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PREFACE

" Relations between the United States and the Soviet
Union during the period of the Grand Alliance of World War II
and in the post-war years have been the subject of numerous
discussions and studies in recent years. Historians from all
points of the political spectrum have written their accounts
and ziven their interpretations and analysés of the events of
this period. Until about ten years ago, however, there was vir-
tual asgreement among the interpreters of the origins of the
Cold War. Most historians held to what is now known as the
traditional viewpoint. Within the last decade, as tensions
gseemed to ease between the fwo.nations. dissent in the hise
torical interprétations appearéd, in a wave of revisionist
accounts of the Cold War origins. Since that time, debate has
been continuing. Traditional historians have gone to great
lengths to prove that the breakdown of relations resulting in
the Cold War can be blamed entirely on the aggréssive nature of
the Soviet Union. Revisionist writers have matched these efforts
with; work of their own to shift the guilt to the West, especially
the United States and its wartime and post-war diplomatic
inadequacies and blunders. Equally convincing on the surface are |
the arguments of the economic determinists who have tied all
foreign policies of the period to economic motivations, especially
United States imperialist aims. Tnh addition, thera are thone

who cannot be classified in the above three categories, but who



feel that the Cold War was the inevitable result of such
factors as power vacuums created by the war or the emergence
of competing super powers.

The purpose of the present paper is not to add to
the already uncountable number of hiétories and interpreta-
tions of the events and diplomatic intricacies leading to the
Cold War. Rather, the object is to analyse the general theories
of representative histor;ans by examiﬁinthhéir“accOunts of
major events of Cold War history. It is not within the scope
of this study to prove one interpretation correct nor to dis-
prove another, for this would require reversion to a detailed
analysis of all that happened during the late and post-war yoarsQ
Neither is it the object to synthesize a personal interpreta-
tion to emerge as the absolute truth. Weaknesses and strong
points in the histories examined will, however, be brought to
light. |

The works of five historians have been chosen as
rapresentative of the categories mentioned above. They are:

Herbert Feis® Between War and Peace and From Trust to Terror,

examples of the traditional viewpoint; The Cold War and its

Origins by D.F. Fleming, the revipionist writer; Gabriel Kolko's

The Politics of War and The Limits of Power giving us a clear

pilcture of an economic interpretation; Loulis Halle's power

vacumn theory defense in The Cold War as History:; and two

works by Adam Ulam, Expansion and Coexistenge and The Rivals,
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© which attribute the Cold War to Greét Power politics. After
reading these works, I selected nine points of disagreement
which I felt were indicative of the differences in the inter-
pretations. These hine points can be placed under three major
headings which constitute the three sections of the paper. The
first, that of basic interpretations, will present an overview
of each writer's theory of Cold War history by examining his
viewpoint on such questions as the starting date, the nature
of the conflict and who Was at fault, and the influence of
domestic factors and the effect of atomic power on the formu-
lation of policy. The socond gsection deals with the conflicts
arising in Germany, Poland, and the other East European nations
during and after the war. In the final section, two major
United States policies, the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall
Plan, are related to the historians’' interpretations of events.
On none of these questions is an éttempt made to cover
every detall or every issue of disagreement. Keeping in mind
the purpose and limited scppe of this study, each issue is
discussed in generalized form as it shows the traditional,
revisionist, etc. point of view. As we examine each issue, we
will see how the general theory held by the historian colors
or shapes differing interpretations of the same set of facts

and events,

- BASIC INTERPRETATIONS
Nature of the Conflict and Placement of Cuilt

The quegtion of whether the Cold War was inevitable or



whether someone was to blame for bringing it about is the
ma jor issue which distinguishes one interpretation from another.
The placement of guilt is very closely tied to the historian's
view of the conflict as either economic, political, or ideologi-
cal. Fqor this reason, an examination‘of the questions of the
nature of the conflict and the placenant of guilt will give
an overview of each historian'’s theory. |

Herbert Feis viéwéd the Soviet Unién as being an
inherently aggressive and autocratic nation which attempted
to grab as much as it could for itself. For Fels, then, the
Cold War conflict had a strictly political nature. Communist
ideology did not figure into the question significantly, since
the expansionistic traits were present throughout Russian as
well as Soviet history. Mr. Feis believed that the Cold War
resulted from the Soviets' unrelenting drive for quite selfish

., and unreasonable national interests. While he did not condemn

f; the concept of striving for national interest.per se, for by -

doing so he would have condemned any nation, even his own, he

did place guilt op the Soviet Union for defining their national

interests 80 unreasonably. The West, then, was, by implication,
being quifevfair and reasonable in thelr demands. |

On the opposite end of the spectrum, we find D.F. Fleming
ndvancing the belief that the conflict was largely an 1deologi-
cal one, with capitalism and the democratic way pitted against
communisme. As a rovisioniat. Fleming laid the blame to the United
States for the cold relations.with the Soviet Union. From the



birth of the Soviet state, the United States had ostracized

and downgraded it as much as vpossible because it felt that the
democratic way of life was greatly threatened by communism.
Fleming went on to say that the United States was in error in
believing the communist ideology to be such a threat since there
was no communist threat. He stated also that the United States.
was wrong to take a hostile and hard-line stance against the
Soviet Union. Fleming maintained that it was only American
hostility which created mistrust and defensive goals in the
Soviet mind. In the face of Western hostility, he continued,

the Soviet Union had legitimate national security needs such as
a buffer zone to defend its western border. Further showing

the United Stataes to be in the wrong, Fleming judged the
American refusal to recognize the Soviet need for a buffer zone.
fo be unreasonable and unjustifiable.

Neither Herbert Feis nor D.F. Fleming cansidered
economic factors of importance to the conflict. Gabriel Kolko,
however, saw economic considerations as the heart of the Cold
War problem. According to Mr. Kolko, tensions and conflicts
arose when the American picture of the ideal post-war inter=-
national economic configuration did not coincide with the goals
of the Soviet Union with regard to its own economic develop-
ment with the ald of Eastern Europe. In Kolko's view, the United
States had early in the war determined to create a post-war
world economy based on liberal capitalist principles of private

enterprise and free trade. The United States wanted free access



to all nations for trade and investment and desired healthy
economies for export markets to be established. These ideas
conflicted with the Soviet goal of rapid reconstruction of their
own economy to the point of self sufficlenty, a goal which is
anathema to liberal capitalist ideals of mutual interdependence
end free forelsn trada. Political and ideological considerations
were discounted almost entirely by Kolko, who even maintained
that several United States policies would have been unchanged
without the existence of the Soviet Union.

Loirss Halle conceived of the problems of post war
relations almost entirely as the result of a need to fill the
power vacunm left by the defeat of Germany in World War 1I.
Halle indicted Qeither the United States nor the Soviet Unlon,
for he saw the conflict as an inevitable attempt by both
nations to maintain the world balance of power which had been
shaken by the elimination of Germany as a dominant factor.
According to Halle, ideology was immaterial, for the rush to
£fill the power vacuwum would have occurred even if the United
States and the U.S.S.R. shared the same ideology. Whenever the
two nations rushed to fill the gsame vacuum, confllict resulted,
culminating in the Cold War status of relations. Halle saw the
political nature of fhe strueggle extending to the clash of
of national interest goais established by both parties. He
différed from either Feis or Fleming, however, in that a nation
should not be condemned for honestly defining its national

interests as it perceives them, even though another nation



may feel them to be unjustified. One nation cannot judge
for another what its interests are to be.

Similar to Halle's viewpoint in some respects is
that of Adam Ulam. Like Halle, Ulam did not charge either the
United States or Russia with brineging about the Cold War
sinegle-handedly. However, Ulam saw the conflict as arising
from the inevitable clashes ahd disagreements which resulted
from the emergence of the two Great Powers after the war. As the
two remaining strong nations emerged from the war and attempted
to carve out their respective places in the world, confronta-
tions were the natural result. Because these nations were
destined to play the roles of super powers, neither cauld be
condemned for their actions. Mutual suspicion and lack of
communication on the same wave length were, for Ulam, also
important factors in the nature and cause of the conflict. He
found that the Soviets were inherently mistrustful of western
canitalists and found it necessary to maintain a closed and mys=
terious society, This ominous mystery led to reciprocated suspi-
cion in the minds of Americans. Because of the incomprehension
by each system of the other, agreements in forh only and |
numerous misunderstandings resulted. |

Like Halle, and in accordance with his own political
~ theory of Cold War originé, Ulam did not count ideology as an
' important factor in U.S. - Soviet realtions. Since the conflict
can be traced to the inevitable clashes resulting from the

super power status of both nations, the same conflicts would



have arisen had they shared the same ideology. To be sure,
during the war, while Britain was still a Great Power vying
for a post-war position of major influence, she and the United
States clashed often, even though they adhered to similar
ieologies. When Britain lost her great power status.’the pos~
ible cause of a Cold War between the, United States and Britain
was eliminated. Such a Cold War, however, would perhaps never
have reached the dimensions of the Soviet - American one, With
Britain no longer a Greaf Power, the U.,3.5.R. and the United
States were left as the only powere continually clashing in
their efforts to acheive the greatest possible influence in
post-war affairs. For Ulam, economic considerations had little
importance of themselves, but rather played a supporting role
under thé heading of Great Power politics.

Herbert Fels' was obviously a true traditionalist
stand; the West was in the right and the U.S.S.R. was to blame
for bringing on the Cold War. The weakness in Mr. Feis' argu-
ment is the vague concept of and fine dividing line between
reasonable and unreasonable national interest goals. There are

w sides to each issue, and, while the United States felt that
its demands were justified and the Soviet's goals aggressive.
the Soviet Union probably felt justified in defining national
interests as they percei?ed them and believed the West to be
unreasonable in refusineg them. Can we believe Mr, Feis that
the United States knew better than the Soviets what were the

true neads of the U.5.8.R. at that time?



Aside from the fact that the United States could
hardly have felt anything but threatened in view. of"the Soviet
propaganda against the West and the predictions of imminent
destruction of the capitalist system, Fleming's account has
missed the point that it was unliikely that the Soviets would
have been trusting and openly cooperative witny nations
which, according to their doctrine, were their natural
enemies. This aopears tolbe a weak link in Mr. Fleming's
chain of beliefs.

By lenoring poiitical and ideolorgical factors, Kolko
has sevarly wgakened his thoery. If seen only in the light of
economiec motivations, numerous U.S. policies make little or
no sense. For example, if only economic factors matter, why
did not the United States institute the European Recovery
Program sooner, or why cut off loans to nations which needed
them in order to rebuild in a effort to force a change :in
the composition of the government? Various questions such as
these were left unanswered by Mr. Kolko's economic inter-
pretation of the Cold War ‘beginnings.

Halle aﬁd Ulam have taken historical interpretative
stands with which it is difficult to find fault. By not assigning
guilt, they did not fall into the trap of condemning a nation
or its leaders for not being able know through foresight
that which we éan see twenty or so years later, only through
hindsight. Nor have they attempted to play God by determining

for each nation what is good, reasonable, and justified with
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respect to it national interests.
Chronology

The date chosen as the actual sprouting point of the
Cold War relations, and the tracing of the roots growing
before this eruption should support the interpretation advanced
by each historian. By assigning a specific date, the writer is
naming a certain event happening at that time as the immediate
cause, From this position, it is easy to assign guilt to the
party responsible for that event. The position of giving only
gradual genésis to the Cold War gives more latitude for inter-
pretation of its origins. It is therefore necessary to lcok
at the question pf Cold War chronology to get a broader picture
of the historical theories.,

Because he conceived of the Cold War as thé result of
Soviet unreasonableness, Feis dated the roots of the conflict
in discussions and conferences during the war. He saw the Cold
War as having definitely sprouted in 1945,after victory, when
it was no longer possible to postpone solutions to post-war
problems. Since the Soviets would not tone down their unreason~
able national—interest demands, the Allies had tried to avbid
| conflict during the war by leaving settlement of important
questions until after vic%Ory. in hopes that the Soviet Union
would then listehxto reason. When victory came and the Soviet
stubbornnesé continued, the Cold War was born. Feis®' Cold War

chronology was, in this way, determined by his general theory.






