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The precise function that Marxist-Leninist ideology serves in the for­
mation and conduct of Soviet foreign policy remains a highly contentious 
question among Western scholars. In the first postwar year, however, few 
senior officials or Soviet specialists in the West doubted that Communist 
ideology served as the constitutive element of Soviet foreign policy. In­
deed, the militant revival of Marxism-Leninism after the Kremlin had 
downplayed it during 'The Great Patriotic War" proved to be an important 
factor in the complex of causes that led to the breakup of the Grand Al­
liance. Moscow's revival of that ideology in 1945 prompted numerous 
top-level Western leaders and observers to regard it as heralding a new 
wave of Soviet world-revolutionary messianism and expansionism. Many 
American and British officials were even alarmed by the claim, renewed, 
for example, in Moscow's official History of Diplomacy, that Soviet 
diplomacy possessed a "scientific theory," a "weapon" possessed by none of 
its rivals or opponents. This "weapon," Marxism-Leninism, Moscow 
ominously boasted, enabled Soviet leaders to comprehend, foresee, and 
master the course of international affairs, smoothing the way for Soviet 
diplomacy to make exceptional gains since 1917. Now, in the postwar 
period, Stalinist diplomacy opened before the Soviet Union "boundless 
horizons and the most majestic prospects." 

Ironically, just when many western officials and observers sounded the 
alarm over this challenge, Soviet ideology pointed the USSR toward un­
precedented cataclysm, not "majestic prospects," and left Soviet foreign 
policy planners in disarray. For, after Hiroshima, how would they apply 
Lenin's doctrine of the inevitability of wars, "just" and "unjust," while im­
perialism survived? If, as Soviet ideologists were again contending in 
1945,war cannot be eradicated while "exploitation of man by man and na­
tion by nation exists,,,2 what future did Soviet socialism have in the Atomic 
Age? Soviet leaders and ideologists have grappled with this fateful ques­
tion since Hiroshima. Despite the significance of this problem, it has 
prompted few studies, either Soviet or Western, on the period when this 
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question arose, 1945-1946. Consequently, an important factor in the 
making of the Cold War has been neglected.' 

The purpose of this paper then is first to ascertain the views of Stalin 
and his entourage in the first postwar year on the inevitability or nonin­
evitability of a Third World War. Having established the Soviet leaders' 
assessment of the main trend of the postwar period, I then identify the 
policies they deemed necessary to ensure the security of the USSR and 
the policies they declared both desirable and possible in Soviet relations 
with the USA and Great Britain. This is followed by an examination of 
US and British perceptions or misperceptions of Soviet policy and con­
duct. 

There is, of course, a cardinal question that follows from this analysis: 
to what extent was the USSR responsible for the onset of the Cold War? 
The conventional wisdom, official and academic, in the West holds that 
the USSR's (or more precisely, Stalin's) unlimited or unreasonable ter­
ritorial and ideological expansionism was the fundamental cause. I will 
examine the validity of this perception in light of my analysis of Moscow's 
policies and conduct, 1945-1946, and close by presenting an alternative 
VIew. 

Stalin announced on September 2, 1945, V-J Day, over Radio Moscow 
to his exhausted people that "the conditions necessary for world-wide 
peace had now been won." The victorious USSR had secured itself 
against the threat of German invasion from the West and Japanese in­
vasion from the East. Stalin thereby implied the end of "capitalist 
encirclement." While referring to the newly won security on the USSR's 
Western and Eastern borders, he pointedly did not allude to the Southern 
borders - Turkey and Iran - the major section of the USSR's long bor­
der not yet bounded by "friendly" goverrunents. Contrary to popular 
expectations in the USSR of a period of postwar relaxation, he offered the 
Soviet people little respite. Three weeks earlier, the Soviet press had an­
nounced an ambitious postwar five-year plan that envisaged a 
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considerable rise over the prewar level of industrial production as well as 
complete restoration of the war-ravaged territories.4 

From September 1945 to February 1946 the vacationing Stalin made 
no public appearances. He did, however, receive numerous foreign emis­
saries in Moscow or at his vacation retreat in Gagri. They included a 
visiting delegation of US Congressmen headed by William Colmer, which 
was investigating the advisability of a US postwar reconstruction loan to 
the USSR. On September 15, in the Kremlin, Stalin assured the skeptical 
Congressmen that the USSR would demobilize and reconvert to civilian 
production, because the country's overriding task was peaceful reconstruc­
tion. A six-billion dollar American loan would open up the boundless 
Soviet market to American goods because the country needed 50 years of 
intensive building to meet 75% of its needs. Moscow might, if interest 
rates were favorable, even request an additional loan. Repayment would 
be made in various raw materials and gold. The USSR was neither drain­
ing the assets of Soviet-occupied countries "nor preventing them from 
trading with third countries. Indeed, America would not be excluded 
from investment opportunities in Eastern Europe. Moreover, Soviet 
troops would soon be withdrawn from these countries.f 

In a separate interview held on the same day, Stalin repeated to 
Senator Claude Pepper the mutual advantages of a large American loan to 
the USSR. As regards peace, Stalin claimed that the Red Army was being 
reduced to one-third of its wartime strength. If, however, the Allies 
wanted to keep Germany down this time, they must take over the Ruhr. 
He scoffed at the suggestion that Russia might have aggressive intentions 
with respect to border countries. "'Our people are tired,' he said, 'they 
couldn't be induced to make war on anybody anymore.'" The US and the 
USSR had been bonded together by common enemies, and the Soviet 
Union was very indebted to the US for the help sent the USSR. True, this 
bond no longer existed, and a new basis for close relations in the future 
had yet to be found. That would not be easy. But, he concluded, "Christ 
said seek and ye shall find.",6 
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observe the next US atomic-bomb test. [FRUS, 1946, VI: 691, 692 (fn. 38).] 

35. Head of the Foreign Office Northern Department C. F. A. Warner, February 14th, 
1946. Minute N1876/24/38 56725. PRO. 

36. Robert Messer, The End ofan Alliance: James F. Byrnes, Roosevelt, Truman, and the 
Origins of the Cold War (Chapel Hill, 1982), 182. 

37. Harry S. Truman, Memoirs: Years of Decisions (Garden City, NY, 1955), 551-52; 
Kennan, Memoirs (1925-1950), 298-306; James Byrnes, Speaking Frankly, 255-56, 295-96; 
President Truman's Memoirs contain no reference to Stalin's speech. The President's 
response apparently did not take printable form. 

38. For example, A. Leontiev, "Proiskhozhdenie i kharakter vtoroi mirovoi voiny," Prav­
da, March 31 and April 1, 1946. Leontiev disingenously contended that the speech showed 
that the USSR was "the most resolute and important defender of the peaceful coexistence 
of peoples." Stalinist foreign policy upheld peaceful coexistence among imperialist states 
as well as between imperialist and socialist states! 

39. Joseph Stalin, Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR (New York, 1952),28­
30. 

40. Winston Churchill, "The Sinews of Peace," March 5,1946, Westminster College, Ful­
ton, Missouri, in Winston Spencer Churchill, His Complete Speeches, ed. Robert Rhodes 
James , 8 vols. (New York, 1974) 7: (1943-1949) 7285-93. Stalin contended that the Fulton 
speech showed that Churchill also reflected official Government policy although Churchill 
was not a member of the Labour Government. [Petersen to Bevin, Moscow, May 28, 1946. 
N4977/14O/38 371/56783. PRO.] Bevin sought Cabinet agreement to outright dissociation 
from the Fulton speech, but Attlee was prepared to go no further than pointedly to abstain 
from endorsing it. [Cab, 128/5, June 3, 1946, PRO. Quoted in David Carlton, Anthony 
Eden, a Biography (London, 1981), 264, 498 (fn. 11).] Labour Party Left hostility to the 
Fulton speech made it impossible for Attlee to express his approval of the speech in 
public, but in private "he was delighted with it and the impact it made on the Americans, 
whom he still considered to be naive in their attitude toward Stalin." [Kenneth Harris, At­
tlee (London, 1982),298.] 

41. Pravda, March 14, 1946. English translation in Joseph Stalin, For Peaceful Coexis­
tence. Postwar Interviews (New York, 1951),9-15. 

37 



42. Ibid., Interview with Eddie Gilmore, representative of the Associated Press, March 
22, 1946, 16-17; Interview with Alexander Werth, correspondent of the London Sunday 
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48. Meeting with Ambassador Bedell Smith, Stalin bitterly deplored US opposition to 
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ing against the reformist program imposed by Soviet occupation authorities, a Berlin Com­
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without the Red Army, and, if necessary, even against the Red Army." [Wolfgang Leon­
hard, Child of the Revolution, tr. by C. M. Woodhouse (Chicago, 1958), 417-18.] See also 
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[Harris, Attlee, 299.] 
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countries had concluded a "gentlemen's agreement" to divide the world into spheres of in­
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voiny," Bol'shevik, No. 16 (August 1946), 42-44.] 
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roneous character of Stalin's (and by indirection, Mao's) projections on the inevitability of 
such war. Growing global economic interdependence, they contend, "is rendering wars 
between imperialist countries no longer inevitable." [Chen Qimao, "War and Peace: A 
Reappraisal," Beijing Review, No. 23 (June 9, 1986), 19-20.] 
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