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POST-WAR RELATIONS WITH THE SOVIET UNION 1

INTRODUCTION
In his radio address of April 9, 1944, Secretary of State Hull
said :
"However difficult the road may be, there is no hope
of turning victory into enduring peace unless the real in-

terests of this country, the British Commonwealth, the
Soviet Union and China are harmonized and unless they
agree to act together. This is the solid framework upon
which all future policy and international organization
must be built ....

"Without an enduring understanding between these
four nations upon their fundamental purposes, interests
and obligations to one another, all organizations to preserve peace are creations on paper and the path is wide
open again for the rise of a new aggressor."

This statement by the Secretary of State makes it clear that
our government fully recognizes the importance of establish-

ing friendly relations with the Soviet Union as one necessary
condition of the creation of a "general international organization for the maintenance of international peace and security,"

as envisaged in the Moscow Declaration of October 30, 1943.
That there are difficulties is generally admitted. These difficulties have arisen in part from the different historical backgrounds and cultural experiences of the two peoples. To a

large extent, they have been the product of developments
during the past quarter of a century. As the result of the
Bolshevik phase of the Revolution of 1917, the people of
Russia, under Bolshevik leadership, embarked upon a course
of development which at one and the same time isolated them
This analysis has been prepared by Leland M. Goodrich, Executive Seeretÿry of
lhe Universi.ties Committee, Director of ÿhe World Peace Foundation and Associate
Professor of PolilicaI Science at Brown University; he alone is responsible for any
opinions expressed.
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from the currents of political, economic and social thought of
Europe and the Western Hemisphere, and created in the minds
of many people to the west the fear that this new social, economic, and political order with its revolutionary ideology and
disdainful attitude toward foreign nations was a menace to the
peace and security of the world.
Even if it is admitted, as is sometimes asserted, that there
are no fundamental conflicts between the United States and
the Soviet Union as regards territorial, economic, or strategic
interests, the psychological obstacles to cooperation which
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have resulted from over two decades of mutual ignorance,

difficulties of peace-making that naturally arise in connection
with coalition warfare where great powers joined by common
military purposes have, nevertheless, different specific political
objectives are magnified in this case by being projected against
a psychological background of mutual ignorance, distrust and
suspicion. These intangibles do not lend themselves to direct
treatment. They affect, however, the handling of specific
problems. They can be eliminated only by sympathetic understanding and respect, honest exposition of purposes and
intentions, and a willingness on the part of the people and
government of each country to concede something to the

fear and distrust, compounded with ideological conflicts and

other's point of view.

mutual interference in each other's domestic affairs, are no

less difficult to surmount.
The German attack upon the Soviet Union in June, 1941, followed in December by the German declaration of war upon
the United States, created for the time being a situation in
which for elemental reasons of survival cooperation was neces-

sary. But even after the United States and the Soviet Union
had become allies in a common war effort against Germany,
relations remained troubled by this background of distrust and
suspicion. Our military leaders complained of not being given
adequate information regarding the Russian war effort, and
fears were openly expressed in unofficial circles in this country
that the Soviet Union was prepared to make a separate peace
with Germany in spite of her specific pledge and the statements of her leaders to the contrary. On the other hand,

evident dissatisfaction was expressed in both official and unofficial circles in the Soviet Union over the failure of the
British and the Americans to open a second front in Western
Europe. The Moscow and Tehran Conferences and the pub-

lished agreements resulting from them did much to dissipate
this uneasiness, at least in this country. But incidents such
as the Pravda publication of rumored British peace negotiations with Germany, the Russian refusal to apply the principle
of joint consultation to the Polish boundary question, and
Moscow's establishment of full diplomatic relations with
the Badoglio Government in Italy without previous consultation with Britain and the United States dissipated some of
these gains in popular confidence.
In considering the future relations of the United States and
the Soviet Union, it is important to recognize that the normal

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
American-Russian Relations

From 1809, the date when John Quincy Adams was received
by Alexander I as minister plenipotentiary of the young
American Republic, down to the Revolution of November,
1917, uninterrupted diplomatic relations were maintained between the United States and Russia. During this long period,
except for the few months when the constitutional reformers
were in power in 1917, there were deep ideological differences
between the governments of the two countries. American

democracy was regarded by the Czars as a bad revolutionary
example; in fact, Russia was the last of the great powers to
grant diplomatic recognition to the United States. The American people and their government did not have any sympathy
for Czarist autocracy. And yet, during this period, due to the
absence of any serious conflicts of national interests, diplomatic relations between the two countries were usually
friendly and never seriously strained.
The outbreak of the war in 1914 found Russia ranged on
the side of Great Britain and France, to whose cause the
American people for reasons both of ideology and self-interest
were increasingly attracted. Though it was difficult for Americans to harmonize Czarist autocracy with the cause of de-

mocracy and freedom, the Revolution of 1917 in its first phase
promised to eliminate this obstacle to full friendship and
mutual sympathy.

S
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The second phase of the Russian Revolution, which saw
the establishment of the dictatorship of the Bolsheviks under
Lenin and resulted in the withdrawal of Russia from the war,
first in fact and then forma!ly following the signing of the
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk in March, 1918, produced a strong
reaction in the United States. Among conservatives, it raised

the threat of social revolution; among liberals, it created profound disappointment over the failure of constitutional reform
and the withdrawal of Russia from the war "to end war"
and "to make the world safe for democracy."

In spite of these feelings among the American people, the
policy of tile United States, as stated by President Wilson,
remained friendly to the Russian people and sympathetic with
their aspirations. In Point VI of his Fourteen Points, the
peace program which he submitted to Congress in January,
1918, President Wilson outlined his program for Russia in
these words :

of 1918, the Uniled States joined with the Principal Allied
Powers in sending a military force into Siberia. This was
done to rescue Czechoslovak prisoners of war, to prevent

stores of munitions from falling into German hands and to
forestall Japanese intervention. These interventions, in so far

as they were intended to overthrow Bolshevism and bring
Russia back into the war, failed miserably. If anything, they
served to strengthen the Bolshevik dictatorship and drive
Russia farther along the course of independent revolutionary
action which the Bolshevik leaders were intent on pursuing.
From 1918 down to 1933, Russia (since 1923, the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics) and the United States followed
their separate and independent courses. The American Government refused to recognize the Soviet Government as the

de jure government of Russia. We justified this course on a
variety of grounds, the refusal of the Soviet Government to
recognize the debts of the previous Russian Governments, its
failure to recognize the institutions and practices of a free

"The evacuation of all Russian territory and such a set-

enterprise system and to make compensation for American

tlement of all questions affecting Russia as will secure the
best and freest cooperation of the other nations of the

property that had been confiscated, and the attempt of the
Soviet leaders through their control of the Comintern to or-

world in obtaining for her an unhampered and unembar-

ganize revolutionary activity in this country. The mainte-

rassed opportunity for the independent determination of
her own political development and national policy and

prevent, however, the development of a substantial amount

assure her of a sincere welcome into the society of free
nations under institutions of her own choosing; and, more
than a welcome, assistance also of every kind that she
may need and may herself desire. The treatment ac-

corded Russia by her sister nations in the months to come
will be the acid test of their good will, of their comprehension of her needs as distinguished from their own
interests, and of their intelligent and unselfish sympathy."
Unfortunately, for a variety of reasons these principles were

not fully adhered to either by the other Allied Powers or by
the United States. The Bolshevik leaders, by their appeal to
the laboring masses of the Allied countries to repudiate a war
which they branded as imperialistic, did not make easier the
task of those devoted to Wilson's principles. To keep Russia
in the war and to check at its source revolutionary flames

which threatened to engulf other countries, the Allied Governments gave support to numerous centers of resistance in Russia

organized by officers of the imperial army. In the summer

nance of this political wall between the two countries did not
of mutually beneficial trade and the employment by the Soviet
Union of American technicians in the economic development
of that country.

American recognition of the Soviet Government was finally
accorded in November, 1933, when, following a change in
administration in Washington, paralleled by a reorientation
of policy in Moscow, a series of agreements were entered into

which provided adequate satisfaction and guarantees for the
United States while not involving undue concessions by the
Soviet Government. In an exchange of correspondence between President Roosevelt and Maxim Litvinov, Soviet Com-

missar for Foreign Affairs, Litvinov stated that it would be the
fixed policy of the Government of the Soviet Union "to respect
scrupulously the indisputable right of the United States to
order its own life . . . in its own way" and "to refrain from

interfering in any manner in the internal affairs of the United
States,"... "to refrain.., from any act overt or covert liable

in any way whatsoever to injure the tranquillity, prosperity,
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order, or security of the whole or any part of the United
Slates, . . . or any agitation or propaganda having as an aim

• . . the bringing about by force of a change in the political or
social order of the whole or any part of the United States... ;"
and "not to permit the formation or residence on its territory
of any organization or groupIand to prevent the activity on
its territory of any organization or group, or of representatives
or officials of any organization or group--which has as an
aim the overthrow or the preparation for the overthrow of,

or the bringing about by force of a change in, the political or
social order of the whole or any part of the United States...".
Arrangements were entered into for the settlement of out-

standing claims.
Evolution of Soviet Foreign Policy

The policy followed by the Soviet Government following
the Revolution was not such as to facilitate the task of foreign
governments desiring to reestablish normal relations. The
period from 1918 to 1921 was a period of militant communism
during which the Bolsheviks under the iron discipline and
leadership of Lenin were engaged in resisting foreign military
invasions of their territory, putting down their enemies at
home, and promoting by revolutionary action the cause of
comnmnism abroad. The latter activity was carried out
through the Comintern, which while technically not an agent of
the Soviet Government was in fact directed by the same party
leaders who controlled the Government. In 1921, due to the
seriousness of internal conditions, a temporary concession was

made to private enterprise by the party leaders in the New
Economic Policy under which foreign private enterprise was
allowed to operate within the Union on a limited basis.
Following the death of Lenin in 1924, a struggle for party
control ensued between Stalin and Trotsky from which Stalin
eventually emerged as the undisputed master. While other
Soviet leaders had been forced to recognize that the world
revolution was not forthcoming, Stalin drew the logical conclusions. Instead of emphasizing the necessity of a world
revolution, he stressed the importance of making socialism
work so well at home that other peoples would be attracted by
the example. Whereas Trotsky claimed that nothing permanent could be accomplished in the Soviet Union without a

world revolution, Stalin believed that even though the Soviel
Union might be encircled by a hostile capitalist and imperialist
world, it could use its inexhaustible resources to build a
socialist state which would be capable of standing up to all its
enemies. Thus revolutionary interventionism gave way to

socialist isolationism.
From 1928 to 1933, the Soviet Union was engaged in carrying out the first of the Five-year Plans which were eventually
to lead to the creation of a powerful, self-sufficient socialist
state. This plan called for the development of heavy industry,
the industrialization of agriculture and the socialization of
agriculture. The execution of this plan resulted in enormous
hardship and loss of life. Unfortunately, the Soviet leaders
found themselves faced at the conclusion of the period with a
dangerous international situation which made impossible any
easing of the sacrifices demanded from the people. Furthermore, the rise of aggressive militarism in Japan followed by
the rise of Nazism in Germany created such a threat to Soviet
security that Stalin decided that a purely internal program
offered an inadequate guarantee of Soviet security. He there-

fore turned to a policy of international cooperation with
peace-loving nations as a further safeguard.

Under this policy, pursued from 1933 to 1939, the Soviet
Union reestablished diplomatic relations with the United
States in 1933, joined the League of Nations in 1934, and
signed a treaty of alliance with France in 1935. During this
period the Soviet Union took a strong stand in support of the
application of sanctions against Italy and gave active assistance to the Loyalists in Spain at a time when the governments
of Great Britain, France and the United States were supporting the principle of "non-intervention." The failure of France
and Great Britain, with the passive acquiescence of the United
States, to take any effective steps to check repeated acts of
aggression from 1935 on, followed by the attempt made at
Munich, without previous consultation with the Soviet Union,
to appease Hitler by the sacrifice of Czechoslovakia, apparently convinced Stalin that cooperation with the Western
democracies was not likely to prevent war or to improve the
security of the Soviet Union. The result was another change
in policy. It apparently was decided to return to isolationism.
Convinced that the British and French Governments were
seeking to bring about, or at least would welcome, an exhaust-
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inÿg struggle between Germany and the Soviet Union which
would contribute to their own security, Stalin in effect turned
the tables by refusing to do anything to deter Hitler from
carrying out his plans against Poland. On August 23, 1939,
a treaty of non-aggression with Germany was signed. One pur-
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out its own defense program and to strengthen its frontiers.

1. On the basis o] available evidence, what are we justified
in believing Soviet ]oreign policy will be?

It would appear that Stalin had also come to the conviction
that it was possible for the Soviet Union to keep out of a war
which was, in his view, essentially imperialistic in nature, and

its relations with foreign governments has undergone numerous changes in the course of the past twenty-five years. Thoÿe

pose apparently was to gain time for the Soviet Union to carry

thereby continue its internal program of economic development and provide for a war-weary world an attractive example
of the success of socialism in operation.

Internally, the time gained apparently was put to good advantage in developing Soviet heavy industry, particularly behind the Urals, and in perfecting the Soviet military machine.
Externally, advantage was taken of the respite to strengthen
the Soviet Union's western defense positions by annexing

Eastern Poland, by absorbing the Baltic states, by obtaining
territorial and other concessions from Finland, and by taking
Bessarabia and northern Bukovina from Roumania. In addition, insurance against possible attack in the East was ob-

tained in April, 1941, by signing a non-aggression treaty with
Japan.

Stalin's new policy received its first severe shock when
French military resistance collapsed in June, 1940. The speed
and economy of Germany's military conquest of Western

Europe were not anticipated. If any lingering hopes remained
that his initial strategy would succeed, they were completely
dissipated by the German invasion of Soviet territory in June,
1941. The aid which Churchill and Roosevelt stood ready to
give to those actively engaged in fighting the forces of Nazi
Germany, Stalin was only too willing to receive, and in the
face of a common threat to their very existence, the military
coalition of the three great powers took shape. It was for-

malized by the signing of the Declaration by United Nations
on January 1, 1942.

The crucial issue which faces us at the present time is what
will happen when this military coalition, formed to defeat
Nazi Germany, has accomplished its purpose ?

We have seen that the policy of the Soviet Government in
who have directed Soviet foreign relations have shown a
willingness to adapt policy to changing conditions and needs.
The record of the past and an evaluation of factors entering
into future decisions give us some basis for a reasoned opinion
concerning the general line of future Soviet policy.
a. What are the ]actors likely to condition the ]oreign policy
o] the Soviet Union in the years ahead?
(1) Security.
There would appear to be little doubt in view of
recent actions of the Soviet Government and state-

ments of its leaders that security will be one of the
principal objectives of Soviet policy in the years ahead.
This is understandable in view of the tremendous losses
which Soviet Russia has suffered in this war both in
human life and in material goods, and of the need
which will be felt for peace and security in the years
following the war in order that these damages may be
repaired and the economic development of the Soviet
Union may be carried on. It is also understandable
when we consider the sacrifices that were demanded
of the Soviet people in order to make the Soviet Union
strong in the years when war was impending. It must
be recognized, too, that this concept of security is
capable of wide interpretation and that it can be made
to apply to security of communications and trade
routes as well as to the security of frontiers.

(2) Needs ]or reconstruction.
The tide of battle on the eastern front has engulfed
the oldest and most important agricultural and indus-
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trial areas of the Soviet Union, also the most densely
populated. Apart from loss of life, the physical destruction of industrial plant, homes, transportation and
communication facilities, agricultural equipment and
livestock has been tremendous. The destruction of

the Dnepropetrovsk Dam and the levelling of Stalingrad are only examples of what has occurred. The

work of physical reconstruction will require enormous
amounts of capital, years of labor and many hands.

No doubt this reconstruction work can be done by the
people of the Soviet Union alone, with only limited
assistance from the outside world, as the development
of industry behind the Urals has been carried out.
This, however, would involve the continuation of pre-

war and war sacrifices by the population and would
be a severe price to pay. On the other hand, with
outside assistance this work can be done more speedily
and with less severe demands upon the population. It
would seem likely that this consideration will be important in determining post-war Soviet policy.
(3) Desh'e to extend Communism.

As we have seen, Stalin's deliberate policy from the
beginning has been to develop a socialist society in
the Soviet Union and to attach relatively little importance to the world revolutionary phase of the original

bors and more distant c,)unlries which we .urselves

have not been inclined to show in the past.
(4) Pan Slavism.
The idea of the political solidarity of all Slavic
peoples has in the past been advanced and supported
by some Slavic writers and political leaders, and was
undoubtedly an important factor in Russian imperial
policy before the war. The Revolution of 1917
changed the situation so far as Russia's relation to the
Pan-Slavic goal was concerned. The Soviet Union

with its many nationalities and liberal nationalities
policy no longer aspired to the leadership of the PanSlavic movement, and because of the adoption of the
principle of national self-determination after the first
World War and the widespread hostile reactions that
occurred in the Slavic countries of Eastern Europe to
the revolutionary principles of the Soviet Union, these
countries were inclined for the most part to follow independent courses, turning towards the West rather
than to the East. Recent nationalist trends in the
policy of the Soviet Union, combined with the special
interest which Russia has in its western neighbors,
predominantly Slavic, raise the possibility, in the view
of some, that in the future the Soviet leaders will revive interest in the idea of the political unity, or at

communist program. There has been little in recent
years to indicate a reversal of this'policy. In fact,
there have been evidences of an intention to carry it

least close cooperation, of Slavic peoples. Such close

to its logical conclusion in the discontinuance of foreign
propaganda and revolutionary activity, in the dissolution of the Comintern in May, 1943, and in Stalin's
statement shortly afterwards, that this action exposed
the lie "to the effect that 'Moscow' allegedly intends
to interfere in the life of other nations and to 'bolshe-

in Moscow for nearly three years, and there can be

vize' them." * There are those who believe that this
was only a tactical retreat and does not exclude the

possibility of achieving the same purpose by other
means. We should not of course expect from the

leaders of the Soviet Union a measure of disinterestedness in the political and social systems of their neigh1Letter to Mr. llart,ld King, Mo<cow Corrcslmndcnt of Reuters, May 29, 1943.

cooperation of Slavic peoples in meeting the German
danger has been preached by the All-Slav Committee
no doubt that the activities of this committee have
been encouraged by the Soviet Government.
(5) Policies o] Great Britain and the United States.
An important factor in determining future Soviet
policy may well be the policies of the United States
and Great Britain. There is ground for believing that
the Soviet leaders, in the exercise of understandable
caution, have not even yet definitely committed themselves as to the future course of policy they will follow,
keeping open alternate courses until they have better
assurance than they have now of the courses the
British and American governments will take. In par-
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liculav, tlae position of the United States may be ÿa
decisive factor as it is undoubtedly recognized that we
alone are in the position to make a relatively free decision. Great Britain's policy may well be largely
determined by what the United States does. Unfortunately, statements by the President and the Secretary
of State cannot alone give the assurance necessary in

view of what happened at the end of the last war anti
of the impending presidential elections.
b. Which of the possible alternative policies is the Soviet
Union most likely to follow alter the war ?
All that we can hope to do in answering this question is to
establish the most reasonable expectation. Unfortunately we
cannot say with certainty what Soviet policy will be, and in
determining our policy, in so far as it is conditioned by Soviet
policy, we shall be wise to keep open, for a time at least,
different alternatives. There would appear to be a possibility,
however, of somewhat narrowing the range of alternatives
seriously to be considered. Fortunately, too, we may be able

to determine Soviet policy to some extent in determining our
own, since, as has been pointed out above, Stalin and his ad-

visers will undoubtedly be influenced by the extent and nature
of American commitments.

On the basis of the record of the past, observable present
trends and possible future developments, there seem to be at

least four different lines open to those who will determine
future Soviet policy. There is, in the first place, the possibility

tishment of world communism, and that all the apparent deviations from this original line are to be understood as applications of a "policy of maneuvers.''l

Then there is the possibility of a return to the policy of
socialist isolationism which Stalin originally supported and
which found expression in plans for the economic development
of the Soviet Union with a minimum of outside assistance
and without political cooperation with the outside world.
There are reasons for believing that the Soviet leaders will
not do this, even though this policy apparently has appealed
strongly to Stalin in the past. It is reasonable to believe that,
considering the tremendous sacrifices that the people of the
Soviet Union have been called upon to make both before and
during the war, and the great amount of war weariness, un-

dernourishment and suffering that must exist, he will be inclined to seek a policy as regards reconstruction and post-war

security which will permit some alleviation of these demands.
There are many who feel that if the United States and Great
Britain are prepared to go at least a reasonable distance in
meeting Soviet demands for aid in reconstruction and for
post-war guarantees against future aggression, Stalin will not
revive the isolationist policy.
Finally there are two possibilities which can properly be
considered together since they are in a sense logical alternatives, although in practice they are not mutually exclusive.
One would be the pursuit of a policy of international cooperation such as the Soviet Government practiced during the years
from 1933 to 1939, a policy which found expression in Lit-

of a return to revolutionary interventionism which was the

vinov's classic statemen,t that "peace is indivisible." The

major emphasis of Soviet policy in the years immediately
following the Revolution. Considering the failure of revolutionary interventionism in the past and the apparent lack of
interest which Stalin and his advisers have recently shown in
such a policy, and considering, too, the need which the Soviet
Union will have for peace and stability in the world in order

other would be a nationalist power politics line, which would
take the form of exclusive reliance upon Soviet military might

to carry out its program of domestic reconstruction and
further economic and social development, we would seem justi-

sive interest. As seems to have been the case in the years

fied in thinking it highly unlikely that the Soviet Union in
the future will be much concerned with stirring up revolutionary activity. Of course this view would be opposed by
those who believe that from the beginning the Communist
leaders have had one consistent purpose, namely the estab-

as a guarantee of Soviet security. Such a plan would in-

volve the making of special defense arrangements with neighboring states and the establishment of a zone of safety in
which the Soviet Union would claim a dominant and exclu1939 to 1941, such a course, dictated by considerations of
power politics, might be combined wih a policy of socialist
isolationism in so far as the rest of the world is concerned.
As between policies of nationalist power politics and international cooperation, the choice will undoubtedly be de¿ÿvid J. Dallill. Nÿfssia alÿd l'ost-ll'ar EItropc,, p. 9.
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termined to some extent by the military situation at the end
of the war and by the policies of the United States and Great
Britain. There are those who believe that in view of the
Soviet Union's dominant military position on the continent
after the war, there will be little reason for pursuing a policy
of international cooperation. On the other hand, it is pointed
out that the United States and Great Britain will be able to
give the Soviet Union much that it needs, particularly aid
in the work of reconstruction and assistance in keeping the
peace. Those who believe that we can safely assume a willing-

ness on the part of the Soviet Union to pursue a policy of
international cooperation after the war, conditional, of course,

upon the willingness of Great Britain and the United States
to meet her half way, call attention particularly to Soviet
acceptance of the principles of the Atlantic Charter, the Mos-
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to the areas acquired following the Soviet-Finnish War tff
1939-1940. In addition, there is some ground for believing
that the Soviet Union will demand the annexation of the
eastern-most section of East Prussia.

b. Are these Soviet territorial demands well founded;
To answer this question it is first of all necessary to determine the criteria by which the validity of the demands is
to be measured. There is no general agreement on the prin-

ciples which should govern boundary settlements. At the end
of the last war, the principle of national self-determination
was generally accepted but in the peace settlement it was
applied subject to the requirements of secret treaties, historical claims, strategic frontiers and economic considerations.

a. What demands is the Soviet Union making or likely to
make ?
While the demands which the Soviet Union will make as

Furthermore, it was only exceptionally that a plebiscite was
held to determine the popular will ; as a rule, the wishes of the
people were assumed to find expression in statistics, not too
trustworthy in many cases, regarding the language used.
The Atlantic Charter, originally signed by President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill in August, 1941, which
gives us for this war the only statement of principles comparable to that contained in Wilson's Fourteen Points, states
that the British and American Governments "seek no aggrand-

regards its western frontier are not known in all their details,

izement, territorial or other," that "they desire to see no

the general lines which these demands will assume have al-

territorial changes that do not accord with the freely expressed
wishes of the people concerned," that "they respect the right
of all peoples to choose the form of government under which
they will live," and that "they wish to see sovereign rights
and self-government restored to those who have been forcibly
deprived of them."
Mr. Maisky, the Soviet Ambassador to London, in an address to the Inter-Allied Meeting at London, in September,
1941, after reviewing the basic principles of Soviet policy,
accepted the principles of the Charter in these words:

cow and Tehran declarations, and Soviet cooperation in

UNRRA and the Food and Agriculture Conference.
2. What position should the United States take toward
Soviet territorial demands in Eastern Europe/

ready been made clear by the acts of the Soviet Government,

by statements of Stalin ÿ and Molotov, and by articles appearing in Pravda, Izvestia and War and the Working Class.
From these acts and statements it can be assumed that the
Soviet Government will demand a western frontier not essen-

tially different from that which the Soviet Union had at the
time of attack by Germany in June, 1941. This means that
in addition to the territory which was recognized as belonging
to the Soviet Union in 1939, previous to the German attack
on Poland, the Soviet Government will lay claim to Bessarabia
and northern Bukovina (Roumanian territory until 1940). a
substantial portion of pre-war Poland east of the Bug River
with a pre-war population of close to thirteen millions.

the three Baltic states or Latvia, Estonia. and Lithuania.
and small portions of Finnish territory, roughly correspondinÿ
t See, for c?,anlpl¢. ,ÿtalin'ÿ :vldl-uÿ t,, the .\loÿeow Soviet, Nÿ,vember 6, 19t2.

"In accordance with a policy inspired by the above
principles which have been unswervingly applied by the
Soviet Union, a policy which, moreover, has been expressed in numerous acts and documents, the Soviet Gov-

ernment proclaims its agreement with the fundamental
principles of the declaration of Mr. Roosevelt, and of Mr.

T-
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Churchill,--principles which are so important in the present international circumstances.

"Considering that the practical application of these
principles will necessarily adapt itself to the circumstances, needs and historic peculiarities of particular countries, the Soviet Government can state that a consistent

application of these principles will secure the most
energetic support of the government and peoples of the
Soviet Union."

Earlier in his address, Mr. Maisky had said that "the Soviet
Government has applied, and will apply, in its foreign policy
the high principle of respect for the sovereign rights of
peoples," and that "the Soviet Union was and is guided in its
foreign policy by the principle of self-determination of nations." On January 1, 1942, the Soviet Government signed the
Declaration by United Nations, the preamble of which
stated that the signatory Governments had subscribed to the
"common program of purposes and principles" embodied in
the Atlantic Charter.
(1) Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina
These two territories were handed over to the Soviet
Union by Roumania following an ultimatum delivered by
the Soviet Commissar of Foreign Affairs to the Roumanian
minister in Moscow on June 26, 1940. Bessarabia was part
of the Russian Empire from 1812 to 1856,1 and again from
1878 to 1918, when it was seized by Roumania, an act never
recognized by the Soviet Government. Northern Bukovina,
on the other hand, had never been part of the Russian Empire. The claim to Bessarabia was based on historical and
ethnographic grounds, though according to the census of
1930, Roumanians constituted 55.8 per cent of the populations and Ukrainians and Russians together only 25 per
cent.2 In 1915, Russian figures showed over 70 per cent
of the population Roumanian7 The Soviet claim is also
based on the result of a plebiscite held following military
occupation which showed popular approval of the incorporation of the territory into the Soviet Union.
The Soviet claim to Bukovina was based on linguistic,
national, and historic ties with the Soviet Ukraine and also
1 Soutÿhern Bessarabla was part of the Ottoman Empire, 11851fl-7'8.
2 Vera M. Dean. 'The U.S.S.R. and Post-War Euro.pe," (Foreign Policy Reports.
August 5, 1943). p. 129.
:; lÿernard Newman. The Ne';v F, nrol, e. p. 244.

oil the ground that annexation constituted partial compensation for Roumanian misrule of Bessarabia. Here the

ethnographic claim was stronger and the historical claim
weaker than in the case of Bessarabia, as Northern Bukovina was formerly part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire.

In 1918, at the time the territory was transferred to Roumania, the Ukrainians substantially outnumbered the Roumanians, though they constituted a minority of the total
population. 1

(2) Eastern Poland
Relations between Russia and Poland have been dominated for centuries by a struggle for the borderlands of
White Russia and the Ukraine. The Polish state, formed
in the middle of the tenth century, has consistently opposed
attempts at either Germanization or Russification. In the
fifteenth century Poland effected a union with Lithuania.
Following protracted wars with Russia during the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries, Poland suffered three partitions
in 1772, 1793 and 1795 by which it was divided between
Austria, Prussia and Russia.

Following the first World War, the independent state of
Poland was reconstituted. The question of Poland's eastern
boundary was never decided by the Peace Conference because of the absence of Russia. The frontier was finally
determined by the Treaty of Riga, 1921, concluded following the Russo-Polish war of 1919-1921, in which the Poles
after initial reverses and with French assistance, were suc-

cessful in expelling the Russians from a substantial portion
of the territory in dispute. The line which Poland finally
obtained was on the average 200 miles east of the "Curzon
Line" which the Supreme War Council, representing the
executive heads of the United States, Great Britain, France
and Italy, had proposed in 1919 as a provisional frontier.
Following the German invasion of Poland, September 1,
1939, Soviet forces invaded Eastern Poland on September
17 on the ground that the Polish state had become "a fertile
field for any accidental and unexpected contingency that
may create a menace to the Soviet Union" and that the

Soviet Government could not remain indifferent "to the fate
I Ibid., p. 251.

i
I
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of its blood brolhers, the Ukrainians and While Russians."

()n September 28, a treaty was signed by the Soviet Union
and Germany under which the Soviet lÿnion obtained a
western boundary considerably Io the west of lhe "Curzon

Line" in the north, approximating that line in the center,
and including Eastern Galicia in the south. The northern
part of this area was subsequently incorporated into the
White Russian Soviet Socialist Republic, while Eastern
Galicia was incorporated into the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic. In both cases this was done following plebiscites conducted by the Soviet authorities. By the SovietPolish Treaty of July 30, 1941, the Soviet Government
recognized the German-Soviet treaties of 1939 as having
lost their validity. The territorial claims in substance were
still maintained, however, though with subsequent indication by the Soviet Government of a willingness to use the
"Curzon Line" as the basis of discussion.

The territory acquired in 1939 had a population consisting, according to one authority, of about 5,250,000 Poles,
4,500,000 Ukranians, 1,100,000 Byelo-Russians, 1,110,000
Jews, 130,000 Great Russians and about 500,000 people belonging to smaller or indeterminate nationality groups. 1
These elements in the population were intermingled in such
a way as to make it diffficult, if not impossible, to draw a
boundary line which would not leave substantial cultural
minorities. For example, the city of Lwow was clearly
Polish, while the population of the surrounding country was
predominantly Ukrainian.
From these facts it is clear that the ethnic composition
of the territory in question is such as to give considerable
support to both Soviet and Polish claims. The Soviet Government argues that a plebiscite was held which showed the
overwhelming desire of the population to join the Soviet
Union, but considering the conditions surrounding the plebiscite, it cannot be regarded as having too much significance
as an indication of the freely expressed wishes of the population. Newman concludes that, in spite of the obvious
difficulties involved, given an atmosphere of good will, it
would not be impossible to solve the problem of the Russian-Polish frontier.-'
Ibid., p. 169.
Jlbid., p. 17°.
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The Soviet Government's historical claim is based on the
circumstances that, except for Eastern Galicia, the territory
in question was part of the Russian Empire before 1917
and that the Soviet Union was forced to relinquish it under
the terms of the Treaty of Riga by superior force at a time
when Russia was in the throes of revolution. In this con-

nection, it is argued that the Allies gave substantial support
to the Soviet claim when they proposed the "Curzon Line"
as a provisional boundary, a line which, while more favor-

able to Poland than the line of the 1939 German-Soviet
treaty, the Soviet Government has indicated its willingness
to accept as the basis for discussion with the Poles. It
should be pointed out, however, that the "Curzon Line" was
never proposed by the Supreme War Council as a definitive boundary line, and that the right of Poland to claim
territory to the east of it was reserved.

The strategic importance of the territory in question can
be misunderstood and greatly overemphasized. As a result
of acquiring this territory in 1939, the Soviet Union did not
have a more defensible frontier vis-a-vis Germany; it was
able, however, to cushion to some extent the German attack

when it came, and to benefit from the possibility of defense
in depth. The advantage, after the war, from the possession

of this territory will be that the Soviet Union will be in a
better position than before to come to the direct assistance
of Czechoslovakia, and that Poland, particularly if it receives compensation for the loss of the territory in the form
of the annexation of East Prussia, will be completely dependent upon the Soviet Union for her security and less
inclined to put obstacles in the way of plans for mutual
assistance, as was done in 1939.

The chief difficulty in the way of the satisfactory solution
of the Soviet-Polish boundary dispute is the long-standing
absence of "good will" in relations between the Russian and
Polish people. The deep-seated fear of Russia instilled in
the Polish people by repeated Russian participation in the
dismemberment of Poland, by attempts to Russify the
Polish people, and more recently by the threat contained in
Soviet policy and practice to the Roman Catholic religion,
is matched among the Russian people by a conviction that
the Poles have traditionally had aggressive intentions toward
Russia, that they have maltreated their Ukrainian and White
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September and October, 1939, the Soviet Government
acquired the right to establish naval and air bases in these
countries. In June, 1940, Soviet military forces occupied
these three countries and on July 14 and 15, plebiscites
were held under Soviet authorities which resulted in overwhelming majorities1 in favor of incorporation in the Soviet

Russian minorities, that they have ever been prepared to
cooperate with Russia's enemies, and that particularly since
the Revolution, the Polish Government has been dominated
by a reactionary clique bitterly hostile to the Soviet Union
and its guiding principles. This helps to explain on the one
hand, the readiness of the Polish Government-in-exile to give
some measure of credence to the German story about the

Union.

murder of the Polish officers, and, on the other hand, the
unwillingness of the Soviet authorities to deal with the
Polish Government-in-exile which in Soviet eyes is still to a

The Soviet case for incorporation of these Baltic States in
the U.S.S.R. rests to a considerable extent upon the results

ments. There can be little doubt that the best guarantee
of Soviet security in the west is to be found in the establishment of friendly and fully cooperative relations with a satisfied and peace-desiring Poland, under a government broadly
representative of the Polish people.

of these plebiscites. It cannot be denied that by American
standards the plebiscites were far from satisfactory. The
Letts, the Es,tonians, and the Lithuanians are distinct flationalities with national aspirations of fairly long standing,
and were clearly dominant numerically in their respective
states. It is hard to believe that in a free election they would
have voted so overwhelmingly in favor of incorporation in

(3) The Baltic States

siderations other than ethnic, such as the desire for economic

dangerous extent under the influence of anti-Soviet ele-

the Soviet Union. It must of course be recognized that con-

Before 1914, the three Baltic States--Latvia, Estonia and
Lithuania--were parts of the Russian Empire. They became

or political reforms or a sense of insecurity, may influence
voting.

independent states after the war, in part, because of the
nationalist aspirations of their peoples, but more particularly because of the Russian Revolution and the consequent
elimination of an effective Russian participation in the peace

states on grounds of security. It must of course be recog-

The Soviet Govermnent claims a special interest in these
nized that the Baltic States were, and if given their independence anew, would be, too weak to protect themselves,

settlement. The independence of these countries was recog-

and might for that reason become dangerous to the security
of the Soviet Union in case of a revival of German military

nized by the Soviet Government by treaties concluded in the
course of 1920. All three countries started out with parlia-

aggression. It can be argued, however, that independence

mentary regimes, but partly because of external pressures

for these states is not incompatible with the minimum requirements of Soviet security if they become members of
an international security organization with obligations to

succumbed to authoritarian tendencies (Lithuania in 1926;
Latvia and Estonia in 1934). In all three countries, agrarian
reforms were carried out resulting in a more equitable dis-

tribution of land. From 1934 on, the Soviet Government
began to regard these countries with increasing suspicion
as possible springboards for German invasion of the Soviet
Union. Treaties of non-aggression had been concluded with

Lithuania in September, 1926, with Latvia in February, 1932,
with Estonia in May, 1932, and all were prolonged for ten
years on April 4, 1934. These agreements were violated
when Soviet troops overran these territories in 1939. In

the course of negotiations with the British and French in
1939, the Soviet Government demanded the right to occupy
these states, Under mutual aid treaties negotiated in

1

cooperate in joint measures to check aggression. Further-

more, such general obligations might be supplemented by
special arrangements in the form of mutual assistance pacts

between neighboring states. The Soviet reply might be
that the Baltic states will enjoy cultural autonomy, and in
addition a large degree of autonomy in foreign relations and
military affairs under powers recently granted to the member republics, and that at the same time security for the
people of the Union against external attack will be adequately provided for by arrangements which do not depend
i !ÿ8% oi the total vote in I';ÿtÿmia, ÿ7,€4e/ÿ in Latvia. and 99.19% in l.lthuania.
'twmam o1,, ctt., p. °07.
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for their success upon the action of governments far removed
from the scene of possible aggression.

(4) Finland
Finland, before the Revolution of 1917, was part of the
Russian Empire. There had been a movement of long stand-

ing in favor of separation from Russia, which became particularly active from the summer of 1917 on. In addition
to the Finnish Nationalists, the Social Democrats played a
considerable part in this movement. Independence was
proclaimed on December 6, 1917. When the Finnish workers, aided by Russian soldiers, sought to establish a Soviet
Republic, German aid was used by General Mannerheim in
putting down the revolt. During the period from 1919 to
1939 Finland was a republic with a representative government which carried out important social reforms, espe-

cially as regards education and land distribution. Following the Soviet-German treaty of August, 1939, and the German invasion of Poland, the Soviet Government made de-

mands on Finland for certain territorial concessions. When
the Finnish Government refused these demands, Soviet forces
invaded Finland, at the same time attempting to set up a
Finnish Soviet regime. The latter attempt failed miserably
and the military objectives were attained only after a prolonged and costly struggle. Under the Moscow treaty of
March 12, 1940, Finland ceded to the Soviet Union the
Karelian isthmus, including the city of Viborg, the Finnish
shore of Lake Ladoga, and a section of its Arctic coast
which gave the Soviet Union strategic control of the port
of Petsamo, and granted a lease for thirty years to the
port of Hangoe. When Germany invaded the Soviet Union
in June, 1941, Finland entered the war on the side of
Germany.

The satisfaction of the territorial claims of the Soviet
Union against Finland, assuming that they are substantially
along the lines of the provisions of the Treaty of Moscow,
will involve no violation of Finland's political independence
though it will greatly weaken Finland's military and economic position. It can be justified only on grounds of security, since the failure of the 1939-1940 attempt to establish
a Finnish Soviet regime showed that the Finnish people
were opposed on ideological and other grounds to incorpora-

23
lion in lhe Soviet Union. As in the case of lhe Ballic Republics, a case can be made for the Soviet demands if we
assume that after the war primary reliance for national
security must be placed on national strength, since it is un-

doubtedly true that Finland with her pre-1940 boundaries, if
inclined "to serve the purposes of an aggressor, would offer
a serious threat to the important city of Leningrad and to
Soviet access to the high seas. If, on the other hand, an
effective general security system is organized, such arrange-

ments in violation of the principle of self-determination
become less easy to justify.
c. What should be the attitude o/ the United States?
(1) Should we insist that these questions be decided on the
basis oJ joint consultation and arrangement ?
According to Point 5 of the Moscow Declaration on General
Security, the four governments jointly declared "that for the
purpose of maintaining international peace and security pending the reestablishment of law and order and the inauguration of a system of general security, they will consult with one
another and as occasion requires with other members of the
United Nations with a view to joint action on behalf of the
community of nations."

This would appear to be a reassertion of the principle that
peace is indivisible and that our inteTest in the peace requires
that we concern ourselves with every situation that may be
a possi,ble threat to peace in the future. On that assumption,
it can be argued that we should be prepared, as we are com-

mitted, to consult with other nations and reach a joint decision on questions of territorial disposition, including those
relating to the western boundaries of the Soviet Union.
An alternative possibility would be for us to leave these
matters to be dealt with by the Soviet Union and the peoples
and states directly concerned, in so far as they are not of neces-

sity covered in the peace treaties which we make with the
defeated enemy powers. This would make it possible for us
to evade responsibility for settlements made, except that in
connection with carrying out our obligations under any general system of security we would find it necessary to support
these arrangements against change by force.
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(2) Should we support Soviet territorial claims, as outlined
above, in whole, in part, or not at all?

attained over a period of years, I and that pending the estab-

In his report to Congress on the Moscow Conference, Sec-

curity" it will be necessary for nations to take special precautions, in apparent violation of specific principles of the Charter,
which nevertheless must be accepted temporarily pending the

retary of State Hull made it clear that boundary questions
were left for final settlement after the war is over.1 The Government of the United States has never recognized the incor-

poration of the Baltic States into the Soviet Union nor has it
recognized the annexation of Eastern Poland. We have not

recognized the Soviet annexation of Bessarabia or Northern
Bukovina.

lishment of "a wider and permanent system of general se-

establishment of the working arrangements and general confidence necessary to an effective general security system.

Following this line, it is argued, we should be prepared to
meet Soviet demands, trying all'the time to bring these as
fully as possible into conformity with our principles and purposes by giving guarantees of our willingness to cooperate
loyally in the attainment of common purposes and by such

Are Soviet demands compatible with the principles of the
Atlantic Charter to which the Government of the United States
is committed ? One point of view is that these demands clearly
violate the first three points of the Charter, that the Soviet
Government definitely accepted these principles and that the
fact that the Soviet Union was in possession of the territory
in question at the time of attack by Germany was immaterial
since the territory was acquired subsequent to the outbreak
of the war in 1939 and since the principles of the Charter

of Soviet good faith and the absence of ulterior motives. Evidence in support of Soviet good faith can be found, it is
pointed out, in the provisions of the treaty with Czechoslovakia on December 12, 1943, the peace terms offered to
Finland, and the'statement of Foreign Minister Molotov at
the time Soviet troops crossed the Prut River into Roumanian

were accepted as the "common program of purposes and prin-

territory.

ciples" of those engaged in war against the Axis powers. On
the other hand, it can be argued that the Governments accepting the Atlantic Charter and the Declaration by United Nations did so on the basis of the stcLtus quo existing at the time
they entered the war, that in the case of the Soviet Union the
territories in question were in legal possession at the time of
German attack, and that therefore the Soviet Government is
acting consistently with the principles of the Charter so long
as it does not insist upon the annexation of territory beyond
its June, 1941, frontiers. According to this line of argument,
the only possible ground for taking issue with Soviet demands
would be that the original acts of the Soviet Government in
annexing these territories were illegal or unjustified under
principles of law or morality then generally accepted, or were
objectionable on grounds of policy.
Assuming the incompatibility between the Soviet demands
and the principles of the Charter, one can argue that these
principles must be regarded as long-range objectives to be

Finally, we must face the consequences of refusal to reach
an agreement with the Soviet Government. If we refuse to

a Department of State. Bttllctin, IX (November 20. 1948), p. 344.

other arguments as we are able to marshal. Such actions we
can of course only be expected to take if we are convinced

accept Soviet demands, the consequence may well be that the
two states will move along separate and divergent courses,

with growing fear of each other's power and ambitions, and
with open conflict as the ultimate result. If we follow a
middle course of not subscribing to joint decisions of a nature
which the Soviet Government will accept, while passively accepting such arrangements as the Soviet Government will be
able to impose on its neighbors, we avoid an immediate break,
but we face the danger that rival spheres of influence will
develop which will contain the germs of future conflict. On
the basis of these considerations, there are those who argue

that the United States should be prepared to take part in a
joint decision of these issues on what may appear as a com-

promise basis, leaving to the future the modification of these
arrangements to bring them more fully into conformity with
our long-range principles and objectives.
a'In his radio address of April 9, 19tÿ,, Secretary o[ State Itull described the
.Gharter as an "expression of fundamental ohjectiveÿ towardÿ which we and our
gllies are directing our polieies."
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3. What shozdd bc ottr posilioH with rÿ:gard /o likely Sovir/
proposals Jor the treatment o] Germany?
The question of the treatment of a defeated Germany has
already been analyzed in Problem III. The question was
there treated from the objective point of view of the desirability and acceptability of proposed solutions. Here we
have to consider the relation of the Soviet Union to the problem and how far we should be prepared to go in accepting
Soviet demands in order to obtain general agreement among
the principal United Nations.
a. Military occupation and government.

The close cooperation of British and American armed forces
in the planning of over-all war strategy and in the execution
of these plans, combined with the possibility of reaching
agreement on political questions as well, has made possible
continuance of this close cooperation in the work of the military government of territories freed of enemy control. Allied
Military Government is the instrument which has been developed for that purpose and used in Sicily and Southern Italy.
The military occupation and government of Germany, if
carried out by American, British and Soviet military forces,
with assistance from other Allied countries, will raise questions
of a much more difficult order as there will be no precedent
for close cooperation between the American and the British
military authorities on the one hand and the Soviet on the
other. The report is current that agreement has been reached

on the principle of occupation of defined zones by separate
Anglo-American and Soviet forces with a Control Commission
responsible for exercising general supervision. The importance of agreement upon immediate and long-range policy can

hardly be overemphasized in view of the determining effect
of what is done during the occupation period upon the future
of Germany. Any agreement upon the principles to be fol-

lowed during the period of occupation hinges in the last
analysis upon agreement upon the principles governing the
treatment of a defeated Germany after the war.
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of dealing with the problem which may violate our AngloSaxon principles of legality and due process. The Soviet
Government has already expressed displeasure over the failure

of the British Government to deal immediately and summarily
with Rudolph Hess. In addition to suffering more from Nazi
aggression than any other country, and therefore having cause

for special insistence upon action, and perhaps action of a
retaliatory nature, the Soviet Union is likely to apply somewhat different standards than the Anglo-Saxon countries in
determining guilt.
c. Territorial settlement.

As part of the proposed settlement of the Polish boundary
question, it is apparently the intention of the Soviet Government to compensate the Poles by giving them East Prussia,
at least that part which is not taken by the Soviet Union.
This plan received the approval of Prime Minister Churchill
in his statement in the House of Commons, February 22, 1944.

It would involve a serious violation of the principle of national
self-determination as regards Germany, as there is no question-

ing the Germanic character of East Prussia and little reason
for believing that the population will not be favorable to remaining a part of Germany. Even though it be conceded, as

Prime Minister Churchill claims, that the Atlantic Charter
contained no promise to Germany, it can be argued that if
East Prussia is taken from Germany and given to Polafld,
even if provision is made for a transfer of population, a serious

irredentist problem will be created.
Apart from East Prussia and possibly Eastern Silesia, there
is no indication that Soviet policy is unfavorable to the restoration of German frontiers as they existed in 1937.
d. Reparations.

After the experience following World War I with reparations and war debts, the United States and Great Britain are
likely to be quite modest in the demands for reparations which
they make, bearing in mind the transfer difficulties involved
and the danger that in order to make payments possible, Ger-

man industry will be assisted to the point where it will again
b. Punishment oJ War Criminals.

The Soviet Government is likely to be very insistent upon
the punishment of war criminals and to favor direct methods

become a dangerous competitor and a threat to world peace.

The Soviet Government is likely to have a different attitude,
considering that the Soviet Union will have practically un-
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limited capacity to absorb reparations in kind, being in need

live solutions for the prol)lenls of a defeated Germany. In

especially of German labor, German machinery and German

technical assistance. While we shall probably have no objection
in principle to the exacting of heavy reparations payments by

that case we may be faced with the fact that the Soviet Government is more willing than the British and ourselves to deal
with military, political and industrial leaders associated with

the Soviet Union, we may be less enthusiastic over the long-run

the present regime.

implications of such use of German industry in so far as
it affects foreign markets for our goods, competitive produe-

In either case, however, if the possibilities of friction and
misunderstanding are to be reduced to the minimum, it would
appear highly desirable that the Governments of the United
States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union should come to an

tion costs, etc.
e. Political and economic future oJ Germany.

After World War I, it was doubtful for a time whether
Germany's political and economic development was to be
along western constitutional or revolutionary socialist lines.

The decision was in favor of western constitutionalism. This
time the native forces capable of supporting political and social
evolution along constitutional lines, even if existent, will be
much less powerful. The collapse of the Nazi dictatorship
is likely to leave a condition approaching chaos. Under such
circumstances the tendencies of such organized resistance

movements as exist and the policy of the occupation authorities will be of the utmost importance. Experience to date
would seem to indicate that in Axis-occupied territories the
Communists have shown themselves capable of the most effec-

tive organization and resistance. Stalin indicated, following
the dissolution of the Comitern, that the action was taken
for the purpose of freeing Communist parties to work along
national lines.1 If this continues to be the policy of the Soviet
leaders, the emergence of a vigorous Communist movement,
seeking radical reform of the economic and social structure of
Germany, need not cause concern. If, however, no advance
agreement is reached between the Allied governments regarding the long-range treatment of Germany, there is the pos-

sibility that Soviet leaders will make use of their military occupation of an important part of Germany to guide the future
political and economic development of the country along lines
most favorable to Soviet interests.
Nor should we assume that the Soviet leaders will neces-

sarily consider a radical solution of the German problem most
advantageous. If they conclude, as is quite likely, that stable
conditions in Europe are most favorable to reconstruction

within the Union, they may be in favor of relatively conserva'- l.clter to Ilarold King, Moscow Corre.ÿpondent of Reuters, May 09, 1943.

agreement now on a long-range program which will meet the
needs of all concerned for economic reconstruction, security
and general prosperity.

4. What should be our attitude toward possible Soviet proposals Jor the organization of security?
a. Should we accept Soviet demands Jot strategic Jrontiers
and control over strategic bases even though these vio-

late ÿthe principle oJ national self-determination and other
principles to which we are committed?
This has been discussed above in reference to the Soviet
Union's western boundary.

b. Should we accept the concept of a Soviet "zone of saJety'
within which Soviet Russia would be Jree to make special
security arrangements and claim special and exclusive

interests ?
Under Point 4 of the Moscow Declaration on General Security, the signatory Governments jointly declare "that they
recognize the necessity of establishing at the earliest practicable date a general international organization, based on the
principle of the sovereign equality of all peace-loving States,
and open to membership by all such States, large and small,
for the maintenance of international peace and security."

This declaration was apparently made on American initiative
and represents established American policy, supported by our
practice in the organization of security in the Western Hemisphere. While the Soviet Government was a party to this
declaration, it has as yet Wen no indication of its ideas regarding implementation, and there have been some evidences
in recent Soviet practice that for the present and perhaps for
some time to come the Soviet Union intends to place primary
reliance on special arrangements with states situated within
its "zone of safety" and on the assertion of special and exclu-

sive interests within this area. The refusal of American and
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British medialiml in the Iÿouiulary ÿlispuie with Poland, the
signing of the treaty of alliance with Czechoslovakia on December 12, 1943 and reputed Soviet opposition to large scale
Allied military operations in the Balkans are thought by many
to point in that direction. It is necessary, however, to dis-

tinguish in principle between those special arrangements and
relations between the Soviet Union and its neighbors which
are fully justified pending the establishment of a general security system, or those which may properly form a reasonable
application of the regional principle within a global framework, and those special arrangements and relations which

assume an exclusive aspect suggesting that the Soviet Union
is acting in its own interest alone and is denying to other
states the right to have any part in the discussion and decision
of matters within a specified sphere of interest.
5. What are the conditions necessary to the establishment
o] friendly and cooperative relations between the United
States and the Soviet Union in the years ]ollowing the war?
Many of these have already been suggested by implication
and in general terms. As was stated early in this analysis,
serious obstacles in recent years to friendly relations have been
ignorance, suspicion and fear. These conditions can to a large

extent be eliminated, it is suggested, by better understanding
of the Soviet UnionIits history, institutions and people--by
the people of the United States, and by better understanding
of the United States in all these respects by the people of the
Soviet Union. These, however, are long term obectives, and

in the meantime specific steps must be taken on both sides to
contribute to the mutual trust and sense of common interests
upon which cooperation depends.

a. What contributions can the Soviet Union Jairly be expected to make to the establishment o/ the bases oj
friendly cooperation ?
While the system of state socialism existing in the Soviet
Union differs in many fundamental respects from the system of controlled capitalism prevailing in the United States,
especially in respect to the opportunities afforded for private
economic enterprise, the experience of the past twenty-five

years has shown no insuperable obstacles in the way of making
satisfactory arrangements for the use of American technology
and technical skill in the Soviet Union and the development of
trade and financial relations between the two countries. The
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difficulties which the Soviet system has created for us have
been primarily in the non-economic field.

(1) Abstention from all intervention in the affairs of other
countries, through official action or through the action of unofficial organizations such as the Comintern. This promise
has already been made and consequently all that is required' is
future conduct in accordance with it.
(2) The guarantee of enjoyment by the individual of freedom of expression and freedom of religious worship. The
denial of individual freedom in Russia has always been an
obstacle to the closest friendship between the Russian and
American Governments and people. It must of course be

recognized, that considering the strength of the autocratic
tradition in Russian history, and the lack of a strong tradition of civil liberties and individual rights, the despotic character which Soviet rule has assumed is not surprising. There
is, nevertheless, a widespread conviction in this country that

the time will have come at the conclusion of the war when
effective provision can be made for the general enjoyment of
certain basic human liberties.
In particular, there is insistence that there should be effective guarantees of freedom of religious worship. At the time
of our recognition of the Soviet government in 1934, Mr.

Litvinov stated in a letter to President Roosevelt that it would
be the policy of the Soviet Government to accord nationals
of the United States within the Union the right to freedom
of worship and the right to give religious instruction to their
children. Article 124 of the Union Constitution of 1936
provides :
"In the object of securing to the citizen freedom of conscience, the church in the U.S.S.R. is separated from

the State and the school from the church. Freedom
of service of religious cults and freedom of anti-reli-

gious propaganda is acknowledged for all citizens."
Since 1931, the Soviet authorities have given increasing evidence of recognizing the religious sentiments of the people
and of giving opportunity for the free expression of these
sentiments. The Russian Orthodox Church, headed by the
Patriarchial Incumbent, the Right Blessed Sergius, Metropolitan of Moscow and Kolomna, has been recognized. Nikolai,
Metropolitan of Kiev and Galich, ÿ:ho is the Administrator of
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the Moscow Patriarchate, has been appointed a member of the

(2) A clear indication that it is not our intention to pursue

commission established by the Government to list Nazi atrocities. The Soviet Government has given other evidences of its

policies such as the encouragement of Germany's Drang nach
Osten, the establishment of a cordon sanitaire against the extension of Soviet influence to the West, or support of elements,

desire to create the impression that freedom of religious wor-

ship is respected, as by the suspension in 1941 of The Godless,
the organ of the anti-religious movement. On the other hand,

it is pointed out by skeptics that Communist doctrine is
inherently opposed to religious beliefs and practices, and that
Marx in a much quoted phrase described religion as "the
opium of the people." A question which some ask is whether

Polish or other, which are definitely hostile to the Soviet
Union or seem to envisage the possibility of armed conflict
with that country. We must recognize that after experiences

recent Soviet acts represent a real change in policy or merely

with Allied intervention at the end of the last war and apparent attempts subsequently by the British and French in particular to turn Germany against the Soviet Union, the Soviet
leaders are deeply suspicious of any moves which lend them-

a clever maneuver.

selves to sinister interpretations.

(3) Assurance by the Soviet Government that it will give
effective aid in the prosecution of the war against Japan after

regard to the treatment of the enemy countries and the peo-

the conclusion of war with Germany.

ples of the occupied territories.

While there is recognition of the dangers to which the Soviet
Union would be exposed if it undertook active military operations against Japan while still being engaged in war with

agreement between the British, the American and the Soviet

(3) The formulation of a clear and constructive policy with

As has been pointed out above, there is great need of an

Germany, there is reason to fear that continued Soviet absten-

Governments on an immediate and long-range program for
the treatment of Germany. We have the statement of Sec-

tion after the conclusion of German hostilities will be interpreted in this country as sinister power politics, and unless
accompanied by effective assistance at least in other forms,

retary Hull that he took American proposals to Moscow for
iliscussion but did not find there a willingness to discuss them.
Fhere is a widespread feeling in this country, however, that

will be a serious threat to good American-Soviet relations.

we do not have such a policy. Certainly none has thus far
been revealed in public statements. If such is the case, we
obviously must make clear our own purposes and proposals
as a condition to any general agreement.

(4) A substantial relaxation of the policy of secretiveness
which has surrounded Soviet military operations and so much
of the economic and political activity of the Soviet Government.

b. What contributions can the United States Jairly be expected to make to the establishment of the bases of
friendly cooperation ?
(1) A clear indication of our intention to treat the Soviet
Union as a great power entitled to participation on a basis
of equality in all discussions affecting general peace and
security.
The Moscow Declaration on General Security was a clear

statement of this principle and it has been clearly expressed
by Secretary of State Hull. What we must realize, however,

is that past experiences have made the Soviet leaders and
people peculiarly sensitive to anything that suggests that
denial of equality to which they rightly feel their contribution
to the winning of this war entitles them.

(4) A definite commitment by the United States to participate effectively in a general security system.
The Moscow Declaration and the Connally Resolution were
general in terms. There remains uncertainty regarding the
action of Congress, or the Senate alone, on specific proposals.
Furthermore, there is the overriding uncertainty at the present

time resulting from the approaching national elections.
(5) A willingness to settle lend-lease obligations on a fair
and reasonable basis, and to contribute, on terms which will
respect the essential interests of both countries, to the work
of reconstruction and economic development which the Soviet

Union will be undertaking at the conclusion of the war.
(6) A straightforward and realistic approach in all discussions of future relations with the Soviet Union, on the assump-

tion that the Soviet leaders think in terms of facts and Soviet
interests and will respect us the more if we do likewise.
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4.

RECAPITULATION OF QUESTIONS
1. On the basis of available evidence, what are we justified
in believing Soviet foreign policy will be ?
a. What are the factors likely to condition the foreign
policy of the Soviet Union in the years ahead ?
b. Which of the possible alternative policies is the Soviet
Union most likely to follow after the war ?
(1) Revolutionary interventionism ?
(2) Socialist isolationism?
(3) International cooperation?
(4) Nationalist power politics?
2.

What position should the United States take toward Soviet
territorial demands in Eastern Europe ?
a. What demands is the Soviet Union making or likely to
make ?
b. By what principles should these claims be judged? In
the light of these principles are the Soviet territorial
demands well founded ?
(1) Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina
(2) Eastern Poland

(3) The Baltic States
(4) Finland
c. What should be the attitude of the United States ?
(1) Should we insist that these questions be decided on
the basis of joint consultation and agreement ?
(2) Should we support Soviet territorial chinas, as outlined above, in whole, in part, or not at all ?
3.

What should be our position with regard to likely Soviet
proposals for the treatment of Germany?
a. Military occupation and government ?

b. Punishment of war criminals?
c. Territorial settlement?
d. Reparations ?
e. Political and economic future of Germany?

What should bc our allilu(le toward lmssible Soviet l-ÿio-

posals for the organization of security ?
a. Should we accept Soviet demands for strategic frontiers
and control over strategic bases ?
b. Should we accept the concept of a Soviet "zone of
safety" within which the Soviet Union would be free to
make special security arrangements and claim special
and exclusive interests ?

5. What are the conditions necessary to the establishment of
friendly and cooperative relations between the United
States and the Soviet Union in the years following the war ?
a. What contributions can the Soviet Union fairly be expected to make to the establishment of the bases of
friendly cooperation ?
b. What contributions can the United States fairly be expected to make to the establishment of the bases of
friendly cooperation ?
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--"Russia as a Partner in War and Peace," Saturday

Evening Post, CCXV (November 14, 1942), p. 124.
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