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	World War I may have been primarily a European conflict.  World War II was not.  From Imphal to Iwo Jima, El Alamein to Midway, World War II was truly fought around the world, and the Cold War, which replaced World War II, was as well as global conflict.  Much of the focus on the origins of the Cold War has centered on the conflict between the US and the Soviet Union in the remains of Europe after May 1945.  European political reconstruction, the fate of Germany, and the economic systems of Eastern and Western Europe were all in question in the first years of the Cold War - including those years where some scholars have argued no Cold War existed.  However, one of the two defining moments which began the acceleration toward the Cold War if not the Cold War itself happened not in Europe, but over the cities of Nagasaki and Hiroshima.�   The use of atomic weaponry completely realtered the strategic calculus between the Americans and the Soviets.  It also eliminated the critical element of Europe in international relations.  Europe remained a strategic battleground.  But after the end of two world wars in little more than forty years, Europe was tired of war.  Also, as nuclear weapons became easier to transport, the battle between the United States and the Soviet Union became global, rather than confined to Europe.  A final reason why the rest of the world became so important vis a vis Europe in the post-World War II era was decolonization.  With colonies, three states on the European landscape remained Great Powers after World War II, France and Britain joining the Soviet Union.  However, decolonization removed Britain from Great Power rank by 1950, as India and the majority of its Middle Eastern possessions disappeared.  By the early 1960s the United Kingdom would be far less of a colonial power, and unquestionably lower in power than the US or the USSR.  France entered the Cold War period less powerful than Britain, but still a major power while in the possession of its colonial wealth.  Yet the Indochina conflict demonstrated the futility of France maintaining its Great Power pretensions, as by Dien Bien Phu the United States was financing the French war.  The patterns of decolonization and changes in warfare made the Third World far more important during the Cold War than it had been before.  It became a battleground upon which the United States and the Soviet Union could struggle without as much of a fear of nuclear holocaust as during a European conflict.  However, the origins of the Cold War were far different in the Third World - here denoting Latin America, the Middle East, and Asia - than the origins of the Cold War in Europe.  The power dynamic was far different, the United States beginning in all three regions with a great deal more power than the Soviet Union.  The nature of the Cold War in the Third World was far more violent than in Europe - in some respects, because the conflicts were not directly between the United States and the USSR, but between colonial and anticolonial forces, armies of national liberation versus forces of reaction.  While there were some similarities in the proxy relationships of client states versus the superpowers, the nature of the conflict between "East and West" in the Third World was far more a relationship of establishment and revolution, where the Soviet Union was less of a factor than in relations in Europe.





BEGINNINGS AND LEVELS OF POWER


	The Cold War in Europe began with two sides relatively evenly matched across Europe.  While the United States suffered far less damage than the Soviet Union during the Second World War, the Red Army maintained its positions across Europe, far stronger than the opposing Western forces.  In addition, Russia was in many ways a European power, a position for which it had been striving since the time of Alexander I if not Peter the Great.  However, the Soviet Union's relationship with the Third World, its national interest in those countries, was far different from the relations which the United States enjoyed with those states in the origins of the Cold War, given the way in which the Second World War was fought and given the state of relations thereafter.�  However, World War II was not the only reason why the West maintained a preponderance of power in the Third World - the legacy of colonialism was also critical.� 


	In the three regions of the Cold War examined here, Asia represents the greatest deal of strength for the Soviet Union versus the United States in the origins of the Cold War.  Mainland China by 1949 was in the hands of Mao Tse-Tung, giving the Communists a great deal of prestige.  Also, North Korea had been occupied by Soviet forces, aiding the setup of the government of Kim Il Sung.  In these respects, Northeast Asia was similar to Europe at the end of the Cold War.  Given Japan's role as one of the Allies' antagonists during the war, this is not completely surprising.  However, the role which the United States and Britain played in the Pacific War compared to the Soviet role influenced why, in 1945, the United States enjoyed a far superior position in Asia than the Soviet Union.  Stalin did not enter the Asian campaign until after Potsdam, whereas the United States had been fighting across the Pacific since 1941, with the British fighting as well.  Japan was occupied after the war solely by American troops, denying it to the Soviets.  The Philippines as well were occupied solely by the US, and while Soviet forces played a role in Manchuria and North Korea, Southeast Asia was the province of the US and the former colonial powers who had been removed by the Japanese.  After the armistice signed by the Japanese and the end of the Second World War, the Cold War developed in some respects on terms far more favorable to the US than to the USSR.  Although Vadney notes that after Japanese occupation "things would never be the same for the West,"�  this did not place the Soviet Union in an advantageous position.  As well as this factor, it is also important to remember that the majority of territory in Asia which was conquered by the Japanese had previously been European colonial territory, and reverted to that state after the war - Indochina, Indonesia, Malaya, India, etc.  However, China was not a colony in any respect, although embroiled in civil war.  The Chinese civil war ended in a victory for the Communists, but it is important to recall that Stalin had supported both the Communists and the Nationalists in the past.�   As for North Korea, it was a Sino-Soviet client state, but it was the only Soviet satellite in Asia.  For the US, Japan, the Philippines, and the retaken territories in Southeast Asia left them with a preponderance of power, not to mention leverage in the former colonial territories and a balance of power where the Communist states were surrounded by non-Communist states.


	Britain's primacy in the Middle East and its relations with the United States in the post-war world left the US, until the mid-1950s, as without question the dominant power in the Middle East.  The Soviets had some forces in Iran, but those were withdrawn with the end of hostilities.  When Britain had to withdraw its forces from Greece and Turkey, it did not surrender its responsibilities to any international organization, but rather to the US -- the Truman Doctrine.  Again, this came from the forms of conflict during the Second World War.  Aside from forces guaranteeing supply in Iran, the Soviets had few forces in place in the Middle East after World War II, while the US had first made battle with the Nazis on land in North Africa.  US and British forces in the Middle East were a key reason why the US maintained its strength in the Mideast.  Another reason was the strength of American and British oil companies, which were quite powerful in Saudi Arabia and Iran, among other countries.  The Soviets had wished to gain warm-water access through the Straits into the Mediterranean, but Turkey was not in the Soviet sphere of influence, it was in the British sphere, and later the American.


	Latin America had been an American sphere of influence since the time of James Monroe, and this continued through the origins of the Cold War.  While Asia and the Middle East were in some ways contiguous to the Soviet Union, if not contiguous with the critical nerve centers of European Russia, Latin America was in the far periphery for the Soviet Union - "out of sight, out of mind."�   On the other hand, it was contiguous to the US, and aside from historical influence, the United States had maintained an economic preponderance in Latin America for decades.  FDR had with the Good Neighbor policy improved relations with Latin American countries, but the United States - and to a lesser extent Britain, which had enjoyed good economic and political relations for many years with the governments of Latin America - was still a hegemon in Latin America.  Also, Latin America went untouched during World War II.  There was no damage enough to bring down the conservative governments which had been backed by the United States, and in fact Latin American markets prospered during the war with the need in the US for goods and materials.�   Japanese conquest in Asia had discredited to some extent Western imperialism, but the informal imperialism exercised in Latin America had yet to be discredited, just as it had not been in the Middle East.� 





CONFLICT


	There was no war in Europe after World War II during the origins of the Cold War.  The US and its allies exercised control over their sectors, while the Russians exercised control over theirs.  In addition, the peoples of Europe were exhausted from four to six years of war, and were unwilling to commence hostilities again.  This was not the case in the Third World, as large-scale warfare broke out in Asia, while smaller insurgencies and counter-insurgencies were fought in Latin America and the Mideast.  In part, this was because the sides of the conflict in Europe had been strictly delineated and to have conflict in Europe would have quickly led to general war; and in part this was because the nature of the conflicts in the Third World was far different from the relations between the US and the USSR in Europe.


	The Korean War must be examined separately from any "Third World" conflict; while it was a general war in a different form from any other Third World conflict at the time, it was also in a region far more similar to the relationship between US and the Soviet Union in Europe.  Unlike in the rest of the Third World, where "Communism" was more indigenous, the Kim Il Sung regime in North Korea was a legacy of Soviet occupation after the Second World War.  Other than in northern China, it was the only region in the Third World where Soviet forces were present in significant numbers during World War II.  Yet Soviet forces were noticeably absent from the Korean War.  Aside from some pilots who flew deniable missions for the North Korean military, the Communist forces in the war were Chinese and Korean.  This differs from any conflict which would have broken out in Europe, where the Red Army would have been engaged immediately.  This was a question of national interest as much as of resources in place.  In addition, Weathersby notes that Stalin's motivations behind allowing the North Korean invasion in 1950 were regional, rather than focused specifically on the peninsula.�   Most importantly, however, the Korean War was not a war between the US and the USSR, as would have occurred in Europe.  Rather, it was indicative of the sort of "proxy wars" which would be fought in Angola, in Afghanistan, in Vietnam, and throughout the rest of the Third World throughout the Cold War.  Soviet sanction was necessary for the Korean War,�  but it was Korean and Chinese manpower which fought.  Like all the other Third World conflicts, the Korean War pitted Third World forces against the United States or, in its place, conservative or colonial forces.  In this way, even the Korean War differed from the nature of conflict in Europe.


	In general in Asia, there was a greater deal of conflict than in Europe.  In part this was based on the types of governments in place - in Europe, there were "legitimate" national governments controlling all the territory, not to mention armies of occupation and greatly weakened structures.  In Asia, those states which were not colonial possessions, and therefore completely illegitimate in the eyes of the populace, were ruled by leaders who were put in place by the West after the Cold War, such as Bao Dai in Vietnam; or propped up by the West, such as Syngman Rhee or Chiang Kai-Shek.  The Soviet Union played a lesser role in these conflicts in part because it did not need to invest a great deal of effort into them; leaders such as Mao and Ho had more legitimacy than their counterparts, due to their roles during the war as resistance leaders.  However, there was more conflict in Asia than in Europe without question.  This was because the conflict was not directly between the US and the USSR.  While conflicts that would distract the West were pleasing to the Soviets, control of Southeast Asia, for example, was not a direct national interest to Stalin or to his successors.  Conflicts such as those in China and Vietnam continued because the US and the Soviets allowed them to, because the leaders on both sides were far more prepared for conflict - and far less controlled by the superpowers - than the leaders in Europe, and because they were completely different than those conflicts which could have broken out in Europe.


	There were almost no conflicts between Communism and the West in the Middle East during the first ten years of the Cold War, until the very end.  The 1948 Arab-Israeli war was between states which on both sides were supported by the West, and where the conflict had nothing to do with the Cold War.  In fact, the Arab-Israeli conflict lacked any relationship with the Cold War until 1956, when the Soviet Union supported Nasser against the British, French and Israelis.  Beforehand the United States had been active in both Israel and among the Arab states.  That part of the Middle East was of little interest to the Soviet Union - its primary interest were with those states that bordered it, Turkey and Iran.  In both cases, there was no conflict between Communism and the West.  Turkey was made a national interest of the United States through the Truman Doctrine, which restrained the Soviets.  The conflict over Turkey can be defined as a Middle Eastern conflict, or it and Greece can be included with Europe.  In any event, they were not divided but both stayed strongly in the American/Western orbit.  As for Iran, after the removal of Soviet troops from the North after the end of World War II, the Soviet Union had little to do with Iran.  The Mossadegh crisis was not a Cold War crisis, except that it was framed as such by American policy makers.  Until 1953, Mossadegh had been against the Tudeh, and only in the end did he fatally ally with them.�   The leadership of Iran was of little interest to the Soviet Union because Iran was seen as so firmly within the Western sphere of influence.  Therefore, those conflicts which did break out in the Middle East during the origins of the Cold War were different from those "conflicts", or the lack thereof, which occurred in Europe.


	Latin America remained after the Cold War a bastion of Western strength.  The only conflict which broke out between "Communism" and the United States was the Guatemalan coup of 1954, although again this was far more a nationalist movement against American hegemony than a Communist uprising against democracy.  The Arbenz revolution in 1954 was far different from anything that might have happened in Europe, however, because those nations in Europe which were not allied with one superpower during the late 1940s and early 1950s were generally allied with the other, with a handful of minor exceptions choosing an uneasy neutrality.  Guatemala was not allied under Arbenz with the Soviet Union -- Immerman vehemently disputes the Eisenhower Administration's assertion that Arbenz was in league with the Soviet Union.�   In Latin America, the governments were either close to the US or seeking some sort of autonomy, but they were never allied with the Soviet Union.  In the early years of the Cold War, there was some allowance for Communist movements in Latin American states, based on their record supporting anti-fascist programs during the war.  However, by the late 1940s, Communist parties were again illegal in most Latin American states.�   Communism would remain a "non-issue" in Latin American conflicts until the Cuban revolution of 1959, and even this was indigenous rather than imported from Moscow.





NATIONAL LIBERATION AND THE NATURE OF "THIRD WORLD COMMUNISM"


	In the Third World, Communism was at times a force for national liberation and insurgency.  However, it was always some sort of nationalist derivative on Communism, rather than orthodox Stalinism of the type imposed upon the governments of Eastern Europe - with the exception of North Korea given its situation as a Soviet satellite.  National liberation was the critical "transnational ideological conflict," which used communism as a rhetorical tool.�   This was also reflected in the lack of interest paid by the Soviet Union to the conflicts in Latin America and the Middle East, and those conflicts in Southeast Asia.  Even the Chinese case offered major differences from the Soviet Union in ideological terms.  The United States in the Third World was seen less as the defender of freedom and democracy that it was considered to be by many Europeans and more a defender of colonialism and the repressions brought upon the peoples of the Third World, formally or informally, by the West and its proxies.


	Asia was closest to the Soviet Union on ideological terms in the Third World.  However, ideology was less important in many of the conflicts than national liberation and self-determination.  In these ideas leaders such as Ho Chi Minh borrowed from the American Declaration of Independence; in addition, during the Second World War he, Mao and other Asian Communists had worked with the Americans, rather than the Soviets, in fighting to defeat the Japanese.  After the war, however, the United States backed the reimposition of colonialism in Southeast Asia, and even in regimes such as Korea and the Nationalist Chinese, the Americans supported forces who had, at times, collaborated with the Japanese occupation.  American reconstruction of Japan itself colored American involvement in Asia with the imperialist brush, rather than in a pure Cold War context.  While Marxist rhetoric was used in conflicts such as the Vietminh insurgency against France, Communist doctrines were packaged around popular reforms such as land reform which were more socialist than Communist, nationalist rather than colonial.  Soviet involvement in Asia, moreover, was far more "circumspect," to use Hunt and Levine's term, than what was perceived in Washington.� 


	Nationalism was a far greater factor in those conflicts in the Middle East than Communism.  Both the Iranian and the Arab-Israeli conflict through 1956 highlight this.  In Iran, the rise of Mossadegh was prompted not by Soviet encouragement, but by a weak Shah who was granting enormous oil concessions to the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, in effect giving away Iranian national resources to Great Britain.  He was supported by conservative landowners rather than the Tudeh, and allied with them in the end only as a marriage of convenience in order to remain in power.  His agenda was far more nationalist than Socialist, to say nothing of Communism.  In fact, the Soviet Union was unpopular in Iran, having occupied the country during the war and retaining northern territories -  Phillip notes that the antagonism against AIOC was built upon a conflict between Iran and the Soviet Union over oil concessions.�  Also, the Iranian conflict as well as the later Guatemalan emergency were economic in basis, pitting large corporations closely tied to states used as neocolonial tools for exploiting Third World states - AIOC in Iran, United Fruit in Guatemala.�   As for the Arab-Israeli conflict, the wars were fought on the basis of pan-Arabism and Arab nationalism, rather than Communism in any way.  The situations varied from state to state, but until the Ba'ath revolutions in Iraq and Syria, as well as the Free Officers' Coup in Egypt and the rise of Nasser, the Arab governments were Western clients.  Israel had received arms from the Soviets during the first years of the Cold War, but found itself linked closer to the Western European powers - France more than any other - in the first years of the Cold War.  Israeli socialism made some US policy makers worry about Communism in the Jewish state, but the state was founded by Jews who remembered not only the Holocaust but Stalinist and Russian pogroms -- any ideology adopted by the Russian people would be unpopular among those Russian Jews who, while important in the early years of the Revolution, were purged soon after.


	In Latin America, corporatism and socialism did develop in states such as Argentina.  However, these were not tied to the Soviet Union in any way.  The Soviet Union had little interest in a region of the world which was explicitly as well as implicitly in the US sphere of influence.  It also had few capabilities to exert any presence in the region - there were no significant Communist insurgencies, as existed in Southeast Asia, or any territories contiguous to the Soviet Union, as in the Middle East.  Latin America did not even factor into Soviet security calculations until the 1960s, when the advent of missile technology, coupled with American nuclear missiles stationed in Turkey, prompted the Soviets to significantly increase their investments in Cuba, leading eventually to the Cuban Missile Crisis.   During the years of the origins of the Cold War, however, Communism was a non-factor.  The Arbenz presidency proved this.  While he allowed Communists to coexist in his government, they were limited in their capabilities and especially in their appeal to the people.  The nationalization of United Fruit was less a class warfare move than an attempt to open up unused lands to the vast masses of peasantry.  Arbenz only turned to the Soviet bloc in desperation, similar to Mossadegh -- after the antagonism received by American policy makers who had immediately equated him with Communism, he had no other source but the Soviets from whom to receive arms - Immerman cited this as a move of desperation rather than a rapprochement with the Soviets.�   And if there was no other proof that Arbenz was no Communist, his regime was forced by the Soviets to pay for the arms requested in cash, rather than as a grant.





	In one way, the Cold War in the Third World was similar to the Cold War in Europe - the inability to exert complete control over client states.  This was true for the United States both in terms of the European powers' action in the Third World and in terms of those Third World states allied with the Western bloc.  In an ideal situation, the United States would not have had to allow France, for example, to retain its power in Vietnam.  However, French prestige, the economic status of the French Union and its ability to rebuild France in the wake of World War II, and the fear of setting a precedent for Algeria all led France back into Indochina.�   The Suez crisis of 1956 could also be seen as another example of this, although Suez was but the origin of the Cold War in the Arab-Israeli conflict, rather than an integral component of the origins of the Cold War themselves.  As for the leaders of client states, Rhee and Kai-Shek provide the clearest comparisons with European leaders who strove to break out of the American model.  Both Rhee and Kai-Shek had to be restrained by American arms, or by the promise of a lack of American arms in the case of South Korea, although their situations differed in some ways from the situation of the European allies - there was no American army of occupation or significant military force on mainland China supporting the Nationalists or on Taiwan, and the South Korean case featured a leader far more "reckless" than any European leader.  As for the Soviet side, control was far weaker over the leaders of Communist insurgencies, with the exception of North Korea, than in Eastern Europe, where Stalin and his lieutenants maintained an iron grip of control.  Hunt and Levine, for example, cite that the success or failure of revolutionary movements in Asia, where revolution was far more likely to succeed than in Latin America or the Middle East, was based "more on their leaders' organizational skills and ideological coherence than on external encouragement or repression."� 


	A reason for why the Cold War began so differently between Europe and the Third World is a question of Soviet national priorities.  This is increasingly true if the cases of Greece and Turkey are included with Europe, rather than the Middle East.  The Soviet Union had natural resources, including oil, and was therefore not dependent on the Middle East.  It wished for security on its perimeter, which explained the interest in China and Korea.  However, as distance increased and core concerns shifted into the periphery, Soviet interests lessened.  American interests in those nations of the Third World, on the other hand, were far greater.  Alliance with colonial powers tied the US to colonial ambitions in Asia, especially as economic reconstruction became a major priority - a priority which was not shared by the Soviet Union, as the German case demonstrated.  Also, especially with the Middle East, oil was necessary for European and Japanese reconstruction, which was a non-issue for the Soviets.  In fact, the idea of Japanese reconstruction was as popular with the Soviets as German reconstruction, if not less, given that the US maintained a monopoly of control over Japan.  In the end, superpower involvement in the Third World during the origins of the Cold War was a question of national priorities more than it was one of ideology and ideological expansionism.





"As a student of Georgetown University, I hereby commit myself to academic integrity.  I pledge to respect and uphold the Georgetown University Honor System."�
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