PART TWO 

THE OPPONENTS 

OF COMMUNISM

1918-39

Fascist opposition to Communism
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Factors shaping Fascist opposition to communism

The role of ideology

*   Fear of communism was exploited to win support for both Nazis and Italian fascists (give egs)

*   Fighting communists in the streets gave military organisations such as the SA both a purpose and a rallying cry.  Also, it promoted the image of a tough, active and dynamic party, an image reinforce by propaganda and the use of militarist symbols (e.g. flags, salutes, uniforms)

*   The Soviet Union was the proclaimed enemy and therefore the focus of anti-Communist propaganda, as well as the justification for the expansion of the armed forces.

“Everything I undertake is directed against the Russians…” (Hitler 1939)

*   Hitler’s Lebensraum policy was expansionist and aimed at Russia, the home of the international Jewish-Bolshevik conspiracy.

*   Mussolini was flattered by Hitler’s identification of Nazi doctrine with that of Italian fascism.  However, he found Nazi views on race absurd and was concerned about German expansion.  Furthermore, with regard to communism, in most of the areas Mussolini targeted for expansion, the communist threat wasn’t strong (esp East Africa), so he had less need to resort to anti-communist rhetoric than the Nazis in his foreign policy.

How did ideology influence fascist foreign policy?

Germany

*   Rearmament was justified by the alleged necessity to resist the “world peril” of Bolshevism and Jews.

*   Anti-communism was also linked to expansionism.  Lebensraum or Living Space was mentioned both in Mein Kampf and Hitler’s Second Book.  Eastward expansion was viewed as the means of Germany’s survival as a nation (hence the conquest of Czechoslovakia and Poland and attempted conquest of the USSR).  German domination would only be permanent if the local population was removed and Germans settled in the conquered region.

The establishment of Aryan racial supremacy was an aim which justified Lebensraum and Weltpolitik (World Domination) – e.g. the Slavs were an inferior race whose only fit purpose was to serve the interests of the German Aryan race (hence the harsh treatment of Russian people after the German advance of 1941).  However, not enough was made of the Nazis’ anti-communist credentials in the territories that they occupied within the USSR.  Nazi atrocities in these areas and failure to make the most of their anti-communist beliefs in propaganda helped turn the local population against them. 

Italy

*   Mussolini argued that Italy’s participation in the Spanish Civil War (1936-39) on the side of the Nationalists was a “civilising mission” to destroy communism and socialism in Spain.

*   Rome-Berlin Axis represented solidarity against the communist threat.  This was reinforced by the Anti-Comintern Pact of 1936 and 1937 between Italy, Germany and Japan.

*   In 1941 Mussolini sent troops who were needed in North Africa to join Hitler’s attack on Russia.  The Italians achieved little on the Russian Front.

Spain

*   During the Spanish Civil War, Nationalist leader Francisco Franco made much of the Communist threat to attract support.  The terminology he employed in his anti-communist propaganda was often Christian in tone, in his attempts to reassure the Catholic Church.  He spoke in July 1938 of the “crusade” that was being carried out against “Red barbarism” and laid the blame for the high casualty rate in the Spanish Civil War firmly at the door of the communists.  In the same speech, he accused them of being responsible for the deaths of almost 150,000 people in Madrid, Valencia and Barcelona alone.

The role of economic factors

*   The economic problems of post-war Italy and the Depression in Germany created political instability and allowed fascism to prosper e.g. industrialist feared a communist revolution, so turned to fascism for help (egs? See Module 1 and 2 notes)

*   Despite Hitler’s dismissal of economics (2the sword has to stand before the plough and an army before economics” – Hitler’s Second Book),  he recognised the need for a strong industrial base to support his rearmament programme.  Consequently, industrial investment increased steadily after 1933 to the extent that government spending figures were kept secret 
*   Hitler’s rearmament programme, which was to a great extent dependent on foreign imports, threatened to cause a major economic crisis by late 1937.  Only the seizure of new supplies  of raw materials and foodstuffs would avert a collapse,  hence the importance of Czechoslovakia, which provided Skoda armaments as well as coal, copper, lignite and chemicals.

The Anschluss provided gold reserves and iron ore.  Even the Nazi-Soviet Pact yielded vital raw materials (thus forcing Hitler to tone down his anti-communist zeal so forcefully shown in 1920s and early 1930s).

Moreover, while rearmament had helped solve Germany’s unemployment problem, it also created economic pressure for war so the weapons etc would need to be replaced.

*   Lebensraum was underpinned by economic considerations e.g. unlimited land such as the Ukraine in the East and the prospect of economic autarchy and re-agrarianization.

*   The Four-Year Plan of 1936 introduced autarchy and was designed to prepare Germany for war, free her from dependence upon foreign imports, save foreign exchange, keep employment levels high and was also linked to Lebensraum (expansion made it easier to be self-sufficient).  Priority was given to the production of fuel oil (available most notably in the Caucasus region of Russia) and rubber.

Italian Fascism against Communism
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Extent of Italian Fascism’s opposition to communism

A very large section of the Squad membership shared with Italian Socialists a bitter mistrust of big business.  There were also (like Mussolini) ex-socialists within the movement.  Some Fascists carried strong left-wing views with them when the Fascists reached power in the 1920s e.g Rossoni,
Like Hitler, Mussolini’s anti-communism had a pragmatic side to it.  He was well aware of the fear of communism within powerful groups in Italy and was keen to exploit it (big business – who?, landowners, middle classes – why?)

Analysis – To what extent were Italian Fascists anti-communist and anti-socialist?

Domestic actions against Socialism and Communism (success?)

Actions against Socialists during his rise to power 1919-22

*   Strike-breaking of Fascist squads 

In 1922 the Fascists swept through the key North Italian cities in their successful efforts to crush the Socialist General Strike.

In early 1921 in Emilia and Tuscany, the Fascist squads terrorised the Socialist Party, burning down their offices and beating up trade unionists.  This won them the support of middle class townsfolk and landowners. 
*   Exploiting fears of communism/socialism 
Mussolini, in Il Pololo d’Italia represented squad violence as a painful necessity if Italy was to be saved from the Bolshevik threat.  Anti-communism was a useful ploy to gain support.  The ploy worked very effectively when the Socialist threat was at its strongest in 1919 and 1920, the so-called “Biennio Rosso” (the two red years)

Crushing opposition during consolidation of power 1922-26

*   Murder of key socialist leaders

E.g. Matteotti, 1924 – Then he went on to exploit the “Aventine Secession” to keep Socialist Party out of parliament

*   Banning/taking over all opposition newspapers 1924-25

*   Banning all opposition parties by 1926

Foreign policy actions against Socialism and Communism (success?)

Until 1936, Italian foreign policy was more concerned with Italian interests, rather than taking an active role against the communist threat.  

From 1936 onwards, through the Spanish Civil War and the growing links with Germany, Italian fascism became more closely linked with Nazism.  A number of ever-more binding alliances took place in the late 1930s.

*   Involvement in the Spanish Civil War
Mussolini stressed his involvement in Spain as a “civilising mission” – a crusade against the atheistic forces of Marxism and anarchism.  This was an attempt in particular to gain more support from Italian Catholics.

While finishing up on the winning side in the war, the Italian army performed very poorly, infamously being defeated at Guadalajara by the International Brigades in 1937.  Worse still, the war boosted anti-Fascist opposition at home.  “Today in Spain, tomorrow in Italy” became a rallying cry.  Furthermore, the war cost 7,500 million lira, seriously weakening Italian preparations for WWII.

*   Alliances with Germany
The Berlin-Rome Axis, 1936

The Anti-Comintern Pact, 1937 

– a declaration by Italy, Germany and Japan to work together against the USSR
The Pact of Steel, 1939

- committing Italy to come to Germany’s side in any future war, even if it was started by German aggression.  Mussolini made every effort to secure a delay of three years before war was declared.  Hitler ignored his pleas.  It was this that ultimately led to Italy’s disastrous involvement in WWII.  
*   During World War II

Participation in the war with the USSR.
- Here, Mussolini committed 227,000 troops to the Russian Front, pulling them away from where they were needed in the Balkans and N.Africa.  In the end, they made very little contribution, and were eventually defeated.

Overall, Fascist Italy tended in foreign policy to wage more of a propaganda war against communism, rather than a vigorous policy of action.

Analysis – How successful were Italian Fascist actions against communism?

Nazism against Communism
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Extent of Nazi opposition to communism

The struggle against Communism in Germany and Europe had always been a central part of Nazi ideology since 1920, and was most clearly expressed in Mein Kampf (1925).  Anti-communist propaganda and fears brought Nazism to political power in January 1933 and formed a key part of Nazi domestic and foreign policies.  Hitler believed that a large scale war was inevitable against the Soviet Union, who would provide Lebensraum for German expansion.

There is strong evidence that the Nazis’ anti-communism was a big factor in attracting support to them in the early 1930s.  In one survey of Nazi Party members, 65% listed anti-Marxism is the most important reason for their decision to join the Party.  Only 14% gave anti-semitism as their main reason.  It is therefore highly likely that even Nazis didn’t share to the same extent Hitler’s rampant anti-semitism with him, but rather targeted the rise of communism as their main concern.

However, there were within the Nazi Party men with socialist views (i.e. some views which they shared with the Communists), one of which was a desire to smash big business - e.g. Rohm, Strasser and Goebbels.  Hitler, however, in his determination to create a national community (“Volksgemeinschaft”) played down these class hatreds and stressed the nationalist elements of Nazism, rather than the socialist ones.

Analysis – To what extent were the Nazis anti-communist?

Domestic actions against socialism and communism (success?)

Rise to power, 1919-33

*   Actions of the SA

The SA were the paramilitary arm of the Nazi movement, in the early years frequently getting involved in street fights with communists and Social Democrats and breaking up rival meetings.

As parliament became more and more meaningless in the early 1930s, the SA once more came to the fore, winning against the Communists in Germany’s cities – most notably in Berlin, traditionally a left-wing city 

In power, 1933-45

*   Reichstag Fire/State of Emergency, February 1933

The Fire was blamed on the Communists, resulting in their ban from the Reichstag.  It also allowed Hitler to persuade Hitler to call a State of Emergency, helping secure (eventually) a majority for the Nazis and their allies in the Reichstag.

*   Ban on all opposition parties, July 1933

As a result of this the Communists and the Social Democrats were forced either to go into exile (e.g. SOPADE, based in Prague) or operate clandestinely (e.g. “Red Orchestra”, “Berlin Red Patrol”)

Communist and Social Democrat opposition who stayed in Germany were heavily punished if discovered.  Erich Honecker, Communist and future leader of the GDR, was an inmate of the concentration camps.

Foreign policy actions against communism (success?)
From 1936 onwards Nazism pursued a vigorous policy against communism, with their participation in the Spanish Civil War, Anti-Comintern Pact with Japan and Italy, and the Pact of Steel.  Hitler signed the Nazi-Soviet Pact in August 1939, but this only delayed the inevitable conflict with communism and the USSR.  This conflict finally happened in June 1941, with “Operation Barbarossa” – the German invasion of the USSR.

*   Non-Agression Pact with Poland, 1934

This secured Germany’s eastern flank from attack from the USSR until Germany was able to deal with other foreign policy concerns (particularly the destruction of the Treaty of Versailles).

*   Involvement in the Spanish Civil War 1936-1939
Although the Nazis sent much less military support to the Nationalist side in Spain than the Italians (10,000 troops approx), it was much more telling.  Nazi air support was crucial to Franco.  The Condor Legion had a devastating impact on the Spanish cities, such as Guernica.  
*   Alliances with Italy and Japan, 1936-39

(See Italian actions above)

The Italians were a weak ally, whose actions in the Balkans in 1941 crucially delayed the German invasion of the USSR.  The value of the Japanese alliance lay more in the distraction Japan provided for the western powers (France and Britain) in Asia, rather than the Soviets.

*   Operation Barbarossa, 1941-45 (the German invasion of the USSR)

Initially successful, but ultimately far too ambitious a venture. (See Part One notes)

After the first 3 months of the invasion, the Germans had killed or captured 3 million Soviet troops and were on the outskirts of Leningrad and Moscow by Christmas 1941.  

Further successes (most notably as Kharkov) followed in 1942, but the tide turned after a very hard-won Soviet victory at Stalingrad (November 1942-January 1943).  After this point the Germans made no further advances.  The Battle of Kursk in June 1943 deprived the German military of any capacity to launch further offensives, and from then on the Germans were in full retreat.

In 1944 and 1945, the Soviets drove the Germans out of the USSR and pursued them right back to Berlin, which they occupied alongside the other victor powers.  Eventually the Soviets took control of the eastern part of Germany, which became a communist country.

Analysis – How successful were Nazi actions against communism?

The Spanish right wing against Communism
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*   Before the Spanish Civil War

During the mid 1930s, as the Republican government in Spain began to lose its grip on power, the Falange Espanol (or Falange), an extreme right-wing, Fascist movement (although one Franco was wary of) took part in vicious street fighting against the Communists.

*   Spanish Civil War

*   Crushing opponents after the Spanish Civil War
Half a million opponents of Franco were driven into exile, among them a number of prominent Socialists and Communists.

There were also within Spain itself, an estimated 100,000 executions of political opponents, including Communists.  Secret police and the security forces in general rooted out possible opponents – this became a feature of the new state in Spain after the Civil War.

Franco’s Law of Political Responsibilities (1939) laid down that those “responsible” for fighting against the Nationalists in the Civil War were to have no part in the future of Spain.

Franco’s regime survived until 1975.  His authority remained absolute until his death.

How fascist was Franco?

*   While Spanish Fascists were a part of the Nationalist side in the Spanish Civil War, they were only a relatively small element of it [The Falange was the specifically fascist element of the Nationalist side, and in 1936 they secured only 0.7% of the vote in the elections].  There was also the Catholic Church, Spanish conservatives and the army.  For his part, Franco himself (unlike Hitler or Mussolini) was a believer who looked to strengthen Catholic and conservative values in Spain (contrast with actions of Hitler against the Church, and attempted actions of Mussolini – see Module 1 and 2 notes)

*   During the Spanish Civil War, Franco took steps to neutralise the (specifically Fascist) Falange by merging them with the royalist Carlists.

*   After World War II, Franco dismissed his Fascist Foreign Minister, Suner.  This gave his government an altogether more conservative (as opposed to fascist) look.

1919-45
Democratic opposition to Communism

Influences/Motivations

· Security.  The founding of Comintern in 1919 made the Western world feel under threat.  Churchill (British Chancellor in 1924) said “From the earliest moment of its birth, the Russian Bolshevik Government has declared its intention of using all the power of the Russian Empire to promote world revolution”.  The Zinoviev Letter in 1924 heightened these fears in Britain.  In 1927, Britain broke off diplomatic relations with the USSR following contact between the USSR and British trade unions during the 1926 General Strike.
· Economy.  France became involved in the Russian Civil War partly to recover the debts owed by Russia to France before World War I.  Lenin announced that Russia wasn’t going to pay these debts.  Britain was also owed money by Russia and was angered by Lenin’s refusal to pay.
· Ideology.  Prominent anti-communists in the British government in the early 1920s viewed Russia with suspicion – for example, Winston Churchill and Lord Curzon, who were outraged at Lenin’s anti-British agreements with Persia and Afghanistan in 1921.  The French right-wing grew in the late 1930s.  Organisations like Action Francaise and Croix de Feu had a strong anti-communist influence on French politics.  In Britain at the same time, Chamberlain was a strong anti-communist – which partly explained his reluctance to form an alliance with the Russians against Hitler in 1939.  Chamberlain admitted to “the most profound distrust of Russia”.  The British delegation went to negotiate with Russia by sea in the summer of 1939.  This underlined the low key nature of British diplomatic and military missions to Russia at this time, and the lack of urgency given by the British government to them.
Aims

· Security.  The founding of Comintern in 1919 made the Western world feel under threat.  Churchill (British Chancellor in 1924) said “From the earliest moment of its birth, the Russian Bolshevik Government has declared its intention of using all the power of the Russian Empire to promote world revolution”.  The Zinoviev Letter in 1924 heightened these fears in Britain.  In 1927, Britain broke off diplomatic relations with the USSR following contact between the USSR and British trade unions during the 1926 General Strike.

· Economy.  France became involved in the Russian Civil War partly to recover the debts owed by Russia to France before World War I.  Lenin announced that Russia wasn’t going to pay these debts.  Britain was also owed money by Russia and was angered by Lenin’s refusal to pay.

· To weaken communism.  The western democracies (with the exception of intervention in the Russian Civil War) stopped short of actually attempting to destroy Soviet communism in the 1918-45 period.  Their aim was more limited – to weaken communism by isolating it diplomatically and militarily.  Britain didn’t recognise the USSR until 1924 and the USA didn’t do so until 1932.  Diplomatic relations were severed between Britain and the USSR following the General Strike of 1926 in Britain.  Russian diplomatic moves towards the West were broadly rejected in the late 1930s, and the West stopped short of supporting the USSR when they gave support to the Republicans in the Spanish Civil War.  In fact, much of the British establishment sympathised more with the Nationalist side.  The biggest diplomatic snub to the Russians was its exclusion from the Munich Conference in autumn 1938.  The Russians also suspected the West’s support for them in World War II was half-hearted, waiting for 3 years after the invasion of the USSR to open up a 2nd Front against the Germans.
Methods
· Refusal to accept the legitimacy of communist Russia/the USSR.  Britain didn’t recognise the USSR until 1924.  The USA didn’t recognise the USSR until 1932.
· Diplomatic and economic isolation.  Communist Russia was excluded from the Treaty of Versailles and didn’t join the League of Nations until 1934.  There were some exceptions to this isolation, such as Treaty of Rapallo 1922 (Germany and Russia).  The isolation didn’t end when the Russians joined the League of Nations.  The USSR wasn’t even invited to the Munich Conference in 1938.  Britain cut diplomatic ties with the USSR in 1927, following suspicions that the Russians had tried to work with British trade unions to bring down the country.
· Elements of the British establishment promoted hostility towards Soviet communism throughout the 1920s.

· Continued distrust of Stalin even after USSR joined the League of Nations in 1934 (especially Britain and France).  The French right-wing in the late 1930s declared “Better Hitlerism than communism”

· The involvement of the USSR in the Spanish Civil War was viewed with suspicion by the British government, although the media was divided on the issue.

· The USSR was excluded from the Munich Conference in 1938.

· Britain and France were reluctant to negotiate seriously with the USSR in the months before the Nazi-Soviet Pact of August 1939.  Chamberlain admitted to “the most profound distrust of Russia”.  The British delegation went to negotiate with Russia by sea in the summer of 1939.

· The alliance between the West and the USSR during World War II was little more than a marriage of convenience.  The slowness of the West to set up a Second Front against Germany during World War II was shown by the Normandy landings, which weren’t launched until June 1944, 3 years after the Russians were invaded by Germany.  Britain and the USA continued to doubt the USSR’s motives – fearing the Russians would continue to spread communism, as they had done right up to 1940 (when the USSR took control of Finland).
· The USA and Britain kept their development of the atomic bomb a secret from Stalin in 1945.
Success?

· Unsuccessful intervention of US, British and French forces in the Russian Civil War.  The armies of intervention withdrew in 1919, with no progress made against the Red Army.

· Forced to recognise the existence of communist Russia.  An Anglo-Russian trading agreement in 1921 gave informal recognition.  So too did the Treaty of Rapallo in 1922.  Britain recognised the USSR in 1924.  The US eventually had to recognise the USSR in 1932.
· From 1933 onwards, the main threat to the USSR wasn’t from democratic regimes, but from Nazi Germany.
1945-1991

Democratic opposition to Communism 

(The Cold War in Europe)

Opposition to communism 1945-53
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Introduction

Divisions between the western democracies and the Soviet Union had emerged even before the end of WWII.  These divisions in economic, political and social policies between the democracies and the USSR were to deepen and intensify by 1949 in particular.

Yalta and Potsdam

(See Part 1 notes)

March 1945 – Harry S. Truman replaced Franklin D. Roosevelt as President of the USA.  He had a much tougher approach to communism than Roosevelt.  From the start, Truman made it clear that the US approach to foreign policy was about to change.

From an early stage, Truman’s abrasive language shocked Molotov, the Soviet Foreign Minister.  He spoke aggressively about the need for the USSR to honour agreements, such as for free elections in Poland.

May 1945 – Truman abruptly ended the “Lend-Lease” arrangement which had kept the USSR supplied during WWII.

Truman’s aggressive style at Potsdam contrasted sharply with the more conciliatory approach of Roosevelt at Yalta.  A turning point for the worse at Potsdam came when Truman informed Stalin of the US discovery of the atomic bomb (a “new weapon of destructive force”), which the US shortly afterwards showed they were prepared to use (Note – the USA is the only country in history ever to have used nuclear weapons).

In early August, atomic bombs were dropped on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, ending WWII in the process.  However, some historians have claimed that the true purpose of the bombs was to force the USSR to comply more with the US view of the post-war world (did it succeed, in that case?)
Also in August, the USSR’s request for a US loan was mysteriously lost.

The “Iron Curtain” and growing tensions, 1946

By 1946 Winston Churchill (still an influential figure in the world, despite no longer being PM of Britain) was speaking of an “Iron Curtain” descending across Eastern Europe.  Churchill proposed that the way forward was to set up a permanent military alliance between GB and the USA.  Stalin was angered by the speech, arguing that “future safety” was his only motivation in Europe(was this the case?). 
February 1946 – Kennan’s famous “Long Telegram”.  This was one of the most important documents of the post-war era.  Kennan was convinced that there could be no meaningful or long-term cooperation with the USSR.  He was convinced there would be a “fully fledged and realistic showdown with the Soviet Union” over E.Europe.

Kennan was a firm supporter of the policy of Containment (arguably, it was his idea).  He pointed out the root cause of the Russians’ “neurotic view of world affairs” was the traditional and instinctive Russian sense of insecurity.  This, he argued, led Soviet leaders to go on the offensive.  US concessions wouldn’t stop this aggressiveness.  The Soviets would do all within their power to strengthen their grip on E.Europe and weaken capitalist/democratic countries.  Kennan  had a big influence on Truman’s policy.

Significance of the events of 1945-46

1.   The reason for the change in US policy was the behaviour of the USSR in Eastern Europe.  The Americans underestimated the security needs of the USSR.  The Soviets feared the march of capitalism which they believed would be accompanied by American imperialism.  They were tough in E.Europe because they believed they needed it to withstand the US threat to them. 
2.   The clash between US and Soviet views had to emerge sooner or later, but conflict wasn’t inevitable.

3.   American decision-makers had misread Soviet security concerns and interpreted them as a desire to expand – hence a refusal to cooperate with them.  As a result, the Soviets hardened in their approach to the US, particularly over western attempts to meddle in what they saw as their sphere of influence – i.e. E.Europe.

The Truman Doctrine (March 1947)

Truman in 1947 committed the USA to helping European democracies both financially and politically, to stop the further spread of communism in Europe. (see Part 1, 1945-53).  This was the start of the US policy of Containment – the Truman Doctrine was the military side of Containment.

March 1947 - Frustrated by what he saw as serious breaches in Soviet conduct –e.g. in Greece and Turkey, Truman announced the Truman Doctrine.  He laid the blame entirely at the Soviet Union’s door for the tensions in Europe, and pledged to defend “free people who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures”.  He was now clearly representing American-Soviet relations as a struggle between good and evil.

Significantly, however, the Truman Doctrine and Containment were also an admission by the US that little could be done to regain influence in E.Europe.

Why Containment?

*   Fear of appeasing the Soviet Union.  The West had appeased Germany, saw it as a mistake, and was determined not to repeat it.

*   Economic fears – fears of post-war recession boosted calls by the military-industrial complex to pursue arms-building programmes.  Perhaps the Cold War could boost the US economy in the same way as WWII had.

*   A feeling of insecurity after WWII.  The increase in US influence in Europe prompted a feeling by some that a tougher military approach was needed to secure this.

The Marshall Plan/Marshall Aid (June 1947 on)

This followed on from the Truman Doctrine.  General Marshall (US Secretary of State) promised economic aid in 1947 to help Europe’s economies recover after WWII.  However, like the Truman Doctrine, part of the intention of Marshall Aid was to prevent the further spread of communism in Europe.  It was the economic side of Containment.

The US emerged after WWII as the most powerful economy in the world, but Truman was concerned about the economic situation in Europe, especially as Stalin seemed not to care about the suffering faced by people there.  There were 2 other main reasons for Marshall Aid…

1. Truman feared European poverty could encourage the development of communism – this seemed to be happening in France and Italy in 1947.

2. Marshall worried that an economic slump in Europe could harm the US economy.

Molotov eventually rejected Marshall Aid.  The states linked to Russia rejected Marshall Aid (See Part 1 notes) and established a similar body for the Eastern Bloc (Comecon – 1949).  The USSR also established Cominform (See Part 1 notes)

Between 1948 and 1952, the US gave $13 billion for European recovery (GB got $3000 million, W.Germany got $1300 million).  The plan assisted European economic recovery, but helped divide Europe further into west (democratic) and east (communist).  Fear and suspicion increased (See Cominform above)

National Security Council Resolution 68

This advocated a rapid and major arms build-up to support the Containment policy.  Richard Cockett states that “NSC 68 epitomised the militarization of containment”.  The support for the report at the highest levels meant that American policy makers were accepting the defence of the “free world”, on a global scale, against the threat of communism.
The Berlin Airlift (June 1948-May 1949)

The Cold War intensified as Stalin ordered the Blockade of West Berlin.  The USSR was forced to admit defeat after 318 days of allied air support to the people of W.Berlin.  

By 1948 the Western allies merged their zones to make them economically stronger.  Stalin view this with apprehension.

June 1948 – Soviet Union halted all traffic to and from Berlin.  The West refused to consider withdrawal from Berlin.  They feared that the loss of this strategic city could lead to West Germany going the same way.  They decided to supply West Berlin by air.  Eventually Stalin wasn’t prepared to provoke US retaliation, and lifted the Blockade.  It was a strategic and propaganda victory for the West and a humiliating climb-down for Stalin.

Results

As a result, German reunification became even less likely, and the two power blocs in Europe became more suspicious of each other.  They cut most remaining links with each other.  In October 1949, the USSR set up an independent country in the Soviet zone of Germany, called the German Democratic Republic (GDR, or East Germany).

Another important result of the Berlin Airlift was the caution it created within the USA about future US commitment in other European crises involving the USSR.  This had big results in Eastern Europe and meant the Hungarian Uprising and Prague Spring secured no real practical US support (see notes below).

Formation of NATO (April 1949)

Signed by the USA, Canada, Britain, France and 7 other European states, NATO was seen as a firm military guarantee to Europe by the USA to stop further Soviet expansion in Europe.  The member states insisted it was a defensive military alliance (“armed attack against one or more of its members… shall be considered an attack on them all” – Article 5 of the Treaty), although that wasn’t how it was seen by the Soviets (see Part 1 notes – especially Stalin’s reaction).

Consequences of NATO’s formation were the Warsaw Pact (1955) and more mutual suspicion and hostile relations between West and Eastern Europe, especially up to Stalin’s death (1953).  It also helped lead to the Korean War (1950-53), where a UN force dominated by the USA, but including a number of western European states, fought the communists in Korea.

1949

The Soviets discovered their own atomic bomb.  The US monopoly on nuclear power was now over

China became communist.  Communism was now even more so a global proposition.

1950-52

After intensive research, the US exploded their first Hydrogen bomb (H-bomb).  The Soviets did likewise months later, in 1953.

The rise of McCarthyism

In the early 1950s a rampant anti-communist movement briefly took off in the USA.  This for a short while did much to increase anti-Soviet feeling there.

By 1953, Europe was clearly divided, with democracies firmly opposed to communism in Europe.

Opposition to communism 1953-68
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Introduction

After Stalin’s death, a slight thaw in East/West relations began.  In 1955 Soviet troops left their occupation zone in Austria (which had bee divided between the Allies along the same lines as Germany had been).  Also, the USSR took part in the Geneva Conference, which helped the French to pull out of Indochina.

Eisenhower

Eisenhower presided over a period of relative tranquillity as President.  In the 1956 presidential election campaign he claimed “Everything’s booming but the guns”.  However, such tranquillity was achieved at the expense of gaining little ground against the Soviets in the Cold War.

Certainly Eisenhower talked big at first.  At his first State of the Union address in 1953, he said the US needed a new foreign policy that would make the “free world secure” (what impact would this have had on the USSR?).  Other provocative actions included the Captive People’s Resolution (1953), which strengthened America’s support for freedom in E.Europe.  However, a change of approach was caused by…

1. Less need to play up his anti-communism once presidential victory was won.  After the comments made above, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles commented that liberation “must and can be a peaceful process”

2. Stalin’s death, ushering in the era of Peaceful Coexistence

3. The domination of Eisenhower (less confrontational than Dulles) in US Foreign Policy.  His conciliatory rhetoric set the tone in the mid 1950s.

Despite this, tension remained, and Eisenhower expressed doubt about how genuine Khrushchev and his colleagues were about Peaceful Coexistence.

The “New Look” Defence Policy
1954 - Dulles spoke of “massive retaliation” as a more cost-effective way (“more bang for the buck”) of dealing with future communist aggression.  The suggestion was the America would deploy its nuclear weapons, rather than rely on conventional forces.  The idea of Eisenhower and Dulles was that nuclear force would act as a deterrent to Soviet aggression (“blow the hell out of them if they started anything”).  Research and development of new missiles became a priority.

Dulles saw nuclear weapons as a way of extracting concessions from communist opponents – a form of blackmail.  The reality was that such talk only forced the US to be more cautious in E.Europe, for fear of sparking off a nuclear war.  This had a big effect on their response to Hungary.

In addition to this, more stress was placed on the CIA.  They were to have a heightened role in mounting surveillance and covert missions.  This also increased tensions.

The Hungarian Uprising (1956)

When Hungary tried to leave the Warsaw Pact, Soviet troops were sent in to crush opposition.  Despite Hungarian calls for western help, the western powers didn’t intervene.  They did, however, express their contempt for the actions of the USSR, and the abuse of human rights that had taken place.

Events in Hungary dashed hopes of any real “thaw” in East/West relations.  For all Eisenhower and Dulles early tough talk against communism, they found the threat of nuclear war to great to risk giving the Hungarians any assistance.  Eisenhower told his advisers that Hungary was “as inaccessible as Tibet”.

The US was weakened by the ill-advised attempts of Britain and France to consolidate their control over the Middle-East by occupying the Suez Canal.  This prevented western unity against the Soviets at a crucial time.

Results of Hungary

1. Prospects of a thaw in the Cold War were over

2. Soviet hold over E.Europe was firmer than ever

3. Rhetoric of Dulles had been exposed

4. Arms race reached new levels – in particular with the development of long-range missiles (ICBMs).

Origins of the Vietnam War

In the late 1940s and early 1950s, the US gave much support to France in its efforts to regain control of Vietnam against the communists there (Vietminh – led by Ho Chi Minh).  The French were forced to pull out in 1954, resulting in the division of Vietnam into North and South Vietnam along the 17th parallel.  As Ho Chi Minh’s support grew in the North, the US extended its support to the brutal dictator Diem in the south. 
The U2 Crisis 1960

Despite the Hungarian Crisis, Superpower relations improved in the late 1950s at a diplomatic level.  Vice-President Nixon visited the USSR in 1958, while Khrushchev returned the visit in 1959, making a favourable impression.  It was a successful summit, and a further one was arranged for the next year, in Paris.

However, just before the Paris Summit was due to begin, a US U2 spy plane was shot down over Soviet territory.  Pilot Gary Powers was captured, giving Khrushchev the opportunity to humiliate the US by exposing him.  Khrushchev produced evidence of the plane at the summit, and the summit collapsed, with Eisenhower calling Khrushchev a “son of a bitch”.

Results

Eisenhower was drained by the incident.  At the end of his term in power, the Cold War flared around him and he seemed able to offer little to deal with the difficulties he faced in his dealings with the Soviets – a weary administration.

Kennedy 1961-63
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Approach

During the 1960 presidential election, Kennedy portrayed himself as a hawk in foreign policy.  Like Eisenhower early on, he talked tough – he saw the US as playing a great role in the defence of freedom around the world.  He talked of the US as “the only sentry at the gate” when “the cause of freedom is endangered all over the world”.

In his inaugural address, he pledged “We shall pay any price, bear any burden, meet any hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe, to assure the survival and success of liberty”.

However, despite his youthful vigour, Kennedy’s approach differed little from Truman’s aggression in the late 1950s and that of Dulles in the early 1950s.  Kennedy’s approach was always more likely to increase tensions, rather than ease them.

Events (Success?)

Kennedy faced many foreign policy difficulties during his short spell as President – the Bay of Pigs incident (1961), the Cuban Missile Crisis (1962), Vietnam and the 2nd Berlin Crisis (inherited from Eisenhower, and resulting in the Berlin Wall).  On some of these occasions, Kennedy rose admirably to the task

1. He handled the Cuban Missile Crisis to the point where he was able to score a significant propaganda victory over the Russians

2. His response to the Berlin Wall was (eventually) measured, visiting W.Berlin and winning many friends with his “Ich bin ein Berliner” speech – another propaganda triumph, whilst maintaining a western presence in Berlin.

However, historians are divided on the effectiveness of Kennedy’s foreign policy.  Thomas Paterson argues that his dramatic increase in military spending (at one point not ruling out an American first strike against the USSR) and aggressive rhetoric helped prompt the Soviet Union to step up its own defence spending to the extent that by the early 1970s the Russians achieved parity.

Context

When bearing in mind success, its important to note the background within Kennedy’s foreign policy operated.  He was helped by the warmer approach of Khrushchev (coming to power at the tail end of his Peaceful Coexistence policy).  However, he was put under pressure at the end, by Khrushchev’s impetuous, risk-taking approach (e.g. Berlin, Cuba).

Analysis – To what extent was Kennedy responsible for increasing tensions in Europe?

How successful was Kennedy’s foreign policy?
Konrad Adenauer

Adenauer was Chancellor of West Germany between 1949 and 1963.  Adenauer was bitterly anti-communist, and was deeply mistrustful of both the USSR and East Germany.  Even within West Germany, Adenauer dismissed the moderate Social Democrats as “the enemy within” and a tool that communism could use to destroy West Germany.

Adenauer was from the far west of Germany (the Rhineland) and as such identified little with East Germany.  He was totally uninterested in German unity and happy to maintain the Cold War division of Germany.  He never recognised the GDR, even in 1961 when the Berlin Wall was built.

(See Williamson for Adenauer actions increasing tension)

Lyndon B. Johnson

Distracted Superpowers

After Cuba, the nature of the Cold War in Europe changed.  A new period of stability emerged, which had sometimes been called the “long peace”.  Both the Superpowers and the Western European states sought detente in Europe, although they all interpreted the meaning of détente differently, due to the situation they were in at that time.

The Americans were heavily involved in the Vietnam War, and wanted détente to stabilise Europe and restrain the USSR was also facing a growing challenge from China.  Therefore, the Russians hoped that the US and its allies would permanently accept the post-war division of Europe and agree to something approaching nuclear parity.

The Prague Spring (1968)

This was another challenge to soviet control of Eastern Europe.  In August 1968, Warsaw Pact troops led by the USSR were sent into Czechoslovakia.  The USSR justified this with the Brezhnev Doctrine (See Part 1 notes).  This intervention discredited Soviet communism in the eyes of the West (although, ironically, it brought a respect and admiration from some for the new Czech form of communism put forward by Alexander Dubcek).

This was the last direct Soviet intervention in the Eastern Bloc.  The strikes in Poland (1980-81) were dealt with internally (See Part 1 notes).

As with Hungary in 1956, the Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia brought no US action – an American acceptance of the status quo in Europe.

Analysis – How successful/effective was western opposition to communism in Europe, 1953-1968?

To what extent did the western democracies (especially the USA) contribute to/ease the tension in Europe 1953-68?

What influenced western policy in Europe 1953-68? (ideological/political factors, economic factors, actions of others etc)

Emergence of Détente and the end of the Cold War 1968-91
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Introduction

The USSR in the mid and late 1960s had been forced to move away from Khrushchev’s early policy of “Peaceful Coexistence” and pursue a tougher line with the West.  However, by the 1970s, they were keen to return to warmer relations, and this was expressed through their involvement in the period of “Détente” that took place in the 1970s (See Part 1 notes).  For their part, by the 1970s the western democracies were more prepared to relax their policy of Containment of communism.

Richard M. Nixon 1969-74

Nixon inherited the problem of the Vietnam War.  In addition to the massive cost of the war, Nixon accepted that the sheer cost of the Cold War itself and the arms race which accompanied it, had become a crippling burden.  Faced with rising inflation and pressing domestic issues, Nixon decided that unless there was a change in policy, the US could veer towards bankruptcy.  By 1969, it was also clear that the Soviet Union had achieved parity with the US in terms of nuclear weapons.  Neither side could win, but both continued to spenc millions on research and development.

Détente 1970-79

Why Détente?

1.  Nixon’s reasons (above)

2. Western unity was put under strain when in France in the 1960s, General Charles de Gaulle was pursuing an independent foreign policy, left NATO, and began building his own nuclear weapons.  

3. During the late 1960s onwards, with a series of agreements by West Germany (led by Willi Brandt, who followed a policy of Ostpolitik), accepting the status quo in Europe (1970-73).  Both 2 and 3 (the weakening western alliance and Brandt’s overtures to the East) made a policy of Détente more logical for the western democracies.

Key events

Nixon’s visit to Moscow (1972)

Paved the way for the SALT talks (see below)

The Helsinki agreements of 1975 

These improved and relaxed relations between the western powers and the Soviet Bloc, accepting existing frontiers in Europe. (See Part 1 notes)

The SALT agreements (SALT 1 and SALT 2)

The growing commercial links between the two power blocs helped lead to disarmament talks and arms control (SALT talks 1972 and 1979).

James E. Carter 1977-81

Carter was motivated by deep Christian principles which indicated to him that it was his moral duty to try to work for improved relations with the USSR.  Carter was heavily involved in the SALT 2 talks, calling SALT 2 “the most detailed, far-reaching, comprehensive treaty in the history of arms control”.

However, over Christmas 1979, the Soviets invaded Afghanistan, and SALT 2 was ruined.

Ronald Reagan 1981-89
[image: image9.jpg]



At the start of his time as President, Reagan displayed fierce opposition to the USSR.

Reagan had been president of the Screen Actors Guild, which operated a blacklist of suspected communists.  His anti-communist views were just as strong when he was elected President of the USA.  In 1983 he denounced the USSR as the “Evil Empire” and claimed it was impossible for the US to have good relations with a totalitarian country, and that the USSR was now winning the arms race thanks to Détente.  This was seen by the USSR as aggressive and anti-Soviet.  Andropov expressed concerns that their countries were on a collision course.  Though relations had already soured as a result of the Soviet Union’s invasion of Afghanistan, Reagan’s rhetoric contributed to the onset of the “New Cold War”.

Reagan’s determination to assert America’s military superiority led to huge spending on defence and the announcement in 1983 of “Star Wars” which would provide a protective shield around the USA.  Reagan had been the first western statesman to call the USSR’s bluff.  By developing “Star Wars”, Reagan challenges the USSR in a way that hadn’t happened before.  The USSR simply couldn’t keep pace.  Soviet leaders were very concerned about “Star Wars” because it would make America immune to Soivet attack, and thereby destroy the balance that had existed between them (See Part 1 notes).

The New Cold War 1980-85

In the early 1980s, relations between the European democracies and the Soviet Union suffered a setback with the coming to power of two strong anti-communists, Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher, in the USA and Britain respectively.  They responded in an extremely hostile manner to Soviet actions in Afghanistan (See Part 1 notes).

The end of the Cold War

By 1985 both the Western alliance and the Soviet Bloc were showing signs of strain.  Gorbachev’s appointment as Russian leader in 1985 marked the start of a process that led to the collapse of both the Soviet Union and its control of Eastern Europe.

The USSR introduced weapon limitations and reductions of its armed forces (1985-88).  The western democracies welcomed the USSR’s relaxation of political control, which led to the collapse of East Germany in 1989, symbolically represented by the removal of the Berlin Wall (November 1989).

By 1991, the so-called “Red Empire” (or “Empire of Evil”, in Reagan’s words) had collapsed, along with the USSR itself.  The communist system in E.Europe had ended after surviving for 46 years – despite the non-cooperation and hostility of the western democracies throughout most of this period.

Analysis – How successful was the western democracies’ approach to communism, 1968-91? (How much credit can they take for events in Eastern Europe in the late 1980s?)

How much credit is due to the western democracies for the easing of tensions that took place 1968-91?  How did they heighten tensions?

What influenced western policy towards Europe after 1968? (ideological/political factors, economic factors, actions of others etc)

Key issues

*   Sources/reasons for opposition/How opposed were they (extent)

*   Success/failure of opposition to communism/who enjoyed greater success, Fascism or Democracy?

*   Tensions created by opponents of communism/who was more responsible for tension – communists/opponents?; Fascists/Democracies?/which individual personalities did most to create/relieve tension?
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