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After the end of the World War Two, three control issues were raised to the victors, the US, USSR and the UK: over Japan, nuclear energy and Eastern Europe. The three foreign ministers of the US(J. Burns), USSR(V. Molotov) and the UK (E. Bevin) were involved in solving these control issues from London conference September 1945 to Moscow conference of three Ministers in December 1945. However, already in the London conference, a severe confrontation between the US and UK on one side and the USSR on the other side had emerged, and thus failed to agree over these issues. Why the coalition among the victors turned into spur confrontation which was embodied in the famous Long telegram of G.Kennan in February 1946 and W. Churchill’s iron curtain speech a few months later?     

The US ambassador A.W. Harriman criticized Soviet ‘totalitarian control over the liberty and democracy’ in Eastern Europe in the beginning of 1946. In its turn, J.Stalin said that ‘socialism and capitalism can not coexist’ in his speech on 9th February 1946.
 George Kennan sent a famous telegram at that time and pointed out the Soviet fear of insecurity and expansionism. Hence began long discourses on the origin of the cold war.

To a large extent, Soviet archives disclosed unknown dimension of the origin of the Cold War.  New Russian documents and interpretations have given deeper understanding of these processes and mechanisms of each epoch and incidents of the cold war history. 

The US-USSR confrontation over Eastern Europe was, in particular, well documented by historians and international relations specialists.  In contrast, Eastern and Asian dimension of the Cold War history were less researched, and still remain more or less enigmatic, though a few new archival documents are being disclosed, especially on Korean War or US-China relations.

How the Eastern (i.e. Asian) issues were related to European or Atlantic issues are less investigated, especially among the Soviet leadership. Some European historians tend to see Asia as a ‘second front’ of the cold War. This type of Euro-centrism is embodied by a Czech historian Vojtech Mastny as he sees beginning of the cold war in Asia as ‘second front’.
 In fact, eastern issues including the origin of the cold war were far more complicated.  

The organizer of this symposium gave me a theme on ‘Russia between East and West’. The present author has no capacity to challenge this grandiose topic, so will concentrate only on how Stalin coped with the post-WW2 tasks, and how this challenge for the Stalinist regime influenced the historical fate of both the East and the west. 

In other words the fates of post war Japan and the Eastern Europe, especially Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia and Rumania in the post war period were influenced by the cute changing Soviet strategic circumstances, above all the atomic bomb issue.      

1.  The Occupation of Japan 

Declassified Soviet documents have revealed that Soviet decision makers had already envisaged the victory of the Allies Powers just after the attack of Pearl Harbor in December 1941. Post war scenario in Asia from Soviet geopolitical point of view, was first raised by a Soviet deputy minister, S. Lozovsky. He already saw the defeat of the axis countries including Japan given and pointed the possibility of the revise of the national border vis a vis to Japan in the post war Pacific region.
 This idea was proposed to both Stalin and V. Molotov, the foreign minister, and they set up two commissions for the post war peace treaty and world configuration, inviting diplomats like M.Litvinov and I.Maisky. 

By January 1944, after the battle of Stalingrad, deputy minister I. Maisky’s commission document on ‘the Desirable Future World’ gave a detailed picture of the post War, post- Fascism Europe. Meanwhile, I.Maisky gave small reference on Asian region after the defeat of Japan. The document mentioned that Japan should be defeated by the US and UK army and Soviet‘s partner in Asia would be Kuomintang’s China. In these documents, socialism was not on the agenda, because for thirty to fifty years Soviet would concentrate on its economic recovery.  

The author does not want to repeat how Stalin behaved in Yalta Conference (February 1945) and how the three leaders agreed to end the War in Asia. Thus Stalin was promised to get geopolitical gains(Outer Mongolia, Sakharin, Kuril, Port Arthur and others) for the Soviet participation of the ‘Eastern front’. 

The issue of the occupation of Japan was raised by the Truman’s directive of No.1 issued on 15th August and the US was assigned to occupy mainland of Japan, while Moscow was assigned Sakhalin. The Kuril was not mentioned.  The next day Stalin asked to occupy not only Kuril islands but also northern part of Hokkaido. Thus, conflicts emerged among the former allies over Japan. A soviet delegate in Japan, led by K.Derevyanko, was among those who signed the document of the Capitulation of Japan on 3rd September with the Allied commander General D.McArthur.

How to control over Japan became a hot issue among the former allies, especially in the London conference of three foreign ministries. V. Molotov, who appeared to be soft at first, suddenly toughened his position on the control of Japan as well as on Bulgaria and Romania. 

According to the Soviet perspective, the linkage between the control over Japan and that of Bulgaria and Romania seemed asymmetrical, and was beyond the bargaining issue of the US and USSR.  Bulgaria and Romania were liberated by Soviet Red Army alone, but Japan was defeated basically by the US, yet USSR also joined, though not necessary in agreement. This issue could not be easily solved in London. 

Soviet demanded at that time for more voice on the Japanese Occupation. J.Stalin, in his talk with the Ambassador W.Harriman in the South of Russia on October 24 said that, Soviet would refrain from occupying jointly, but demand more voice, because Soviet was preoccupied with Japan for a long time. Their rhetoric was that, they had to keep 25-40 divisions against Japan and even mobilized 70 divisions for the battle, thus, the Soviet has legitimate voice for the control over Japan. At that time Soviet was asking for special control commission made of China, US, USSR and the UK, instead of loose 11-country commission, proposed by the US. 
  It seems that Stalin wanted to separate Japanese issues from Eastern Europe issues, while Ambassador Harriman coupled these two issues on the second day. 

Bulgaria and Romania were at the core of US-USSR confrontation at that time, because the Soviet supported pro-Soviet governments, excluding liberal oppositionists, which the US wanted to install.

However, by Moscow conference, four months later, both agreed and a compromise was made. Prior to this, A. Harriman met I. Maisky informally on 12 December and suggested that both can reach a compromise. Harriman suggested to a cosmetic reorganization of both governments for Japanese control issue.

The Moscow foreign minister meeting accomplished this tacit bargaining. Japanese diplomats at that time made a clear understanding of this bargain. Japanese diplomat Akira Sono, who made a classified analysis of Soviet policy towards Japan in the WW2 and after in 1947, maintained that Japanese control issue was made by the concession on the part of the Soviet Union at the Moscow conference of the Foreign ministers (December 1945).
 However the following process showed that this compromise was done not because both agreed, but because both agreed to disagree.  

2. Why Stalin came to a compromise? 

It is possible to point out two aspects related to this compromise that Stalin has made. This compromise was connected with two vital issues for the Soviet leaders; namely the impact of Atomic bomb in Hiroshima and Nagasaki and the post- Soviet leadership.       

  
When President Truman hinted to Stalin on the success of completing the nuclear bomb at Potsdam, J.Stalin was of course well informed of it from the leakage of French physicist Jurio Curie and also through other sources.
 Yet, he was shocked by the real bombardment of this bomb to Japanese cities. This was also an alarm and alert to Stalin. The Soviet authority immediately ordered to the Soviet Ambassador in Tokyo, J.Malik to investigate the impact of the bomb. Following the order, the Soviet delegate visited Hiroshima on 23rd August. On 26th September, Ambassador Malik reported to the highest leadership (J. Stalin, V. Molotov, L. Beriya, G. Malenkov and A. Mikoyan-Please note that this was the core member of the State Defense committee, though it was dissolved by the formal surrender of Japan, 4th September) on the effect  of the nuclear bomb dropped on Hiroshima.
 The content of this report was that the Japanese government exaggerated the impact of the atomic bomb to justify the capitulation.  It reported that the victim was ‘only 140,000 people’.  The report saw that the future war would be fought by atomic bomb.  Soviet leadership was informed by November of the future US war plan to use twenty atomic bombs to attack Soviet cities.
 

This report was in line with the thinking of the Soviet leadership which has just started to build a nuclear bomb on the historical decision by the State Defense Committee(GKO) on 20th August(No.9989). They have instituted the First Main Administration Directorate under L. Beriya’s chairpersonship and it included physicians such as I. Kurchatov.           

However, there existed a serious problem to build the atomic bomb; lack of  uranium, that was absolutely necessary to build atomic bomb.  Americans stopped to supply uranium after Stalingrad victory and was keen to monopolize the world uranium market.  Another situation that Stalin faced was that, there were not enough uranium in USSR 　Igor Kurchatov reported to Stalin in February 1946 that Soviet domestic production of the uranium was only ten percent (10-15 ton) of the necessary 100-150 ton for the year.
However, only in 1947 they found uranium in Tajikistan which helped the Soviets production of the bomb.
Until then finding of foreign uranium mine was ultimate necessity. The 9889 decision ordered to Beriya and Mikoyan, which they should find and make use of foreign (among others Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia and others) origin. I. Kurchatov and others had got from Berlin some 100 ton uranium on May 1945, but this was insufficient. 

Thus, Soviet authority was determined to exploit East European originated uranium. For this purpose, the political control of the Bulgaria and Romania and Czechoslovakia became critical to the Soviet leaders.    

Bulgarian source to A. Harriman, a former Komintern activist of Bulgaria, Georgii Andreychin, whom he knew from 1926 as a translator of Leon Trotsky to A. Harriman, suggested that Stalin was upset by the emergence of Unclear Bomb which would offset the might of the Red Army and was thus, became harder to the US.
He said that ‘increasingly unilateral nature of Soviet policy after London conference’ was attributed to the ‘atomic bomb’.
 He also suggested that Soviet aggressive policy was to conceal Soviet weakness. 
Harriman dispatched to Burns on 7th November that Soviet’s obstinacy in London conference was due to the ‘emergence of the bomb’.
 Meanwhile, V. Molotov, in absence of Stalin, made a speech at the 6th November in commemorating the Russian Revolution, and stated that USSR would also have the ‘nuclear energy.’   

However, the lack of uranium was a serious issue and yet was solved by incorporating Bulgaria, Rumania and Czechoslovakia.  Anecdotal　linkage between the uranium policy and Soviet policy toward the East Europe was hinted by Russian Security officer involved in this unclear issue, P. Sdoplatov’s memoir.
 He was involved in supervising the exploitation of Bulgarian Uranium program. It was no accidental that G. Dimitrov, once a Komintern leader, and was then the Head of the International Department of the VKP(b) was assigned ‘international tasks’ to become a Premier Minister of Bulgaria. Incidentally by 1950, still two thirds of the Soviet uranium were transferred from the Eastern Europe, though they were keen to find in North Korea and North Manchuria.
    

The second issue was no less important, the purge of Pro-western diplomats from decision making process in Moscow. The Declassified documents suggest that Stalin’s decision-making was more diverse than had been previously thought. Soviet diplomats dealing with the allies had to accommodate their counterpart and were thus allowed some dissident voices.

However, Stalin expressed his isolationist philosophy when he met with A. Harriman in his dacha. This change of climate has repercussion on the Soviet leadership. This has coincided with temporary ill of Stalin that he had to retreat to holiday.  While Stalin was away, Moscow leadership was in the hand of V. Molotov who on the whole tended to cooperate with former allies.  Stalin seemed to have warned to Molotov. Yet, Japan issue was the point that Molotov was inclined to US proposal of majority rule. Stalin intervened in November when Molotov t5empted to accept the US hegemony over Japan on control mechanism. 

This coincided with Molotov’s liberal attitude toward the western press to lift the censorship. Some dared to hint that ‘despite the ill of Stalin, there is some who can control the country’.  Molotov neglected it. Stalin harshly reprimanded when he came back from one and a half month’ retreat.

After Moscow meeting of foreign ministers in the end of December 1945, V. Molotov was not removed from the Foreign Minister, but his control over the ministry was limited only as a member of the ‘five men’ committees that was responsible for foreign policy.
 Pro-western diplomats like I. Maisky and M.Litvinov was again removed, Marshal G. Zhukov was also reprimanded. Thus, A. Harriman and G.Kennan, as counterparts of these people also had to side with pessimism, despite the compromise made in Moscow. 

Instead, tough politicians of the War generation such as A. Zhdanov or A. Vishinsky came to the decision-making process.

Concluding remarks

        Stalin had to rethink over the future strategy, upon facing the arrival of nuclear age and atomic bomb. Common identity among the allies had to give place to emerging possibilities of the occurrence of the third world War, which would surely involve the atomic bomb. However, the Soviet Union had insufficient uranium to build the atomic bomb until 1950s. Thus, he had to rely on foreign supplies of uranium, above all, Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia.

       Japan control issue was also agenda by London and Moscow conference of three foreign ministers of the allies in 1945.  Stalin’ Soviet intervened to the Asian front by the Yalta agreement and, thus had some positions, including the Kuril islands. 

However, by the October 1945 meeting of Stalin and W. Harriman, Stalin began to sift from the cooperation among the former allies to more isolationist policy.        Thus he traded Japan control issue for more important control issue over Eastern Europe for Stalin. It was no accidental that both A. Harriman and G.Kennan warned from Moscow that Stalin’s totalitarian and isolationist tendency, above all control over Eastern Europe.  

Stalin pursued the bomb at all costs. Recent Russian historians (V.F. Zima) counted the cost of nuclear projects and their relations with the famine 1946-47 that led to the starvation of some one to two million people. 
 Anyway Stalin succeeded to build a bomb by 1949, he also gained another victory in China, thus cold war in Asia seemed to emerge. Japan became a firm US allies by San Francisco in 1951. 

In fact, Asian communists seemed no less antagonistic to Stalin and his successors.  Mao Zedong also pursued the bomb and had its own costs, though the cause of the famine in China 1958-9 needs further elaborations. 
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