intricate plans for the Second Front were drawn up and special equipment devised. To supply the landing forces, artificial harbours, known as ‘Mulberry Harbours’, which could be transported across the Channel, were built. To provide fuel, PLUTO (Pipe Lines Under The Ocean) had to be laid. Some 10 000 planes, 80 warships and 4 000 other craft were needed for the invasion, all of which had to be prepared and assembled in the right places. Drawing on their experiences in North Africa and Italy, the Allied leaders assembled the largest and best equipped invasion force ever seen and this all took a long time.

D From: Michael Dockrill, The Cold War 1945 - 1963, published in 1988. 
This historian argues that delays in launching the Second Front aroused Stalin’s suspicions.

The Soviet Union complained bitterly about the repeated Anglo-American delays in launching a Second Front, a cross-Channel invasion of France from Britain to relieve German pressure on the Soviet Union. Although there were important practical and technical arguments against an early cross-Channel invasion, an associated factor in the minds of both Churchill and Roosevelt was the need to avoid heavy losses of both American and British lives in a premature assault on German-occupied France. Stalin suspected that the two Western powers intended to let the Soviet Union suffer most of the human and material losses in the war against Germany. He did not regard the Anglo-American invasions of North Africa and Southern Italy in 1942 and 1943 as substitutes for a full-scale Allied attack into the heart of the German Reich.
E From: Bradley Lightbody, The Cold War, published in 1999. 

This historian argues that the Soviet Union suspected their Western allies delayed the Second Front in the hope that the Soviet and Nazi armies would destroy each other.
On 12 August 1942, Churchill travelled to Moscow with news of delays to the establishment of a Second Front. While Churchill was defending this decision, the Soviet Army was defending Stalingrad and enduring heavy casualties in one of the most significant battles of the war. 800 000 Soviet soldiers and civilians were killed in this single battle, compared to 375 000 British and 405 000 American casualties for the entire Second World War. Estimates of the total Soviet casualties in the war vary, but were possibly 23 million. Stalin was suspicious that his Allies were content to watch the Soviet and Nazi armies destroy each other on the battlefield and rid Europe of both fascism and communism. This suspicion increased in May 1943 when the Second Front was further postponed in favour of Allied landings in Italy. A leading Soviet politician stated that the intention of the Allies was to ‘bleed us dry’ and, at the end of the war, to ‘dictate their will to us’.

F From: Steve Phillips, The Cold War, published in 2001. 
This historian argues that the delays in opening up a Second Front made Stalin extremely suspicious of his wartime allies.

One major strain in the wartime alliance was over the timing of the Second Front against Germany. Since June 1941 the Soviet Union had borne the brunt of the fighting against Germany and had suffered severe losses both in human and material resources. To Stalin, opening up a Second Front in Western Europe against Germany, in order to relieve the pressure on the Soviet Union, was an urgent necessity. Yet the refusal of Britain and the USA to do so until the time was right led Stalin to be suspicious of their motives. Did they wish to see Nazi Germany defeat the Soviet Union before they themselves defeated Germany? Although there is no evidence that this was ever seriously considered by the British and US governments, Stalin’s suspicions remained. Even when told of the decision to launch the D-Day landings in June 1944, Stalin continued to be doubtful: ‘Yes, there’ll be a landing if there is no fog. What if they meet with some Germans? Maybe there won’t be a landing then, but just promises as usual.’

Sources on the Poland

G From: Wilson D. Miscamble, Roosevelt to Truman, published in 2007.
This historian is critical of Soviet wartime policy in Poland.

By the late June of 1944, the Red Army’s progress into Poland brought the administration of the newly ‘liberated’ territories to the fore. Upon Churchill’s pleading, Stalin agreed to meet Mikolajczk to seek a settlement. The Polish leader met Stalin on 27 June, just a day after the Soviets, with exquisitely brutal timing had announced that their puppet Polish Committee of National Liberation based in Lublin would oversee the administration of Polish territories. Mikolajczk faced a rival government and demanding terms from Stalin in June 1944. To the shifting of Poland’s borders west, the Soviets now added the requirement that the Polish “governments” now be integrated. His refusal helped bring the Polish issue to a disastrous dénouement. After the courageous and reckless Warsaw uprising in August 1944 Stalin rested his forces short of Warsaw at the Vistula River and left the Germans to take a vicious revenge on the Poles. Until late in the uprising, Stalin even refused the use of Russian airfields to the Americans and British who were trying to supply the Poles. Soviet behaviour during the Warsaw rising shook the faith of keen observers in the west. British Air Marshall Sir John Slessor later noted: “How, after the fall of Warsaw, any responsible statesman could trust any Russian Communist further than he could kick him passes the comprehension of ordinary men”.

H From: James Fitzgerald, The Cold War and Beyond, published in 1989. 

This historian argues that the independence of post-war Poland was undermined by decisions taken at the Teheran Conference in November 1943.

The first occasion on which Stalin, Churchill and Roosevelt all met was at the Teheran Conference. Roosevelt supported Stalin in his insistence that Operation Overlord should be given highest priority. It was then inevitable that discussion would focus on questions related to the post-war settlement. There was discussion over the boundaries of post-war Poland. In effect, Poland was moved westward. Churchill suggested that the Russians should be allowed to keep the areas of eastern Poland they had seized in 1939, with Poland being compensated by receiving territory on her western border from Germany. By agreeing to the Molotov-Ribbentrop Polish boundary in the East, the Western Allies created a situation which no independent Polish government could accept and ensured that a puppet government would have to be installed.
I From: Jeremy Isaacs and Taylor Downing, Cold War, published in 1998. 
These historians describe the actions of the Red Army in Poland in 1944 and argue that hopes for post-war independence for Poland were crushed by Stalin.

As the Red Army pushed westwards it paused only once, near Warsaw. When the Russians approached, the free Polish resistance rose up and took control of the Polish capital, ready to proclaim an independent Poland. The Soviet troops unexpectedly waited at the Vistula River, and allowed the Nazis to return and crush the Poles. Churchill pleaded with Stalin to intervene; the Soviet leader said his armies needed time to regroup. For 63 days the Poles held out. Finally, the Nazis, in an orgy of slaughter, put down the rising. 200 000 Poles were killed, nine out of ten of them civilians. Stalin had permitted the flower of the free Polish resistance to be massacred, so that he could hand Poland over to his own stooges. Hopes for genuine democracy in Eastern Europe after the war were destroyed in the ruins of Warsaw.

Sources on the Wartime Alliance

J From: Walter Le Feber, America, Russia and the Cold War 1945-1966, published in 1967.

This historian argues that there was mutual misunderstanding between Russia and the West.
In 1942 and 1943 Churchill and Roosevelt indicated readiness to open a second front in Western Europe. Their backs to the wall, the Soviets seized on these indications as ironclad pledges. When the Allies invaded North Africa and Sicily, thus stalling the second front invasion, Stalin became increasingly suspicious and resentful. Nor did the Russian dictator care for the Anglo-American refusal to assure him that after the conflict the Soviet borders would essentially be those recognized by the Nazi-Soviet treaty, that is the Baltic States and parts of Finland and Rumania. The Cold War consequently developed on a foundation of a half century of Russian-American distrust and apprehension. The Soviet approach to East European governments varied. In Rumania, which had been an ally of Hitler and whose troops had actually invaded Russia, the Soviets at first attempted to rule though a government in which the Soviets were a minority. Two weeks after Yalta, however, Stalin issued a brutal ultimatum demanding that the Communist party obtain power within two hours. On the other hand the Soviets held elections which allowed a non-communist government to obtain power in Hungary; suffered an overwhelming defeat in the Russian controlled zone of Austria; supervised elections in Bulgaria which satisfied British, if not American officials, and agreed to an independent government in Finland.

K From: Bernard A Weisberger, Cold War, Cold Peace, published in 1985. 
This historian argues that propaganda was used in the USA during the Second World War to create a false image of the USSR.
In the words of General John Davies, who headed the U.S. military mission to Moscow, it was a strange alliance. The mills of wartime ‘public information’ promptly ground out new images of the Russians, tailored to the American habit of seeing all international confrontations in terms of shoot-outs between the good-guys and the bad-guys. Now the Soviet leaders were the ‘good-guys’. Suddenly it appeared that they were not only brave anti-fascists, but virtually undistinguishable from next-door neighbours. Life Magazine in 1943 labelled the Russians ‘one hell of a people’ who ‘to a remarkable extent look like Americans, dress like Americans and think like Americans’. The New York Times told its readers in 1944 that in the USSR ‘Marxist thinking is out. The competitive system is back’. Not all Americans were totally convinced of Soviet goodness, but the propaganda war, which inflated a few small truths with a great deal of hot air, created expectations that were cruelly disappointed afterwards, leading to overreaction in the opposite direction.
L  From: Scott Harrison, World Conflict in the Twentieth Century, published in 1987.  This historian argues that the alliance between the USSR and the Western Powers was liable to collapse in 1945.

Even before the victory of 1945 it seemed likely that the alliance between the USSR and the Western powers would collapse. There were deep-seated reasons why a new confrontation was likely:

1. The Alliance had not always been harmonious. For example, the USSR had suffered by far the greatest number of casualties and damage during the war. As early as 1941 Stalin had asked the Allies to set up a second front to relieve pressure on the Soviet Union. In his eyes they had been slow to act, causing his country to make an even greater sacrifice.

2. The Western powers feared the expansion of communism, and especially Stalin’s brand of communism with its commitment to world domination.

3. The USSR feared the expansion of capitalism, especially in the light of Europe’s post-war weakness and the power of the USA, with its strong economy and its atomic bomb.

M From: Oliver Edwards, The USA, and the Cold War, 1945-63
This historian’s view is that the bomb was dropped because the Americans didn’t want to spend the money on developing it without testing it, and because it would defeat Japan.

There is little evidence that the Americans dropped the atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki primarily to intimidate the Soviet Union.  Using atomic bombs was not the first act in the new cold war.  The bomb was dropped because $2 billion had been invested in its development and because it was seen as the best means of defeating [the Japanese]. If, however the effect of using the new weapon was to frighten the Soviets and make them more pliable negotiating partners, then all well and good in the eyes of US policy makers.  Indeed the United States immediately attempted to turn the atom bomb to diplomatic advantage, using it as a bargaining counter in discussions with the Soviets.

N From: Steve Philips, The Cold War
This historian argues that the bomb caused both sides to harden their views of the other.
The enormous destructive damage caused by the bomb on Hiroshima shocked the world.  Truman called it ‘the greatest thing in history’.  It was hoped that Stalin would take notice and become more amenable in Europe.  Stalin saw the failure of Truman to at least inform him of the bomb as a deep insult and, far from making Stalin more amenable it increased his suspicions and distrust of US motives.   While encouraging the Soviet Union to develop its own bomb as quickly as possible , [Stalin] regarded is as a weapon of bluff which was unlikely to be used because of its own destructive power.  Thus the USA using its atomic bombs was to harden Stalin’s attitude without softening its policies.
O From: Gar Alperovitz More on Atomic Diplomacy, published in the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists Dec 1985
Alperovitz’s view is that the bomb was dropped to create diplomatic pressure on Stalin and the Soviets.
The evidence had become increasingly clear by early July that, from a military point of view, Japan was finished. By mid-July it was exceedingly doubtful that Truman believed the war would end by invasion. Moreover, several top military figures clearly understood this reality—and were shocked that, in these changed circumstances the bomb would still be used. It was Secretary of State Byrnes, Truman's chief adviser, and other officials most directly involved in diplomacy toward the Soviet Union who appeared to have been most unwilling or unable to alter their views. Byrnes's general viewpoint is consistent and clear. He saw

the atomic bomb as a way to impress the Soviets. 
P From: Jeremy Isaacs & Taylor Downing, Cold War, published in 1998, about Churchill’s attitude towards communist Russia. 
These historians argue that from 1917 Churchill had been consistently and stridently anti-Bolshevik.

Britain, the USA and the rest of the capitalist world looked with horror at the Bolshevik Revolution of October 1917. Winston Churchill wrote that “civilization is being completely extinguished over gigantic areas, while Bolsheviks behave like troops of ferocious baboons.” Churchill spoke of building up a defeated Germany in order to fight communism. The Big Three wartime leaders met for the first time at Tehran towards the end of 1943. Stalin believed, rightly, that the USSR was bearing the brunt of the war and repeated his demands that the Allies open a second front in Northern Europe. In February 1945 the Big Three met again at Yalta. Yalta revealed cracks in the Grand Alliance. Only the common objective of defeating Hitler had kept it together. Stalin sought post-war security for the Soviet Union. The USSR had suffered dreadful destruction during the Nazi invasion. Stalin had one foreign policy objective that overrode everything else: to build a buffer zone along his country’s western border.
Q From: Michael Lynch, Stalin and Khrushchev: The USSR 1924 - 1964, published in 1990. 
This historian argues that the Grand Alliance only existed  because of the Second World War.

The coming together of the ‘Big Three’, the Soviet Union, the USA and Britain, became known as the ‘Grand Alliance’. However, a more accurate description might be a ‘marriage of convenience’. What bound them together was their desire to defeat their common enemy. They had little else in common. There were constant disputes between the Soviet Union and its two western partners. A major irritant was the question of the Second Front. Later on, as the war drew towards its end and the defeat of Germany became highly probable, the ideological differences between the Soviet Union and the other allies began to resurface. There was fear in the Soviet Union that Britain and the USA would attempt to enlist Germany in a war against Soviet communism. On the western side, there was anxiety that the Soviet advance into Eastern Europe heralded the start of a new period of communist expansion.
R From: David Williamson, The Cold War in Europe, published in 2002. 
This historian argues that differences between the allies meant their alliance was unlikely to last once the war was over.

It can be argued that the Cold War began from the very moment the communists triumphed in the Russian Revolutions of 1917. But if we accept that there was no Cold War proper during the 1920s and 1930s, it was Hitler who created the context for the Cold War when he invaded the Soviet Union in June 1941 and then, just after Pearl Harbour, declared war on the USA. The subsequent defeat of Germany by the Soviet Union and their western allies in 1945 at last brought the two superpowers – the Soviet Union and the USA – face to face. A few days before he committed suicide, Hitler predicted that ‘the laws of history and geography’ would make a conflict between these powers inevitable. Some historians see this as the key explanation for the Cold War. The causes of the Cold War can be likened to placing a ‘scorpion and a tarantula together in a bottle’.
S From: Oliver Edwards, The USA and the Cold War 1945 – 1963, published in 2002. 
This historian argues that although there were differences in their post-war aims neither Roosevelt nor Stalin wanted their alliance to break down.

Roosevelt and Stalin shared some post-war objectives. Both agreed on limiting the power of Germany. Roosevelt thought that the Soviet Union might be a more important ally to the USA than Britain. Stalin genuinely wanted to remain on good terms with the USA. Yet in many respects their plans for the post-war world were radically different. Roosevelt’s most cherished objective was the creation of the United Nations. Stalin’s overriding concern was the security of the Soviet Union. His country had paid a high price for victory over Germany. From Stalin’s point of view it was essential that the Eastern European states on the Soviet perimeter should have similar political and economic systems to the Soviet Union.

T From: Mike Sewell, The Cold War, published in 2002. 
This historian argues that there were tensions between the wartime allies but a collapse of the alliance was far from inevitable.
With the onset of war in June 1941, Stalin sought an alliance with the West. It was an alliance of convenience, of desperation, not trust. Ideological mistrust remained strong. This was reinforced by Stalin’s suspicion that the Anglo-American strategy was to fight Hitler to the last Russian. During the war, the Soviets discussed post-war aims with their Western allies. Deals were possible, especially with the British as is shown by the agreement on percentages of influence in the Balkans in November 1944. Differences among the allies were not always Western-Soviet antagonisms. Soviet perceptions of Anglo-American friction were encouraged by Roosevelt’s actions at Tehran and Yalta on the issue of imperialism. Roosevelt remained confident that he could deal with Stalin on the basis of the mutual trust that had been built up during the war. The British and the Americans remained confident that they could do deals with Stalin.
Sources on the Post War Settlement and Partnership

U From: Winston Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, published in 1954, about the conclusion of the ‘Balkan Bargain’ or ‘Percentages Agreement’ on post-war spheres of influence between him and Stalin in October 1944. 
This passage suggests that Churchill was anxious to secure British interests in Eastern Europe at the end of the Second World War.

We alighted at Moscow on October 9, and were received very heartily. That night we held our first important meeting in the Kremlin. The moment was apt for business, so I said, ‘Let us settle our affairs in the Balkans. Your armies are in Rumania and Bulgaria. We have interests there. Don’t let us get at cross-purposes in small ways. So far as Britain and Russia are concerned, how would it do for you to have 90% predominance in Rumania, for us to have 90% of the say in Greece, and go fifty-fifty about Yugoslavia?’ I wrote it out on a sheet of paper. I pushed this across to Stalin. There was a slight pause. Then he took his blue pencil and made a large tick upon it. It was all settled in no more time than it takes to set down. After this there was a long silence. At length I said, ‘Might it not be thought rather cynical if it had seemed we had disposed of these issues, so fateful to millions of people, in such an offhand manner? Let us burn the paper.’ ‘No, you keep it,’ said Stalin.

V From: A contemporary cartoon, published in an American newspaper, the Chicago Sunday Tribune, in February 1945. The cartoonist suggests that Stalin’s Russia is taking territory to which it had no right.

The policeman on the right, with a large moustache, represents Stalin (his name is on his truncheon). He is helping a burglar to escape from a house from which comes cries of ‘Help! Robber! Police!!’. The burglar is labelled ‘Russia’ on his coat and carries a sack labelled ‘Territorial Grabs’. Stalin is saying to the other policeman: “It’s all right – He’s with me”.

The other policeman has come from the building in the background labelled WORLD LEAGUE POLICE STATION. In February 1945, the allied leaders had agreed at Yalta to create a new United Nations Organisation to replace the old League of Nations. This second policeman says ‘Oh, O.K.!’.
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                                     ‘Officer Stalin’s idea of policing the world’
W From: Martin McCauley, The Origins of the Cold War 1941-1949, published in 1995. 
This historian discusses Roosevelt’s relationships with Stalin and Churchill and argues that Roosevelt hoped to create a post-war partnership with Stalin and the Russians.

The allies had been forced into a shotgun marriage during the war but Roosevelt hoped that out of this would come a real and lasting partnership. Europeans would simply have to endure Russian domination, in the hope that in ten or twenty years they would be capable of living well with the Russians. He set out to reach an agreement with Stalin personally, even if aspects of it ran counter to the interests of his British allies. At Yalta he made plain to Stalin his mistrust of Churchill, whom he suspected of seeking to keep the British Empire intact after the war. Roosevelt saw Stalin as an anti-colonial ally and therefore tried to win the cooperation of the Soviet dictator in planning the new post-war world

X From: James Fitzgerald, The Cold War And Beyond, published in 1989,

This historian describes the actions of the Red Army in Poland in 1944 and how this affected attitudes towards the USSR in the West.

The second half of 1944, with the Red Army marching westward, produced some clear examples of the way in which Stalin’s military strategy was designed to harmonise with his political aspirations. The most dramatic example of all came in Poland in August 1944. As the Red Army neared Warsaw, Polish underground forces rose up against the Germans. But the Red Army stopped, less than twenty kilometres from Warsaw. For two months the Germans hammered the Polish fighters, eventually killing almost 200 000 and levelling half the city. The Soviet handling of the Warsaw uprising convinced many Western observers that Soviet callousness had few limits. British Air Marshal John Slessor later wrote: ‘How, after the fall of Warsaw, any responsible statesman could trust any Russian further than he could kick him, passes the comprehension of ordinary men.’

Y From: The Times (London) on 6 November 1944.

This source is about the security concerns of the USSR, in the aftermath of the conclusion of the ‘Balkan Bargain’ on post-war spheres of influence between Churchill and Stalin in October.

Russia, like Great Britain, has no aggressive or expansive designs in Europe. What she wants on her Western frontier is security. What she asks from her Western neighbours is a guarantee that her security shall not be exposed to any threat from across their territories. Admittedly she is unlikely to regard with favour intervention by other Great Powers in these countries. But Great Britain has traditionally resisted such interventions in the vicinity of the Suez Canal, and the United States has acted similarly in Central America. These are regions which these two powers have properly judged to be vital to their security. It would be inconsistent to ask Russia to renounce a similar right of reassurance; and it would be foolish, as well as somewhat hypocritical, to interpret insistence on this right as the symptom of an aggressive policy. Essentially British and Russian interests in this respect not only do not clash, but are precisely the same.

Same as source Q:
Z From: Mike Sewell, The Cold War, published in 2002. 
This historian argues that there were tensions between the wartime allies but a collapse of the alliance was far from inevitable.
With the onset of war in June 1941, Stalin sought an alliance with the West. It was an alliance of convenience, of desperation, not trust. Ideological mistrust remained strong. This was reinforced by Stalin’s suspicion that the Anglo-American strategy was to fight Hitler to the last Russian. During the war, the Soviets discussed post-war aims with their Western allies. Deals were possible, especially with the British as is shown by the agreement on percentages of influence in the Balkans in November 1944. Differences among the allies were not always Western-Soviet antagonisms. Soviet perceptions of Anglo-American friction were encouraged by Roosevelt’s actions at Tehran and Yalta on the issue of imperialism. Roosevelt remained confident that he could deal with Stalin on the basis of the mutual trust that had been built up during the war. The British and the Americans remained confident that they could do deals with Stalin.
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