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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 distingulishes 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. Far 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. Fels believed that the Cold War
resulted from the Soviets' unrelenting drive for quite selfish
 and unreasonable national interests. While he did not condemn
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 s0 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
ldvancing the belief that the conflict was largely an ideologi-
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.
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In line with his placement of guilt with the United
States, D.F. Fieming asserted that Cold War roots grew during
the period of forced ostébism following the birth of the U.S.S.R.
The actual starting point for Fleming was very definite,
however. It was the day Harry Trumanitook office, because it
was with the Truman administration that the United States began
a truly hard-line, anti~Soviet policy. As mentioned above,
Fleming felt that Soviet'defensiveness was caused by American
hostility. Therefore, it would follow that the Cold War started
when the Unlted States began its hostility. Fleming maintained
that Truman's hard-line stance destroyed Soviet trust and good
faith and that if Roosevelt had lived longer, or if Truman had
followed a Roosevelt-style soft line, the Cold War might never
have started at all; a belief which very clearly places the
blame on the United States.

Kolko, to support his economic interpretation, gave the
the Cold War a vague starting polnt in 1942 or 1943. Mr. Kolko
asserted that the Cold War developed as the United States
defined more and more sharply its economic goals and blueprints
for the post war economy. He felt that the pattern for future
Soviet ~ American relations and economic conflicts was sef by
1943, since, by the end of that year:, the United States had
formalized its plans to create an internationél economy in.
its own image.

In support of his power vacuum theory, Halle could not

place the beginning of the Cold War any sooner than the defeat
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of Germany; in other words no ealier than the creation of
thefpower vacuum to be filled., Mid-1945, then, would seem to
be the logical date for Halle to set as the commencement of
the conflict. 0ddly, he did not. Instead, he saw the intro-
duction of the Marshall Plan in 1947 as the genesis of the Cold
War, because this policy drew distinect lines between the camps.

According to Adam Ulam's viewpoint, the Soviet ~ American
conflict came about gradually, as victory over Nazl Germany
became increasingly apparent to the Allies. Ulam did not set
a month or year within which the Cold War can be said to ahve
begun. However, he did feel that it had besun 5& the time of
the Yalta Confereance in early 1945. gince by this time, the
specter of a Naz2i victory had been eliminated as the unifying
force in the Grand Alliance. No longer fearing defeat, both
the United States and the Soviet Union began to vie for
desired positions suited to their Great Power status in the
post-war gscheme of international relations.

Herbert Feis' picture of the gradual worsening of
Soviet - American relations is based on historical evidence.
Relations between the two nations did gradually worsen during
the war years and in_the“period immediately following victory.
There is no support, howgver. for the idea that these fensions
were suddenly and significantly sharpened by Hitler's surrender.
It is difficult, < in addition, to find any evidence showing
a sudden change for the worse in U.S. - U.S.S.R. realtions

which would support Fleming's argument, and he himnelf guve none.
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While Mr. Kolko's assi-nment of a starting date, like
those of Feis and Fleming, followed logically from his general
interpretation, a Cold War beginning as early as 1942 or 1943,
at a time when the members of the Grand Alliance still felt
it imperative to be a solid alliance in order to defeat Hitler,
is a 1ittle more difficult to accept, even assuming economic
motivations for later diplomacy. It would seem that,by this,
Kolko was saying that, at that time, the post-war economic con-
giderations were more important to the United States than the
defeat of Hitler. Certainly this is ridiculous.,

The cholce of 1947 as the beginning of the Cold War
d4id not provide the strong support it should-offer for Hallé's
adherance to a theory attributing the American - Soviet conflict
to attempts to fill power vacuyrms. By 1947, an overwhelmingly
large portion of what Halle would term "filling of power
vacuums® had already taken place,.with the Soviet Union in
firm control of Eastern Europe,and the United States and other
Western nations lined up, s0 to speak, against further Soviet
advance. If the Cold War had not begun by 1947, it would seem
that the Marshall Plan, which did not create the tWo opposing
camps, but merely defined the lines of separation more clearly,
could hardly have brought such a chilly conflict about. One
“must ask how Halle viewsd the relations betwsen the U.S.S.R.
and the Wast in the two years between 1945 and 1947, which even
the most superficial study will show to be anything but warm

and cordial. An answer to this question, however, is not to
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be found in Halle;s history.
Mr. Ulam, like Feis. gsaw a gradual worsening of U.S. =~

oviet relations, a view born out by history. He has not:
attempted to liken the Cold War to a football game by setting
a8 definite "kickoff” time, and by this has viewed the Cold War
as what 1t was - the gradual progression of relations between
two nations. Fels, Fleming and Halle provide no factual
support for thelr idea that one day we had peace and the next |
day we had Cold War - triggered by the surrender of the eneny,
the assumption of Harry Truman of the presidency, or the

announcement of the Marshall Plan.

Inferhal Factors

! ’

Domestic affairs can often have significant influence
on the foreign policy of a nation. They can perhaps justify ac~
tions otherwise unexplainable. The relative significance of
internal influence can also have a bearing on the inevitablility
or individual responsibility for an event. Cold War historians
disagree on the role of American and Soviet domestic factors in-
the origins of the conflict. For these reasons, an examina-
tion of the discussions of internal influences will give us more
insight into the several tﬁeories.

Herbert Feis did‘not assign much importance to the
possible influence of internal factors on United States policy
of this period, and considered it of even less importance to

Spviet volicy formulation. Tﬁis is to be expected from his
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view that the Cold4War was brought on by Soviet aggressive-
ness, In Feis' eyesa, Stalin's power-hunger and expansionistic
desires determined all of the Soviet Union's policies, Feis
could not admit to the possibility that Russian internal forces
could have had any influence on the actions of the Soviet
government, for this would be an admission that the villians
might have had reasons other than pure aggression which, they
may have felt, Jjustified their forelgn policy. Because Fels
denied the justifiabilit& of Soviet actions, he must also
déﬁy the influence of domestic factors on their policy. Since
the United States' policies were in response to Soviet bel-
ligerence, internal forces played only a minor role. The only
internal influque on American actions which Feis mentioned
was the conflict which occurred within the Cabinet, between
those advocating a soft line towards Russia and those demanding
a tougher anti-Soviet stance. Fels felt that these int#}Cabinet
squabbles created weaknesses in the United States® bargainingx
position; weaknesses of which Stalin was quick to take advan%age.
Fels' belief that the Soviets' aggressiveness brought on the .
Cold War, and his regret that the United States did nbt take a
much harder lincagainst the Soviets was shown clearly by his
attitude towards int?rnal influences.

Fleming, on the ofher hand, used internal factors to
explain and justify Soviet policies and aims, By his account,
the Soviet goverﬁment was under pressure from the Russian

peoprle to take revenge on the German nation as a Just payment
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for the misery inflicted by the Nazis. In addition,the Soviet
government was motivated by the desires of its people for a
strong, healthy economy and material benefits. For these reasons,
the Soviets, in Fleming's eyes, made reasonable demands for
reparations and economic COOperation‘from Germany and the
occupied East European nations. Feelings of Pan-Slavism were
also important in the Soviet Union's drive to unite the Slavic
people of the East European nétions. Since.he did not feel

that Soviet policles andlgoais were unreasonable, Fleming
attempted to show tbis,by his interpretation of the influence

on internal factors on policy making. This attempt is found
above. To further shed an unfavorableklight on the United States
over the Cold Wq; issue, Fleming asserted that there was a

tidal wave of public outcry and anti-Soviet publicity based on
an unfounded fear of Soviet aggression early after the war ended.
The effects of this outcry were twofold. On the one hand, the
Russians felt threatened by the American hoétility and took

a defensive attitude. Mutual trust was thus lost. On the other
hand, public‘clamor caused the American government to take a
much tougher stance than even Truman had outlined, once again
putting the Soviet Union on the defensive, and doing a gréat

- deal to spiral mutual mistrust,

‘ As would be expected, the internal factors which
Gabriel Kolko considered to have had-influence are economic in
: alturn. In the United States, the capitalists and the govern-

_.ment were deeply concerned aﬁout the possibility of another
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seriaus depression after the war, brought on by the greatly
enlarged production capaclty of American industry which domes-
tie markets would not bétable to absorb. To prevent this
overproduction crisis, the United States embarked on a policy
of creating a wprld liberal capitalist economy to act as export
markets for American industry. In thls we can see Kolko'’s .
economic interpretation quite clearly. Kolko believed that the
public anti-Soviet feelings were not natural, but were whipped
up by the United States government in order to assure flnancial
support for its imperialist policies. Kolko did not see
gsignificant autonomous public outery on Eastern European issgues,
etg. by the American people. On the other side of the line, the
Russians were not only pressing their government for a rebuilt
economy but were also demanding revenge against Germany and
secufity from another attack from the West. These were all
influences which helped shape the severe treatment imposed by
the Soviet Union on her former enemies. Kolko was very careful
to assure that his emphasis on the influence of internal factors
followed from hls overall economic interpretation of Celd War
hlstory.

The rush to fill a vacuwm in which Halle,believed’would
bave taken place no matter what internal forces were at work
1n£either nation, He.thefefore. places only nominal importance
| bnﬁthe effects of domestic affalrs on the development of Cold
"af relations. Halle di1d mention that American “myths' and her

- black and white image of intérnational politics had a small
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influence on forelgn policy. He also pointed out that the
large Polish-American population helped shape the Unlted
States® stand on the Poland issue. Neither of these factors
were vital enough to change the course of development of
Soviet - American relations.

The influence of internal forces was especially sligni=-
ficant to the formulation of Soviet policy during and after
Wopld)War II, according to Adam Ulam. He felt that Soviet actione
in{East and Central Euroﬁg cén be traced almost entirely to
the need for Stalin to consolidate both his own personal péwer
and that of the Soviet regime, both of which had been somewhat
shaken by the hardships of the war. Stalin had to prevent
internal turmoi% in this manner in order to build the U.S.S.R.
to a position of economic and miiitary gstrength equal to its
status as a Super Power in post-war affairs. To effect this
consolidation of power, Stalin felt it imperative to expand
wegstward and to. exploit the economies of the Eastern European
occupled areas to rebuild the Soviet domestic economy as
rapidly as possible. In addition, Stalin closed the U.S.S.R.
to Western access and influences. This he did partly to hold
the Wast up as an enemy before the Russian people in order to
exact from them further sacrifices of hard work, secondly, to
prevent hls peaple from viewing and coveting the material
wealth of the West; and lastly, to hide the Soviet Union's
weaknesses from Western eyes. By closing the Soviet Union

from Western view, Stalin maﬁaged to create an aura of power
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which instilled fear and mistrust in the overestimating minds
of the West. Ulam did not discuss at length internal United
Stafes factors, but d4id make mention 6f the role played by
American ethnic public opinion on United States' policies with
regard to the Polish question and other similar ethnically
oriented issues in Europe. ,

We can easily see,from Ulam's discussion of Soviet
domestic forces and their effects. the roots of his belief in
the continuing spiral of misunderstanding. fear, and mistrust.
Ulam explained that by making Russia into a closed society,
Stalin increased Western hostility, and by continually
rapeating accusations'against the United States, Stalin himself
became convinceq of them, Jjust as did the Soviet people. One -
must question, however, how Adam Ulam could describe with such
certainty the workings of the mind of Stalin, a man whom
Ulam himself pictured as tight-lipped and not at all the type
to openly discuss his thoughts.

Fleming's reference to the state of the Soviet economy
as justification of Soviet policy are perhaps acceptable.
Certainly Germany had caused appalling destruction and sufferiing
to,the Russian people,and it would have been natural and human
for tremendous desires for revenge to rise from the Soviet
nation. There is no denying, either, that the Soviet economy
was severly in need of feconstructionﬁand the level of living
wag extremely low and in need of raising. One suspects, however,

that the Soviet government strove for material well being for
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its people less from a feelince of benevolence than from a
fear of internal turmoil. It is difficult to belisve, also,
that the Soviet Union, while demanding revenge on Germany,
could formulate policies towards the Slavs of Eastern Europe,
most of whom had fought with Hifler égainst the Russians, out
of a sense of ethni¢ affinity and Slavic unity. Indeed, the
Red Army showad these amlleged feelings of Pan~Slavism in
 most unusual ways in its rapacious march through Eastern
Europe. By placing such emphasis on the power of the American
public opinion to bring about a tough line policy and its
effect on the Soviet Union, Fieming contradicteh his earlier
eontention that Harry Truman's administration was entirely
io blame and that Roosevelt would have been able to prevent the
Cold War. By what supernatural powers would Roosevelt have
been immune to the effects of this internal factor, by which
Truman was 80 controlled? Mr. Fleming did not provide us with
an answer. ' |

Mr, Feis i 1ess than objective in his history when
he ignores the effect of American public apinion in favor of
the East Europsan ethnic groups,such as the Poles, and the
anti-Soviet miatrust which was present in the Western mind.
Kolko has also neglected the influence of the American public
psyche on government policies and implied that the American
people feel 1ittle but what the government tells or suldes

them to feel. This is\hardly plausible stance, for the
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history of United States® policy shows that the mood of the
people has had influence on government decisions. Halle also
denied the power of domestic affairs to effect foreign policy,

and is subject to the same criticism as Kolko and Feis.

Atomic Power

13

From 1945 until 1949, the United States had a monopoly
on atomic power. Only the U.S. had been successful in making
and exploding an atomic weapon, the possession of which gave
virtually ultimate/SB;;;—biiifﬁfiizj This weapon was firét in-
troduced to the world by its use against two cities in Japan
in August, 1945, Froﬁ that time, there was much controversy
and disagreement, especlally between fhe U.S. and the U.S.S.R.,
over how best to handle this terrible powsr. These disagreements
were part of the overall Cold War tensions between the. two
nations. In examining the five interpretations of this issue,
we find it useful to consider two questionss Why was the A~bomb
dropped; and d'id atomic power greatly influence the conduct
of policy or diplomacy? Anewers to these questions best point
up the differences among the historians.

If one accepts Feis’ traditional point of view, one
finds that not only was Russia's help in the war against Japan
still desired, but such aid was considered essential to defeat
that nation. Therefore, it follows that the A-bomb was used
against Japan solely for the purpose of bringing the Bacific

war to a rapid close. At the time the decision was made to
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use the A-bomb, President Truman was convineced, as were
numerous military and policy advisors, that the defeat of ,
Japan would be prolonged significantly without the use of the
weapon. As long as the A-bomb was used as a weapon against
Japan to save Allied lives, America cannot be placed in the
wrong and this follows from Feis' general theory. Fels asserted,
in addition, that the possession of this tremendous pdwer had
no affect on United States policy formulation, for the U.S,
government would nevér héve éonsidered using the weapon again.
True to form, Fleming struck the opposite pose from
Feis,and maintained that the United States government knew
that Japan was defeated, no longer felt a need for Soviet
‘military assistapce there, and used the A~bomb not as a weapon
against Japan” but as a warning to the Soviet Union. Fleming
also saw the use of the atomic bomb as a means of cheating the
Soviet Union out of possible benefits it might have gained by
helping to fight the war againét Japan. The effect of possession
of an atomic monopoly on the United States was to create a sense
of euphoria, Fleming continued. Americans now began to feel
overly secure and were overconfident about the outcome of what
they considered the Lnevitable war with the Soviet Union. The
United States also caﬁe to feel that, because of its superior
‘waapon, it could dictate the course of world affairs. These
beliefs all led to further distruction of trust and good

faith between the Russians and Amerlcans, making the Soviets
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feel eaven more threatened and suspicious than ever.

Perceiving the conflict between the United States and
the Soviet Union as strictly an economic affair, Kolko assigned
no hidden political motivations to the decision to drop the
atomic bomb. On the contrary, he believed it to be simply a
military tactic which was felt to bg essential to the defeat
of Japan. Kolko noted that at that time, Soviet help was sgtill
considered necessary for the ground war to bring about total
viétory at a saving of American lives., For Kolko, the main issue
ofvthe atomic power monopoly was American power. The United
Spates was working out a world system of economic interdepen-
dence and was looking for a position of hegemony in that world
system. Possession of the atomic power monopoly seemed to same
to be the weapo; the United States could use to attain that
position. To support this, Kolko stressed that th United States
éid not merely keep the secret of atomic Weaponry from the
Russians, but also from allies such as Britain. For Kolko,
thiés proved that haintenance of the United States monopoly
Qas not an anti-Soviet pdlitical policy, but a means to acheive
the economic dominance which had been the U.S. goal since
the early;forties.

Since the power vacuum would have dragged the two
powers into confllet regardless of matching or unbalanced
military powers, Halle did not view the atomic monopoly as
greatly affecting the formulation of policies or the course

of Cold War evants. He further asnertad that after dropplng
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atomic bombs on Japan, where they were felt to be essential to
save American lives, the United States never again seriously
contamplated using atomic power because of moral and humani-
tarian inhibitions, as well as fear of the resulting chaos.

The implication inherent in this last restraining factor is
that use of atomic weapons would crehte additional gaps in

the balance of ﬁower structure, an event that the United States
very definitely 414 not desire. Here again, Halle's belief

in the balance of power and power vacuti theories has lent
color to his interpretation of a set of facts.

' Having accepted the military imperativéé explaﬁation
of the decision to drop the A-bomb, Adam Ulém further noted
that'even:milit&ry leaders of the time were not fully aware
of the capﬁbilities of atomic weapons. For thiskreason. Soviet
aid was considered essential for the success of the invasion
whiéh alone wduld defeat Japan. Ulam thus re jected the idea
that the atomic bomb was dropped more sgainst Russlia than
Japan. In answer to our second question, Ulam believed that the
atomiec power monopoly had a small but significant effect on
the course of Cold Waf events and the formulation of policy.

In a large part, this was limited'bécause the Americans would

net seriously consider usins the awesome weapon it had; Still,

mérQYpossession did give something of a falsé sense of security
to the United States, temporarily blinding her to the realities

. of Super Power politicas and balance of power considerations,
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This naivete on the vart of the United States in power
politics occasionally gave the U.S.5.R. the upper hand in
diplomatic relations and‘facilitated the realization of
several Soviet goals, a situation which Ulam believed may have
been avoided if the Unlted States had had its eyes open to
the réalities of its role as one of Fhe two Super Powers.,
e The weakness in Feis' views on the atomic power question
is found in the mistake he made in carrying United States
ppfity too far by aséerting that possession of an atomic
power monopoly had no effect on the conduct of,hm rican foreign
p911¢y. Unless Mr. Feis\has placed the rulers\é?/ihe category
of zods, one cannot accept their immunity from the influence
of a monopoly oq such a powerful weapon as atomic power, whether
actuglly used as a diplomatic trump card or not.
As mentioned‘befofe, available evidence tends to

reject Fleming's idea that the United States knew Japan was
beaten before the A-bomb was dropped and it has only been with’
the passage of time that this has come to be realized. It is,
?herefcre. inappropriate to‘assign blamevto the United States
policy makers for not having the foresight to see.fifteen or
Fwenty years into the future. |

| Contrary to kolko's assartions, the fact that the
United States withheld information about atomic weaponry from
ﬁll nations does not prove that the U.S. was working for
} pconom1c dominance, It proves only that the United States

was unwillineg to trust the seécret of such destruction to
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any nation.

In the above discussion, we have been concerned with
diséovering each historian's general theory of Cold War
origins and how this géory reflects itself in the interpreta-
tions and emphasis on various mechanical points involved in
a Cold War study. Now let us turn to‘several specific areas of

United States - Soviet confrontation and ekamine each author's

opiniqns on the problem and its solution (or non-solution).
CONFLICTS IN EUROPE .

The issues discussed in this study are chosen with an
. eye to pointing up the differences among the varlous historical
interpretations. Therefore, when discussing each of the major

)
issues of conflict in Europe, two representative questions

will‘be used as bases for the examination. On the .German -
qugstion, these issues will be Germany's post-war role,and
the reparations controversy. With regard to the problems
over Poland, we will use as our guidelines the questions of
territorial settlement and also the determination of the
nature and composition of the post-war Polish government. In
éhe third section of this chapter,Awe will examine Soviet '
dbjectives in East Eﬁfope. as well as United States‘interests
or designs there, By studyineg these points, one can qbtain
@_more than adequate overview of the five interpretations of

the European conflicts,
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One of the major problems always faced by the victors
in war is how to treat the defeated enemy. The Allies in
ﬂorld War II were not able to escape nor solve this problem;
In discussions and conferences, the United States found ite
Sélf'continually at logzerheads with'the Russians over‘pro—
posals for handling Germany after victory. Among the numerous
issues to be decided were the role‘Germany should play after
her defeat, i.e. the point of strength to which Germany would
be permitted to rebuild; and whether the Germans should pay
f?paratiohs. and if so, how mﬁch should be paid and to whdm?
While the United States was attempting to put off a decision
on the reparations issue, fhe Soviets’were acquiring their l
*just repayment' by removing entire factories from their
oecupation zones.These actions greatly increased fensions.
The historicai accounts of Soviet = American disagreements
over Germany's post-wéf role and the reparation question will
give us a picture of each historian's ofientation toward the
issues of early Cold War hiStory.‘

Feis noted that the goals of both Russia and the United
States for Germany afier the war could be considered identical
on paper only. These were to create a weakened and harmless

: : ‘ : o DS :
Germany which could no.longer threaten the peace, and ts\tzarm.

de-Nazify, and democratime the ferman nation, It is in the
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;nterpretation of these goals by each country that the diver-
ggncies occurred. Feis held that the Uhited States followed
the‘agreements almost to the letter and that they felt Germany
could take its place eventually within the European community
as an independent and neutral nation, forbidden, of course, from
alliening itself to any power againgt another. Because Feis felt
that the Soviets, by their unreasonable nature, could not
gécept such neutralism, he wrote that the Soviet Union inter-
bréted the agreement‘on demoératization‘and de-Nazification
to mean total destruction of all forces such as industrialists
and clerical partles which weren't or couldn't be turned into
gﬁppets of Moscow. Fels accused the Soviets of being in the
wrong for they dgstroyed or distorted the agreements to their
own gdvantagéc because of what he implied was their inability
to accept reasonable settlements. Furthermore, the Soviet
Union greedily demanded a fixed sum of $10 billion to be paid
ta them in reparations by Germany, while at the same time
looting and transporting as much industry from their zones of
Qccupation as possible, Feis condemned the Soviets for this
unjustifiable demand,and praised the West for holding out on
reparations payments that would have retarded Germany's
rqconstructlon. The définite anti-Soviet, pro-Western tradition-
alist views held by Feis are evident in this discussion of
German problems.,

As might.be expected, Fleming gave scant and scattered

mention to problems concerning Germany, especially the
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reparations controversy. He found little to say about the
plans advanced by either side with regard to Germany's
future. While avolding as much as possible discussions of the
repérations issue, Fleming attempted to play up the damage
worked by Germany on the Soviet economy, in an effort to
legitimize Stalin's demands. There ig little doubt that Fleming
would much prefer to ignore the conflicts over Germany as
much as possible, for, try as he might.‘it is very difficult
tovshow the Soviet Union in an entirely favorable light.

| Germany was a key issue in Gabriel Kolko's economic
interpretative writingsﬂonithe Cold War. To Kolko, the United
States® designs for Germany's post-war role were unacceptable
ﬁo the Soviet Uﬁion. The United States wanted to rebuild an
economically stfong and self-supporting Germany, first, so
that it onid be in a position to participate in mutually
beneficial trade with American business, and second, because
the United States®' blueprint had Germany playing the role of
kgystone nation in a rebuilt, liberal capitalist economy for
all of Europe. The inborn Rgssian fear of Germany, bred by the
effects of the several invasions of Russian spil by the Germans,
naturally led the Soviet Union to oppose any plan which
might place Germany in a position of strength from which to
launch yet another attack. In pursuit of their own economic
goals of rapidly rebuilding a modern and self-sufficient,
1ndﬁstrialized nation, the Soviets felt their reparations

demands both reasonable and just. American protestation that
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German& was not able to support such a finaneial drain in
her strugsle to rebuild, and that the United States would
most likely end up 1ndireétly paying Germany's reparations
had no effect on the Soviet gaovernment. As Kolko pointed out,
the Soviets were not concerned from where the money came, as
long as they got what they needed to ‘build their way out of
the devastation left by the war,

Halle considered it the poal of both the United States
and the Soviet Union to severely weaken Germany. Though
permitting it to remain united, neither of the major Allies
fglt that Germany should ever be in a position éo express its
aggfessive nature again by attacks on the Russian people or
the United States. This aim was inherent in the unconditional
surrender idea, and was a pbint of agreemenf'and unity between
Russia and the United States before the end of the war. Inevitably,
t%ough. Halle maintained.-this goal of absolute elimination of

| Germany from the world power structure left the vacuuwm on which
Halle based his theory of Cold War history. Because his theory
ﬁipends entirely on this vacuuw, Halle mustksomehow show its
creation. This he has dons by his interpretation of the post-
war role assigsned to Géfmany by the Allies. Halle made no
mention of the reparations controversy, an ommission not easily
aécepted in 1light of the importance placed on this issue by
both parties at the time. This ommission cah. however, be

explained logically in view of Halle's theory. This theory,
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because of its element of inevitably connected with the
existence of a vacuuft, would not assign a major role to the
reparations question, and perhaps Halle did not feel it impor-
tant enough to the progréssion of the Cold War to includé it
in his history.

Ulam®’s Cold War acecounts pictured neither the Soviet
Union nor the United States as having exact desiens on or
plans for the German nation after itsdefeat. Contrary to
occasional claims, the Russians did not have plans to create
a German communist state, for their fear of German belligerence
wPa'greater than revolutiOhary zeal., Nor did tﬂe Westeén
Allies have blueprints for a Germany rebuilt for use as a
weapon against the Soviet Union. The only goals Russians had
with regard to Germany weré for revenge and‘repayment for
damage to the Soviet economy ravaged by the German armies,
Eyen thdugh Soviet repayment exactions and expropriations
séemed exploitative to the West, the Soviets felt they were
justified, As Ulam noted, the Soviets were in the best position
to know the extent of the damage done to their homeland, The
west, on the other hand, found it necessary to refuse the‘
Soviet reparations demands on the basis of sheer economic
common sense. If the German people were ever to become.self-
supporting again, they could not afford to meet the payments,
both from current wealth and from future prbduction. proposed

by the U.S5.S.R. In addition, as the tide of refugees from the
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Eastern zone poured into the Western zone, the necessity of
feeding and supporting these people further restricted fhe
ability to pay reparations from Western zone industrial
production. |

Once again, Adam Ulam has taken a moderate position,
neither blaming one nation or the other, nor attempting to
trace the cause to some one force, such as economics, Rather,
q1gm simplf\gtated what happened and noted that both sides
felt justified in their éctions,and.more‘than likely, were
from their own point of view. Ulam's belief that the Cold War
econflicts were the inevitaﬁlefresult of the presence of two
Super Powers existing within the same world political system
is again demonstrated by the above discussion.

On the questions concerning Germany, Feis again
fniled to define the difference between justifiable and
unjustifiable demands. In seeing the issue in black and white
only, Feis denied the possibility of fine shades of colors
between his extremes of right and wrong.:

No amount of historical jugzgling by Fleming can erase
or lessen the amount of German industrial and other wealth
transported to the Soviet Union. Nor can one explain away’the
harsh treafment of the Germans in fhe Soviet occupation zone
by fear of Western hostility or even, one believes, by internal
desires for juat revenge. Rather than examine the conflict
over Germany and make a serious attempt at objectivity, Fleming

has chosen to ignore,to a gréat extent, an important issue,
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so. as not to weaken his theory. In doing so, however,
E}Qning;has accomplished that which he wished to avoid.'
| T;n There is some inaccuracy in Kolko's argument. The

United States and the West did not immediately embark on a
plan to create a compet¢tive economy in their zone, which would
pgyo_éeemed appropriate if Kolko's bglief in an American

master plan for the European economy is correct.‘Even in a

' diYided Germany, reconstruction in one oart_begun right awoy
noold have been better than delay, but this did not occur. It
wesonly after political tensions increased between the occupying
forcos in Germany that the Western powers hurried to create
a“strong and healthy independent German nation out of their
zones to counter the estimated Soviet strength in the East. By

' ignoring all but economie considerations. Kolko could not have
been_expected to perceive this, however,

L By neglecting the importance of the reparations
question, Halle has left a weak‘spot in his account of the
6old War, The problem of:reparation’payments was a major

issue in wartime and pest-war discussions, and can hardly

oe appropriately ommitted from Cold War histories.
" Poland

Poland presented a stumbling block to the already
weak unity of the Grand Alliance. The problems of the Polish
nation were the principle subject of numerous conferences, and

the cause of many disagreements and tensions between the United
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States, Britain, and the Soviet Union. Polish =~ Soviet
relations had long been unfriendly at best, due to such
events as the Polish attack on the newly formed Soviet
Union in 1920 and the Nazi =~ Soviét agreement to divide
Poland. The Western powers had the impossible task of :
satisfying both the Poles and the Soyiets in their search f
for solutions to the post-war problems of Poland. Foremost
among these questions to be decided were the establishment
of boundaries for Poland; and the création of a government
to take over once the Germans had been removed. The Polish
boundaries, both east and-wesf. had not been permanent since
ﬁorld War I. The Nazi ~ Soviet Pact had given the U.S.S.R.
a section of eagt Poland’which it hoped to fetain after
World War II. As compensation, the Soviets suggested that
Poland be given German territory as far west as the Oder-
Neisse River line. Though agreement seemed to be reached
for a time, problems invariably arose. Just to complicate the
problem, there were two Nelsse Rivers, presenting a sizeable
difference in territory. The determination of the nature of
the government to rule Poland after the war al%o seemed to
be agreed upon, but.‘in practise, differences,not apparent
on paper, emerged, Let us now consider the five interpeta-
tions of these Polish issues and examine the connaction to
the general theories.

The traditional historian would be expscted to deny

the fustifiability of the territorial demands advanced by
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Soviet government and their puvpet, the Lublin Polish government,
and this 13 precisely the road which Herbert Feis has taken
in his Cold War histories. According to Fels, these proposed
poundary settlements were the product of Soviet desire to
push beyond its borders as far west as possible{before
meeting strong, active resistance. Tpe implication in Feis'
writing was that the West could and should‘have been tougher
with the Soviets in order to stop their advance sooner. By 1
Sgéﬁring a;piece of‘eastérn Cermany as compensation to Poland
fbf the eastern territories of Poland assimilated into the
$oviet empire, the Soviet government insured that its influence
ﬁogld far to the west even if Germany were reunited and not
under Soviet control. Feis saw this expansionist desire as
the basis for S;viet territorial demands with regard to Poland,
and ‘he felt that, had the West taken a tougher stance vis a-vis
?ha Communists, the Soviets may have backed off some in their
push westward.

Feis held the Soviet Union to be in the wrong on
the question of creating a government for Poland. Though the
Vgst would agree that the Soviet Union had a right to expect -
that the governments on its borders should be “friendly”.“fhat
is, not openly hostiie énd belligerent, the‘Soviet government
ggfried this too far, and stretched the term “friendly" to
mégn “puppet® and totally Moscow-oriented, This idea was
unacceptable to the West. Fels also held that Stalin distorted

the meaning of the agreement reached at Yalta to use the
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Eublin government, which Moscow had c¢reated and‘organizgd‘to
replace theygoyernment-in-exlle in London, as the basis for

tho post-war Polish government. While the West had understood
this agreement to allow for truly representative and freely
elected government with the London gdvernmént being given an
equal chance to participate, the Compunists felt this agree-
pent entitléd them to appoint the Lublin Poles as the post-war
regime for Poland, admitting a few non-communists to minor
babinet positions, and then only if they were willing to
bhehave according to,Moscow 's rules.

ﬂﬁ;fj Because of the non-Polish ethnic makeup of the territory
detached from Poland and - absorbed by ' the Soviet Union, Fleming
gsserted that tqis boundary settlement was fair and justifiable.
He also felt that the acquisition of this land partially
satisfied Soviet national security needs for a boundary farther
y@st. Since Fleming maintained that the Russians were right in
their demands on Polish territory, it follows that the United
Stgtes and1the West were at fault for attempting to deny

fhese demands. Furthermore, Fleming wrote that it was not wrong
gpr~the Soviet Union to encourace a government in Poland that
wag both friendly and and dependable, which the Lublin govern-
ment naturally was; Adding to his justification of the imposi~
kgion by Moscow of the government it had set up, Fleming por-
tgqyed the Lublin goverﬁment as having more right to rule

gban the London government-in-exile. This was due to the‘

facts that the Lublin regime'cbntained many Polish patriots,
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ind that even though its support was & minority of the nation,
it was a sizeable minority. Fleming further astated that the
West had no historical interest or right to have a voice in
Polish affairs, and was only trving to make ammends foifﬁgving
indirectly sold Poland, along with Czechoslovakia, downﬁriver
at Munich, since we had known that Hitler would turn towards
Poeland next. o

%' Remaining true to his general interpretation, Kolko
iinked the United States' position on the Polish boundary and
gdvernment issues to econonic motivaﬁions. According to Kolko,
the United States envisioned ﬁ strong and.frieﬁdly Poland as
:hsintegrated part of the.European economic #ommunity which had
been planned so.carefully. To retain Poland's favor, then, atd
to eneure its economic health, the United States attempted
ib’arrange for territorial settlements that would not weaken
Poland’s chances. An example of this was the desire for Poland
to keep the Lvov province even though it was not ethnically
Polish, because it contained the oil supplies considered
yipsential for this strong, pro-American Poland. The American
interest in the Polish government was also for economic, not
moral or political, reasons. Since the United States wanted
Poland to have a liBeral capitalist economy and also to permit
'free access for trade and investment, the Moscow-oriented
Lublin government was uhacceptable to the Americans. Their

desire to prsvent a communist take-over of Poland was not
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due' to ideological or democratic ideals, but because such a
take-ovar would obstruct free trade and capitalist invesiment.
",  Louis Hallé'portrayed Poland as an inevitably lost
éhuse from the onset of the war, maintaining that Poland's
bnly‘hope for territorial integrity'ﬁnd political'independénce
was the defeat of both Germeny and the Soviet Union. Sinece
this was not thé‘case. Halle concluded it was unavoidable
that the Soviet Union was sucked into occupation and control
of Poland. It is most likely that Stalin had no intention of
lbtting up a satellite nation in Poland, and‘Halle offered as
proof of this the fact that the Lublin governméht was not
;;ganized until the last possible minute, when the Red Army
was entering Poland in pursuit of the retreating Germans. Halle
Nad no objections to the territory annexation,nor to the
establishment of a Moscow-controlled Polish government. These
5§§hta were the natural result of the eiistenee of a power
vacumn to be filled. In 'this case, Russia could best fill it,
Halle contended that the West's opposition to Soviet control
of Poland were determined by a desire not to have the balance
of power tipped very far in favor of the U.S.S.R.

N ' Adam Ulam did not attempt to pass judgement on thé
actions of either the Unlted States or Russia with regérd
'tQ;Polish territorial settlements; To Ulam, the Soviet Union
wgs simply exercising its prerogative as a Great Power'in

earving out a& sphere of influence. Poland was especially to
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be included in this sphere in order to provide a cushion’
against a possibly resurgent Germany. Not justifying nor
denouncing this occurrence, Ulam presented it as a fait
sccompli to be accepted. So it was also with the Soviet
imposition of its hand-picked government on the Polish people.
Poland was in the Soviet sphére of influence,and thus it was
to be expected that the U.S3.5.R. would act as it saw fit: The
Soviets had the upper hand here and the United States could
have little or no effective voice in the matter. Ulam noted
that the United States took an ideslistic: and moralistic
pesitinn on the issue of‘the'post-war Polish gbvornment,and
wers unsuccessful in effecting any change in the affair. The
interesting implication seen here is that Ulam felt that
moralism and politics do not mix in tﬁé world political
reality, a view to be expected from a believer in Super Power
politics such as Ulam.:

On the question of Poland, Feis again has shown his
traditionalist viewpoint that the Soviets were motivated by
ageressiveness and that they thwarted all Western attempts to
bring freedom and democracy to less fortunate nations. In his
efforts to show this, however, he ignored the fact that'the
territory taken from Poland was more closely related ethnically
lte~the Rugsians than to the Poles. Nor was Feis convincing
in his argument that the Polish situation could have been

changed by a tougher Western position, for,in reality, what
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c¢ould the West have done to coerce the Russians in a nation
fo“*hich~if had no access? Mr. Fels did not elaborate on this
possibility.

- _ Fleming has certainly made an effort to support
ﬁis‘revisionist beliefs by his accouﬁt of the conflicts

over Poland, but in doing so he has tlutched at straws. It
is true that the section detached from east Poland was not

a Polish area,and that it was ethﬁically more cloéely related
to. the western Russian provinces. One questions, however,
whether national security goal can truly justify annexation
o;fterritory from anotherkcouﬁtry. Fléming;s ddﬁl standard on
éhis\issue shows this justificationdto be somewhat forced,in
an effort to explain Soviet actions in a good light, and,
ﬁhereby. weakens his theory. Why should this‘Sbviet move be
condoned by Fleming, when Western defensive measufes.such as
the creation of NATO} which involved no'boundary shifting,
are condemned by him? Flemine's arguments on the Polish
government do not fare an& better under scrﬁminy. Did not

the London gobernment algso contain many patriots and loyal
Poles? Furthermore, Fleming's emphasis on the Lublin minority
sﬁpport being sizeabie‘cénnot eliminate the fact that the majority
of Poles were supporting some other government - the Lbndon
g0vernmeht - and not the Moscow-sponsored Lublin Poles.

: Once again, Kolko's economic inferpretation has

acted as his misguiding ligth He failed to mention Soviet
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;otives’fof actions in Poland - perahps becaoseJthey could
not%be shoﬁn'to beteoonomio. Kolko‘aiso ignored the influence
of the opinions of the Polish-American citizens and the |
mystariously strong sympathy felt by the American public in
general for people who are onnressed or who live under some
system 1ess ideal than-American democracy. These non-economic
sentiments could not have been totally discounted by the United
States government. ’ .

| Halle's account has also ignored internal American
iéétoro and politicél‘motimationé of Sovietkoctions. One
oﬁéstion'must be asked. If tho Soviet‘Union had truly not
wished to set up a satallite regime in Poland. would it have
b%en so impossiﬁle for them to recall the Red Army and welcome
the return of the London government- _in-exile to set up an

independent Poland?

Eastern Europe

T

The Soviet Union 8 occupation and satellization of

the Eastern European nations led to clashes with the United.
States. which wag domanding fres elections and unrestricted
nolitical systems for these nations, in the hopes that they
‘would chooapagainst communism. Representative of the five“
'historians Cold War 1nteroretations are their views on“the
Soviet and American objeotives and motivations behind the actions

taken in East Europa. We turn now to &n examination of those
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views.
o ~In.doing so, we again encounter Herbert Feis®' picture
éfﬁfhe firé-breathing dragon being bravely opposed by Uncle
éﬁﬁkOn‘a white charger. In this picture, the Soviet Union
gb?éd'intokEasfern Europe simply out of aggressivé desire to
adminate bordering‘nations} fhere could be no acceptanée of
governments that were meréiy friendly; they had to be puppets
ééfally controlled by Moscow. The Soviets distortéd or ig-
nored provisions of the Declaration on Liberated Europe - '
to establish popular goVerﬁmants by free elections, and
i%istéd the meaning of evéry éction or word ofjthe United
éthtes or Britain iﬁ'order to turﬁ‘fhem to‘Soviet advantage.
An example of this would be thé use 6f British hegemony in
éreece as a justification for Soviet céntrbl and repression
in the occupied Eastern European.countries. Feis dehied that
ihis was a legitimate analogy for the Soviets to have made.

: | The West's intereéts. on the other hand, were free
fromm blemish. According to Feis, the Wéét'é goals in East
Burope were to uphold the ideals of the Declaration on Liberated
Eﬁrope. WHich it correctly understood, ahd to proteét the
wéakened nations of Eastérn Europé from being subjugated
_byﬁsoviet—type totalitarian regimes. In these two views, one
can easily see Feis"very black~aﬁd~white philosophy‘of Cold
Vaf origihs. -

On the other hand, Fiomlng wrote at great lengths to
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#xplain and legitimize the Soviet move into Eastern Euroﬁe.
ihore was no plannéd aggression. The Red Army had fought most
of World War II alone, and the Soviet goverhment felt its.
%prle'deserved at least the part of East Europe formerly cone
trolled by Germany,. Especially to exﬁct a little just revenge
from the former allies of the Nazis, who had fought against
Ruésia.'ln addifion to the desire for revenge, the Soviets were
ilbb motivated by more benevolent feellngs such as Pan-Slavism,
mentioned above, and by a desire to institute land and other
chial:reforms in these feudalistdc nations. Because of. its
Weakened'economy, g0 strained by the war, the'éoviets also
ﬁ?eded:tb insure that the countries of Eastern Europe would
héVeeonomically»oriented,tbward Russia, rather than toward
&hgﬁWest. Finally, the creation of a Sﬁffer zone in East
Furope was one of the U.S.5.R.’s seciurity needs, further
ﬁuetifying,Soviet control of that area;

Fleming felt that the West no longer had legitimate
1n¥ergq?s in East Europe.gnd that the West had had its chance
‘fo;‘a dominant role théreybut had mishandled, and then lost,
Qhat chance. Therefore, Flaming naturally saw all the Western
§élicies eoncerning E&at'Europe as measures planned solely to

fﬁyart the Soviet Union, adn based entirely on anti-Soviet
attitudes, not on diplbmﬁtic common sense. This is, of
‘eourse, to be expected from his belief in Soviet innocence

end American guilt.,
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Soviet objectives in Eastern Europe were twofold.
Security_against further’German attacks was felt to Dbe
imbortant out even\more sienificant Was the goal of economic
OXploitatlon. cooperation and favorable trade arrangements for
the purpose of rebuilding their own economy. Thus wrote our
exponent of the economic interoretation. Gabrlel Kolko. Conflict
naturallv resulted, because the United States also had very
deflnite economic de51gns on the East European nations. The
United States wanted access to all of post-war Europe for
export ‘markets in order to prevent overproduction problems
iﬁ Amerlcan industry. In addltion. Furope was to be integrated
into the entire scheme of an internatlonal economy, based on
American style ideals of laisses faire, liberal capltalism.
and fregtrade. &aturally. since Soviet- control of and
cOmmunist economies in East European nations would prevent
the attaining of this dream, the United States rigorously
opposed such a spreed of Sov1et influence.

Though Halle asserted that the Soviet Union was
sucked into the vacuum in Poland against its w1ll he wrote.
in discussions of the general East European situatlon that
Stalin held goals of establishlnp a defendable security
perimeter. creating a ring of dependent states adjacent to
' gu351a 8 borders, and ensuring that the nations beyond were
;eak and harmless. Immediately; though, Halle returned to

his original vosition, presumably in pursuit of support for

his power vacuum theory. He went on to write that the Soviet
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ﬁnibn was drawn against ifs will into dominance‘over Eastarn
Eurépe. The Soviets Were‘tne victimg of the pull of the power
;néﬁ&mgifhey could not help but rush in to fill it. United
ééatés' interest in the éffairs of Enstern Europe were nnt.
as one would expect from Halle, due to its own headlong rush
iﬁto the vacuum. Rather, American idéalism énd democrafiC”sym-
'pnthy for the underdog or any people being swallowed by another
éhéﬁed the United States stance on East European nffairs.‘

pe As mentioned above, in the discussion of internal
faéfefs. Adam Ulam conceived of Soviet policies - especlally
concerning East Europe ~ as being shaped lareel; by Stalin’'s
need to consolidate personal and renime power. Expan31on of
the Soviet empiﬁe was, for Stalin the most effective way ta
regain favor. In additiqn, the Soviet Union had to rapldly
;ébﬁild‘ita'economy in order to retain its position as a
éuper Power. To do this it was necessary to exploit the
raw materials, food, and industrial capacity of the defeated
Eﬂfépeans. One other consideration mentioned. The Russian
ﬁeople did not want to be left open for yet another attack
b§ Gerhany. For this reason. the East European nations were
%o be used as a buffer zone.

As a rival Great Power, the United States automatically

had an interest in the course of,évents in East Europe,

especially since the mizht of the Red Army seemed at this time

to be near invincible and capable of sweeping from Eastern -
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to Western Europe with little effort. In addition, Ulam
eredited the Americanswith having ah'honest interest in demo~
craty and self-determination for the peoples of Europe, and
glso a sympathy for the underdog. '

£.. . Because of the inevitable friction which results
h?;ween,rivals in anything - be it sports, love, or politics =
the conflicts which arose between the United States and the
y,g&S,R. were ngtural anQ\unavoidable as long‘as'ﬁoth were
guytr powers vying fbr,spheres of influence in the same
world. This was as Ulam pefceived?tt‘tb‘be.y“'.

'+~ The weakness in Herbeft Feis' views on the conflicts
;ﬁ?Eurbpe is his insistéﬁpe upon and possible exaggeration
q;/the purity of the American interests in international
Mffairs. |

VRN Fleming was quite pointed in his use of the term -
f@cod" in discussing Soviet goals in Eaét Europe; rather
than using such terms as *interest" or "demand." One questions,
powever, who has determined this need. Who has said that this
was any more of a need to the Soviet Union than was the
American desire to ses free electlons and independent nations
was to the United States? We have pointed out above that if
thQ Soviets were motivated by Pan-Slavic sentiments, the Red
Q;my certainly kept it a well cuarded secret, Fleming also
Yailed to note that the Soviets' idea of “economic orientation”

waes a most éxploitative policy of economically raping Eastern
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Eurbpe.’It is important to note the diffefenée'befween words
!bokén and actions taken in studyina‘history;

In Kolko's inferpretation of the European conflicts,
we Tind a new twist to his thinking. Though consistent oﬁ :
the point of strictly economic motivations for American actions,
Kelko édmitted to éomething other than an eéonomic force
having significant influence on Soviet policy. Why this L
dualism? How could Kolko assert that economic forces were
absolute,on the one hand, yet admit to another,non-economic
factor'playing a role? Is it not possible thatrsome Americﬁn
ﬁalicies; just as some So#iet‘policies. were influenced by
§olitiéa or ideology of“bublic mythé? Kolko.deﬁied this
poshibilify'thrOughout hiS\works dealine with the early Cold'
War.period. | | ‘ | |
in“ In his account of the East European situafion. Halle‘
iﬁtt some unacceptable contradictions. He stated that Stalin
did not desire satélli%es} mefely dependent nations. However,
there is an indefinablyyminute difference bétween dependency
#nd satellite status, and Halle made no attempt to clarify“that
dlffefanée; One wonders which Louis Halle we are to believg
on the question of‘Eaét Europe. Should we continue to accept

the Halle who professed a belief in the unavoidable effects
| df.the power vacuum? Or should we.now believe the man who
iabigns'cOnscious motives and actions to the parties involved?

It does not seem that we can credit boéth views, for they are
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fnfdisagreement When a théorv finds itself weakened by.

eontrdlctions, that theory is in need of reexamination.
* }'1: o “ ’ : .
-MAJOR UNITED STATES POLICY;STATEMENTS

b fIn:this sécfion-Of the paper, we turn to an examina-
ftéﬁ'of two'importanthmeriéan foreizn'policy statements, the
Truman Doctrine’ and the Marshall Plan or European Recovery
!roaram. In each case we will discuss the. historlans' views on
tﬁe\purpose of the policy and, with regard to the Truman
ﬁgétriné we will also discuss whether this was a long standing

#

pélicy or one suddenly formulated.
Ceeno o .The Truman Doctrine ;
LA e } b ;

 Tﬁe~announdemeht of the Truman Doctrine.in early 1947,

!rmly and clearly stated United States® intentions to play

% major role in world affairs. No doubt could remain in .the
‘Soviet mind that the United States would not, after all,
aithdraw to its cohtinéﬁt and remain. isolated as it had tried
fofdo fdilowing World War I: The purpose behind the formulation
é?”this doctrine is a péinflof disagreement among thé histdrical
.3ﬁttrbretations. So ﬁlso is the question of whether the policy
bfgthe Truman Do;trine was a long standing one or whether :
i%3Was an immediate response to & crisis situation. The views
if*fhe historians color their oplnions on these issues, just as

with others we have previously discussed.
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.. ..  For Herbert Feis, the Truman Doctrine was formulated
es a much needed, firm stand against communist aggression and
attempted communist coups in weak nations. By early 19&7. the
United States felt that avery indication pointed to a real
threat of communist exoansion. When, in February, Britain

gave notice that she could no longer support such unstable.

and therefore threatened nations as Greece and Turkey. the
Unlted States oelieved itslef to be obligated to step in ’

and shore up these and other sagging regimes. #&ugh the Truman
Doctrine was not really a sudden or unexpected policy, according
to Feis. no definite policy had been set before’ the crisxs of

British termination of support for Greece and Turkey.

) Scheming an& plotting carry connotations of malice

and guilt. It is for this reason that Fleming held that the
hard line.anti-Soviet oolicy made public in the Truman Doctrine
had been the long standing idea of President Truman. The crisis
created in Jreece by Britain's withdrawal gave Truman the
opportunity he needed to provide a credible facade of immediacy
to disauise the true, long term goal of this policy. The
Doctrine was to be a warning to the U.S.5.R. that the United
States would no longer be willing to bend to the wishes of
the Soviet Unions Fleming agserted that this stance forced the
Soviets ta give up comoletely their last threads of trust and
gOOd faith.

Gabriel Kolko believed that the Truman Doctrine was,

at heart, an economic policy. It was simply an ellaboration
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Gf the well=formulated and lone=held economic goals developed
éy'fﬁ; United States early in the war. The Truman Doctrine

was to bé used as a legitimizer for United States intervention
fgnahy nation wobbling on the fence and‘infdanger of falling
%0 the Cémmunists. Such wobblingz nations had to be prevented
from going beyond the United States':economic sphere of control.,
Because the United States government could not name designs
en world economic~hegemony as the tru:reason.for combatting
Bommunism, it was giad of the crisis provided by Britain's
éeilapse to use as an excuse to extract appropriations from
Céngress to carry out its‘goais.g ' |

J ‘The collapse of Britain, and with it the end of the
Pax‘Britannica*cweated another vacuum in the world balance

0f pewer. This time, Halle wrote, it w;s the role of the United
éi#tes to f£ill that vacuum. The end of Britain®s stabilizing
power throughout the world hastened the emergence of America
from its isolationist aocoon. Halle believed that the Truman
Poctrine was formulated’in an honest attempt to accept the
Burden of world respongibility passed to it by Britain. Just
84 the United States had done when the U.S.S.R. had rushed to
£111 the Europoan vacﬂum. the Soviets interpreted this policy
&S~a threat, and‘accordingly assumed a defensively aggressive
;ttltude;'The United States reaction to an increased Soviet
héstility'only confirmed for the ‘Russlans their own fears.,

This spiral of action and regct&on was, to Halle, the natural
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aftermath of vacuum-filling. Because of the purpose Halie
?}QgédvtheﬂTruman‘Doctrine as having; he logically felt thgt
}#:yas’formulated in answer to the immediate crises in Greece
rgpﬂiTurkpy, instead of béing the pronouncement of a long held
?é;icy. ﬁalle did mention, however, that the American emergence
from isolation had been a long, gradual process.

. A need %o 1imit the Soviet sphere of influence and to
galtvthe spread‘of qommunism.were considerqd)by,uiam~the key
purposee of the Truman Doctrine. The United States perceived
gggerious threat of both direct and indirect (military or
political) action by the §oviét Union in an effort to increase
its area of conérol.. By permitting this expansion to continue,
the&United States would be giving the advantage to the U.S.S.R.
§?$the balance of world power politicé: Adam Ulam wrote that
t?g‘desire to prevént‘thls was not.suddenly generated by the
British announcement of withdrawal of. support froﬂ/éreoqe and
gurkey. but had already been well formulated before this ecrisis.
Because of the British;éollapse. however, the threat to coun-
griqs such as Greece became especia1ly clear in American
jinds.:thus pfompting the announcement of policy in the Truman
Doctrine. |
all One would expect just such an interpretation of the
Truman Doctrine from a traditional historian as Feis has
g?itten.‘The forces of good (the United States) rushed to the

ald of the wesak (Gfgecq.*Turkey;'and any other nation on the
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ﬁriﬁk'of communist influence) aszainst the forées of evil’
(So@iét’aggressiod).;Feis has again gi?en us his exaggerated
picture painted only in. black and white.

2}?;; As usual we found Fleming 8 views to be the opp031te of
Féié‘l Hore the dragon is Harry Truman and the Soviets represent
tRQonfces of right: Fleming attributed the Truman Doctrine
Qélely to anti-iSotiet‘feélinqs and a desire to express them
é&éthe Communists. He denied the possibility of a real threat
ofispreading‘communiSt influencé.‘whichums Feis' justification
ﬁif?the Doctring.‘What isj;mportant on this issue, and Fleming
Qcamed not to perceivé iti’is'mot 80 much whethtr of not there
wasd actually a threat dftSoviet asgression, but whether or not
ifesident'Trumaﬁ and other Western 1ea§ers sincerely béliéved
there to be such a threat. Evidence of public addresses and -
é;ﬁmuniquesWShows that such a fear did exist, and there does
ﬁet seem to be evidence that the Soviets attempted in any way
to’ ‘relieve that fear. g

TERY In studying thc.econom&o viewpoiﬁt.kone wonders why,
1f 'the United States! sconomic goals were so well formulated
fﬁom 1942 on, as Kolko has maitained, it was necessafy to
formulate and spell out these eoals again in 1947, Why would
ailegitimizing décument.be needed at this time, when actions
ﬁid?béén‘taken during‘the previous five years that had nbét
ﬁééded such a document? Perhaps there was something other than

economics involved. Ceftainly}‘if economics were the only .



consideration. it would not have been necessary for the admini-
Itration to create. a facade for their economlc goals and policies.,
Mr. Kolko has once again left small holes in his. argument .

It is interesting that of the five historians, only

Balle perceived the Truman Doctrine to have a purpose other
&Qaq,limiting the spread of Soviet ipfluence. On this point,
gf3pave come the closgét.to agreement on an issue. Yet, the
gégaéns giyen for‘this}purpose prevent the similarity or agree-
ppyt from going any deeper. Halle was also-alone in his

belief that the Truman Doctrlne was not a long-held policy.

Ap interesting implication here is that Western opposition to
Ph, Soviet Union, for whatever reason, at least in the views
gf these four writers, was not new by early 1947. One could
gafely suppose. that related Cold War attltudes were also not

pqw by the time of the announcement of the Truman Doctrine.

B

Thé Marshall Plan’

ﬁﬁ?? ’For what purpose was the Eurqpean Recovery Program
%p%tiated? The answersagi?en to this question are determined,
ﬁgka large'extgnt. 6& ;he Lnterpretation advanced by the
Qisforian. It is obviOus ‘that if the Marshall Plan had altruistic
%&tgntions the ahswer will support the traditionalist. If the
intentions were not altruistic, the revisionist view is
?ggyngthened. Other motives can be suggested to support dif-
fgrsnt_interpretations, For this reason it is appropriate.to

study the intentions attribufed to the formation of the Marshall
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Blan by the five historians. |

SRR By this paint infthe study, one could accurately
surmise that Herbert Fels viewed the conception of the |
Mgrshall Plan as the salvation of Western Europe. By mid-1947,
gprope was a veritable bedlam, with eoonomicych ag, misery,
'agﬁgsubsistence living standards widespread. Feis believed
thet the goal~ of the ‘Marshall Plan was to deliver Europe from
th suffering, and that by doing this, the United States
protected Europe from communist influence only as a secondary
reeult. The Plan was not anti-Soviet in intention or tone.
For Feis,it was an. attempt to- create economic dnd, hence.
po}itical stabilitv in an effort to secure world peace.

ﬁ%a_' ,3Feis portrayal of the benevolent Uncle Sam was to be
p;pected and-perhana there was something to his belief that
the Marshall Plan wus largely altruistic. Even the revisionist
fieminp found it impossible to deny the good intentions of
_f@eiUnited States in the advancement of the Plan. Though he
npver put this admission into a,direot statement, Fleming did
cpncede in a back-handed manner the altruism of the Marshall
?len. when he asserted that, had this policy preceded the Truman
Doctrine.rthe course of Soviet - American relations would

,mpst likely have taken e turn for the better, or at least’would
not have been SO‘cold,~Mf. Fleming evenvfound'it necessafy to
;egpuse Soviet (and.therefore. East Eurooean)-non-participetion
hy maintaining that after the threatening policy of the Truman

Doctrine. the Soviets could not help but be suspicious of
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United States' proposals and question their true purposes.
: . It was obvious to Gabriel Kolko that the Marshall
Plan was simply a blatant example of the American designs on
!ﬁfopes and their hopes for international economic hegemony.

The purpdse of the Plan was to rebuiid the economies of the
capltalist countries of Europe in the image of the United
States.and to tie them securely to dependence on United States'
exports. Kolko asserted phat:althdugh the Marshall Plan did.

not expvressly exclude Fast Furope and the Soviet Union, the
dnitquStates knew they would not participate and were glad of
gt.,Yet Kolko did not view the Marshall Plan as”an>anti~Soviet
ﬁélicy;~this being‘a political motive. The Marshall Plan

would haﬁa been proposed to bring about the United States'dréams
i?qnaif.thq Soviet Union had not exist;d.,'

,§J;~ The Marshal Plan was the 'logical follow up to the
ttuman Doctrine, if one accepts the writings of Louis Halle.

The Truman Doctrine proclaimed United States® intentions to

£11) vacuums where they existed, or to prevent them fppm occurs
ring, if»possible. Halle saw the Marshall Plan as a response to
gheuthreat of imminent collapse of the Western Européén nations.
Qﬁb:éfore. the goal of the E.R.P. was the reconstruction ahd
gxrengthening of‘Eurdpe; fbr its,oﬁn sake, and not as a éounter
ﬁqfthe U.S.S.R. Like Kolko, Halle believed that identical, or
&% least similar, action would have been take by the United

States without the presence of the Soviet Union. The United
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g%htés could not oermit’tho creationuof another power vacuum..
bacause of the chaos 1t would bring to the world order.

5%}ﬁf° Acting as a Great Power. the Unlted States proposed

the Marshall Plan in an honest attemot to aid the stagnating
économies of wurone just for the sake of rebuilding and’ strength-
eﬂihg them, naturally keeping an eye to an improved world - -
Qeonomy.'StabilEatioh and strengthening of the world systoﬁ
éé@iviewed*as part'of the role of a great ppwer by Ulam. On

Fhe other hand, Ulam did not denyjthat the Unitod‘States felt
éh;tapoverty and atrocious social‘conditioné'made the countries
of ‘Western Europe vunerable to communist- influenCe. and he
&dmitted that the prevention of this was a partial purpose'

8! the Marshall‘Paln. The naturally suspicious Soviet mind
ﬂirebivod the E.R.P. to be a threat to their,sovereignty and
éﬁeir economic~iﬁdepehdoﬂce. Ulam also noted that’the Soviet
ﬁﬁfanoio'and need to mdiﬁtain a closed sooiety precluded the
possibility of oarticipat&on in the Marshall Plan which

ﬁdquired dislosure of economic statistics. Who could- expeot

iho Soviet to give out freely,to a nation conqidpred thelr

bhemy. ‘information belying their true strengths and weaknesses?

&k
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It would seem almost a corroboratlon of Fels' view-
yoint hhat even Ais adversary. Fleming could not avoid
&ondeding that the United States was capable of policies with
gﬁed intentions. Fleming did not find it advisable to ignore

'éiis issus as he attempted’tq‘do With the Garman question,
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éﬁﬁcc;even concession of“aitruism in the Marshall Plan did
ﬁdﬂ%sﬁlly the Soviet image, and, therefore, did little or no
d&&dge to his general thgorykof Soviet‘innoéence.

%jf}f The hole left by Kolko is this analysis of the Marshall
Plan is approximately two years loﬁg. If, as he has written,
tﬁe*purpose was to aid Europé along to path to strong, liberal
éapitalist econdémies, why did the United States wiart until
f?&?ato bezin? Would it not have been much more effective'to
start economic recovery immediately? |

?Q?ﬁ7 On the issue of the Marshall Plan, Adam Ulam has

igaiﬁ taken a balanced viéw of the world situat&on of the early
@qld War period. Neither condemning'nor cohdoning. Ulam por-
trayed i-world‘swstém whose participants formulated policy on
éhngasis‘df a mixtﬁre of‘idealism and pragmatism. realism

and myth. |

?za ‘ One can see the reason for Soviet non-participation

§n# ‘all of the interpretations except for Halle's., Feis attri-
ﬁﬁtéd it to the Sovietlunc00perative‘nature‘and desire to

foil the plans of the United States. Fleming laid his case on
iﬁnman Doctrine - bred suspicion. Kolko dig not'expeét the
ﬁﬁviet Unton to aid ih;furthering‘capitg;ist goalg. Ulam, too,
ﬁﬁﬂed“sdspicionwée”theffeason for the Soviet refusal to 3bin
fﬁawPian.'Only intﬂallekWas it impossible to find an explanation
ﬁéifollow'the theory. If the Marshall Plan wefe proposédk

%o prevent a power vacuum Whiéh would, in turn, prevent
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cheos and disturbance of the world system. a s1tuat10n
demaging to the Great Powers with the most interest in the[
system. why would the Soviet Union refuse to help it succeed.
;pdoed ﬁn actively agitate against the Plan?

 'SUMMARY and‘CONCLUDING REMARKS

In the ebove text. the five historical views presented

haYQ become crystallized and the lines between them definitely
g

%rawn. Each man 's interpretatlon colored his views on the nine
Byt

isques in earlv Cold War history. Herbert Feis traditional
feelings led him to the almost melodramatic portrayal of the
LER v

A&erican force of good combatting the Ru531an forces of evil.

3 the other extreme. Fleming ] revisionist outlook forced him
tq explain and justify Soviet aotions. where it was possible,

rr,e

and belittling the importance of the issue where it ‘was not.

?n{economic interpretation led uabriel Kolko to ignore a num-
beg of . factors, leaving a. theory with numerous questions yet

to be answered. Louis Halle adhered to an interesting bellef

in power vacuum control of world events. but found it impossible
t% avoid a few contradictions in his account. Adam Ulam did a
thorough job of presenting the v1eWpoint that the Cold War
resulted from the politics of the two Great Powers. letting

.?is shape his opinions on the nine issues.

_ In the course of this study. numerous questions have

beon poqed and lnrt unonawered Our intention in posing thesae

questions was merely tq point up weaknesses or contradictions
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1n the historical acoounte pubiished by the five authors.
If the questions asked can be anqwered within the context
o? the peneral interoretation, the- theory remains workable.
If not then there is serious need for more research and
clOser serutinv of the evidence by the histarian.

B L As may be gleaned from the above text, the author

18 in closer agreement with Adam Ulam than with any of the other
four historians., There willl be no attempt, however, to pro-~
élaim Adam Ulan as"the dispenser of all wisdom, for there are
Questions left unanswered by his arguments. also. In any case,
euch an attempt would not onlv be unjustifiable but ridiculous.
bne can only be voibing an opinion unlees one not only has-
'aécees to all the written evidence. but also the power to enter
the hinds of princlpals in the Cold War. Even then personal
bias will enter into one's judgment. No human can eliminate

;khe element of personal bias. Absolute obiectivity is not a
tift given to ahy man.f  * |

¥ 1 conolusion.?it'must be’stated-that in the course
bt this study. the author. far from being converted to one
Eheory or another. became thorouzhly convinced of the idea
that there can be no: absolute right or wrong when dealing

I
_with historical interpretation.
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