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Introduction by Beatrice Heuser, University of Reading1  
 

 quarter of a century has passed since the end of the Cold War.  Lecturers are 
confronted almost daily with the fact that to current students, the Cold War is as 
remote a past as the Second World War was to contributors to this special issue, 

and that the very real fears many of us had of World War III are barely, if at all, 
intelligible, let alone credible, to them.  Even at the time, perceptions differed in East and 
West.  As Sergei Zhuk demonstrates, watching the U.S. movie “On the Beach” in their 
cinemas, Soviet citizens at best shook their heads at what terrible events Western folly 
might bring on.2  The peace movements of both East and West were directed against 
Western governments and NATO’s nuclear weapons.  Anecdotal evidence suggests that 
East Europeans in general were nowhere near as worried about the bomb as many of us 
were in the West, one of the many subjects worth exploring further. In many respects, the 
Cold War seems to have vanished as quickly as a nightmare under the first rays of the 

                                                      
1 This introduction was first published in the November 2014 issue of Cold War History.  H-Diplo 

thanks the editors of Cold War History for granting us permission to publish the introduction as part of this 
H-Diplo Forum.  Beatrice Heuser, “Looking back: a quarter of a century after the Cold War,” Cold War 
History 14:4 (November 2014):  455-459. 

2 Sergei Zhuk, “Hollywood’s Insidious Charms: The Impact of American Cinema and Television on 
the Soviet Union during the Cold War,” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014):  593-617. 

 

2015 
 

H-Diplo 
H-Diplo Article Reviews 
 
No. 548 
An H-Diplo Article Review Forum 
Published on 9 September 2015 

 
 

A 

http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/fcwh20/14/4
http://tiny.cc/AR548


H-Diplo Article Review 
 

morning sun.  Any visitor to Berlin today will have to be told at every street corner 
whether he or she is now in its East (or in the former GDR) or in the Western sectors.  
Moscow is firmly marked today by the advertising campaigns of international companies 
marketing—with Latin letters and English slogans—cars, IT, and cosmetics.  The Czech 
Republic looks more Western today than Greece, and most cities in the Eastern part of 
Germany are in better shape than many cities in the UK, and it is hard to see which of 
these were behind the Iron Curtain, and which were old members of NATO and the 
European Economic Community. 
 
Nevertheless, the Cold War, as much as it was a human construct in every respect, was a 
grim reality for all those who died or otherwise suffered in its many hot wars, as the 
Koreans and the Vietnamese will confirm, but also for its political prisoners.  A visit to the 
concentration camp of Buchenwald near Weimar or the political prison of 
Hohenschonhausen in Berlin is to be recommended to anyone who doubts this.  
Subsuming the Cold War under the label of the ‘Long Peace’ at best points to the absence 
of major war in Europe and North America, but in few of other parts of the world. Was 
the Cold War a unique phenomenon?  To the extent that all periods are, yes.  As Sir 
Lawrence Freedman in particular argues, the bomb, and the two alliances confronting 
each other over the abyss of what World War III might have looked like, made it so.3  But 
in some respects, no.  The Cold War was an irreconcilable ideological divergence of 
opinion concerning authority and interpretation of the world, about universal social 
values, and about the value-derived organization and government of societies. Moreover, 
it was a conflict that was debated and fought out across state frontiers, with powerful 
propaganda machines on both sides, culminating in a line-up of two camps, each with 
what the Spanish ‘Franquists’ later called a ‘fifth-column’ of supporters within the 
adversaries state, in turn receiving considerable encouragement, often also means, from 
the opposite camp. The conflict can be traced from the publication of the ‘Communist 
Manifesto’ in 1848 through all the labor movements uprisings and strikes to the state 
based conflict that began with the Russian Revolution of 1917 and ended perhaps with the 
demise of the Soviet Union in 1991, even though today there are regimes -- most notably 
the Chinese and North Korean -- which derive their moral authority from Communism.  
The Communist International (Comintern) and later the Communist Information Bureau 
(Cominform) claimed the monopoly of interpretation of doctrine, but the ‘free world’ was 
not without its heavily ideologically-driven think-tanks, such as the U.S. driven Heritage 
Foundation and its own propaganda machine. 
 
Defined in this way, parallels with at least two other periods of European history are 
striking. One is the era of religious wars, which also lasted for a long time – from John 
Wycliffe’s and Jan Hus’s preaching around 1400 until at least the end of the Thirty Years’ 
War 1648 (even though later conflicts in Europe, including ones with inter-state 

                                                      
3 Lawrence Freedman, “Stephen Pinker and the Long Peace: Alliance, Deterrence and Decline,” Cold 

War History 14:4 (November 2014): 657-72. 
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dimensions, still contained elements of Protestant vs. Catholic alignments). They lined up 
states, especially in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. Fifth columns existed 
on both sides, many assassination attempts against monarchs were carried out by fervent 
supporters of the opposite camp who were subjects of the very monarchs they assaulted. 
Some of these were successful, some unsuccessful, and they were carried out by 
individuals moved both by their own convictions and by the prompting (and sometimes 
financing) of the other side. The Catholic side was governed by an institution claiming 
the monopoly on dogma – the Vatican. The Protestant side, however, again was not 
without its think-tanks and propaganda machine. One such think-tank was King James’ 
College at Chelsea in London, described as a ‘polemical college’ under the fiercely anti-
Catholic clergyman Matthew Sutcliffe. The college had the mission for theologians to 
write learned tracts against the ‘papists.’  
 
The other period is that of the wars of the French Revolution and in its wake, of 
Napoleon. It is by no means fortuitous but rather logical that the Russian Revolution was 
modelled self-consciously on the French Revolution. In turn, the immediate reactions to 
it – the rejection of the secularism of the French Revolution by Catholics in the Vendeé 
and Bretagne in the 1790s, or by the guerrilleros in Spain in 1808-1814 – produced extreme 
forms of warfare not dissimilar to the horrors of the Russian Revolutionary War against 
the White Russians after 1917, engendering the justified fear of the Bolsheviks in the rest 
of Europe. Both sets of clashes brought with them atrocities exceeding what had been 
witnessed in living memory, as both were exacerbated by ideological passions that gave 
them a particular edge. Nor have we entirely turned our backs on religious-ideological 
conflicts that mobilise people beyond state boundaries, with states harbouring minorities 
with ancestral ties but also ideological bonds to other polities. The mobilising power of 
(anti-Western, anti-secular, anti-modernist) Islamic fundamentalism and the reaction to 
it is quite reminiscent of religious and ideological antecedents. In the Cold War, Western 
coalition governments in France and Italy that included Communist ministers, or the 
Socialist Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK) government in Greece were thought 
by their neighbours’ governments to include individuals who would be willing to pass 
defence-related secrets of the highest order to the opposite camp. Today, there are 
worries about the loyalties of members of Islamic communities within Western countries, 
when Western forces confront Islamic fundamentalists in Afghanistan, Iraq or Mali, even 
if it is with a UN mandate. Meanwhile, some Islamic regimes and parties treat the 
Christian minorities in their own countries – minorities whose forebears were there long 
before Islam was invented – as though they were automatic allies of the Great Satan, the 
Crusaders, America, the West, and Modernity in general. This is not to deny huge 
differences: Communists in the West did not draw attention to themselves by dressing 
entirely in black like the irritatingly bigoted Calvinists and Puritans in sixteenth- and 
seventeenth-century Europe, and God was and is invoked only on one side in the Cold 
War or the Secularist-Islamist confrontation. But even in rhetoric, there was much 
overlap—U.S. Presidents liked to speak about ‘crusades’ against Communism, and the 
crusades play a significant part in the Islamic and anti-Western rhetoric.  There was 
overlap also in the rhetoric and the angst of the other side—dark forces and barbarism 
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where associated with Communists just as much as they are with Islam now, in a spirit of 
Orientalism (in the sense of Said), enlightened ‘us’ against the benighted, atavistic, 
unscrupulous, treacherous ‘other.’ 
 
Michael Cox rightly warns of misguided analogies and wrong lessons learnt from history, 
so no need to belabor the point further.4  But there seem to be central aspects of the Cold 
War as seen by both sides, as a Manichaean struggle of the forces of darkness against the 
forces of light, that will keep it in our collective memory as a great paradigm, a myth in 
the sense of an interpretational pattern that explains the world in simple terms, that will 
be referred to over and over, for centuries to come. The Manichaean world-view of the 
Cold War was intellectually a strangely comforting one, fitting neatly with the Christian 
reduction of the world to good and evil, right and wrong (‘he who is not with me is 
against me’). And where the pattern did not fit, conspiracy theories came in handy to 
explain what in all likelihood were cock-ups. The world since 1991 requires a more 
complex interpretational pattern, with the result that no common denominator, no 
common term has at yet been found for it, despite efforts on all sides to do so. No wonder 
some have a little nostalgia for the simple world of blue and red, as Jussi Hanhimäki and 
John Morrison note.5 No wonder that the ‘Cold War’ paradigm is seized upon so readily 
to interpret new developments, even if it does not quite fit any longer, as Cox 
demonstrates. 
 
This special issue covers what I see as most of the key aspects of the Cold War:  its timing 
and evolution (the contribution of Vojtech Mastny),6 the nuclear and alliance dimensions 
(including the often surreal aspects of antagonizing adversaries agreeing on arms control; 
here the papers by Sir Lawrence Freedman and Sir Paul Lever)7 which made it different 
from all previous history; the hard military, and the soft intelligence dimension (Diego 
Ruiz Palmer and John Morrison),8 and the even softer dimension of cultural influence 

                                                      
4 Michael Cox, “Learning from History? From Soviet Collapse to the “New Cold War,” Cold War 

History 14:4 (November 2014): 461-85. 

5 Jussi M. Hanhimäki, “The (Really) Good War? Cold War Nostalgia and American Foreign Policy,” 
Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 673-683; John N. L. Morrison, “Intelligence in the Cold War and 
Now: What Has Changed?” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 575-91. 

6 Vojtech Mastny, “The Cold War in Retrospect: Too Early to Tell?” Cold War History 14:4 
(November 2014): 487-499. 

7 Freedman; Sir Paul Lever, “The Cold War: The Golden Age of Arms Control,” Cold War History 
14:4 (November 2014): 501-513. 

8 Diego A. Ruiz Palmer, “The NATO-Warsaw Pact Competition in the 1970s and 1980s: A 
Revolution in Military Affairs in the Making or the End of a Strategic Age?” Cold War History 14:4 
(November 2014): 533-73; John N. L. Morrison, “Intelligence in the Cold War and Now: What Has Changed?” 
Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 575-91. 
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(Sergei Zhuk); the Cold War’s surprisingly peaceful ending with a focus on the “German 
Question” (Vladislav Zubok),9 which in my view has now finally been resolved, though 
the package in which German unification was sold has arguably unravelled on the fringes, 
with consequences for Ukraine. By contrast, James Tang’s article addresses the very much 
un-resolved issue of China’s (Communist?) role in the world.10 Yet the revolutions in 
Eastern Europe in 1989-1991 did not completely eliminate all aspects of the old regimes 
and societal structures even here. Much continuity with old habits and structures can be 
identified throughout Eastern Europe, just as Germany took more than half a century to 
ease its reliance on the racist ius sanguis for the definition of German citizenship to 
embrace also the more immigration-tolerant ius solis. One continuity concerns the 
reservations about opening archives, particularly pronounced in Russia, where the initial 
archival glasnost of the early 1990s gave way to re-closure and renewed hostility to 
transparency. Astonishingly, it has in the 2000s been replicated by partial re-closure of 
previously open archives in the U.S. On both sides, this is stupid, as it suggests that one 
has a great deal of things to be ashamed of which one wishes to hide from one’s own 
society as much as from external critics. Much has been written about the Cold War 
based on archival research, as Federico Romero shows, but many lacunae remain where 
archives are still or again closed.11 As historiography can only be based on documents, it is 
an impediment to the honest and truthful account that societies need to give to 
themselves of their own deeds, to be able to admit and learn from mistakes as well as to 
rejoice in instances where they ‘got things right.’ For all those working in good faith to 
further peace and understanding (and all sides always protest that they are), archives are 
crucial to see where misunderstandings were accidental and unintentional, so that they 
can be eliminated, retrospectively, rather than filed as wicked conspiracies, eternal 
obstacles to better understanding.  
 
To finish on a positive note, Michael Fortman and David Haglund remind us of the 
unpredicted miracle which drew this ugly period to an end, in which we lived in the 
constant danger that misunderstandings might bring the world to an end.12 We all have 
won the Cold War – Russians and Britons and Americans and Poles and French and 
Czechs and Germans and Byelorussians and Turks alike – in the sense that we have all 
escaped a terrible fate which we still find spelled out in the war plans of both East and 

                                                      
9 Vladislav Zubok, “With His Back against the Wall: Gorbachev, Soviet Demise, and German 

Reunification: New Evidence,” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 619-45. 

10 James Tang, “Has The Cold War Returned to East Asia?” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 
647-656. 

11 Federico Romero, “Cold War Historiography at the Crossroads,” Cold War History 14:4 (November 
2014): 685-703. 

12 Michel Fortmann and David Haglund, “Of Ghosts and Other Spectres: The Cold War’s Ending 
and the Question of the Next ‘Hegemonic’ Conflict,” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 515-32. 



H-Diplo Article Review 
 

West, had war broken out ‘by accident or miscalculation,’ as NATO documents used to 
put it. It was the recognition above all by Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev that we were 
ultimately in the same boat, all united by a common humanity under threat by an all too 
human potential for error that allowed him and his partners in the West to bring the Cold 
War to a peaceful ending. This achievement, a quarter of a century ago, cannot be 
celebrated enough, and we must continue to build international relations in conflict and 
co-operation on this awareness of our common humanity and our common human 
fallibility.  
 
Participants: 
 
Beatrice Heuser holds a Chair in International Relations at the University of 
Reading.  She has degrees from the Universities of London (BA, MA) and Oxford 
(D.Phil.), and a Habilitation from the University of Marburg. She has taught at the 
Department of War Studies, King’s College London, at four French universities/higher 
education institutions, and at two German universities, and has briefly worked at NATO 
headquarters. Her publications include The Evolution of Strategy (2010); Reading 
Clausewitz (2002) and many works on nuclear strategy, NATO, Transatlantic Relations. 
 
Jerald A. Combs (PhD UCLA 1964) is Professor of History Emeritus at San Francisco 
State. He has recently completed the revisions for the fourth edition of his textbook, 
The History of American Foreign Policy (4th ed., M.E. Sharpe, 2012). He is the author of 
The Jay Treaty: Political Battleground of the Founding Fathers (University of Calif. Press, 
l970) and American Diplomatic History: Two Centuries of Changing Interpretations 
(University of California Press, l983). 
 
Campbell Craig is Professor of International Politics at Aberystwyth University, and at 
present a visiting professor at the Institute for Advanced Studies at the University of 
Bristol.  He is co-author (with Fredrik Logevall) of America’s Cold War: the Politics of 
Insecurity (Harvard University Press) and is currently working on a book (with Jan 
Ruzicka) on the nuclear nonproliferation complex. 
 
Michelle Getchell is a Dickey Center & Dean of the Faculty Postdoctoral Fellow in 
International Security and U.S. Foreign Policy at Dartmouth College. She has published a 
chapter on the evolution of narcoterrorism in Beyond the Eagle’s Shadow: New Histories of 
Latin America’s Cold War, and her article reinterpreting the 1954 coup in Guatemala is 
forthcoming in the Journal of Cold War Studies. She is currently working on her first book 
manuscript, which examines Soviet-Latin American relations from the early 1950s 
through the end of the Cold War. 
 
Pierre Grosser teaches international relations history and World Politics in Sciences Po 
Paris. He published on the Second World War, the Indochina War, French foreign policy, 
Cold War history and historiography, Imperial and World History, and current strategic 
affairs, mostly in Asia. His latest books are 1989, l’annee ou le monde a bacule (a global 
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history of 1989), Perrin, 2009 (which won the Ambassadors Prize 2010) and Traiter avec le 
diable? (dealing with the devil?), Les vrais defis de la diplomatie au XXIe siecle (which won 
the “Revue des Deux Mondes” Essay Prize). He recently published a state of the field of 
International History, in Critique Internationale, Fall 2014. Under contract are two books, 
a “History of the Indochina War”, using new French archives, and an essay on the impact 
of Asian affairs on Twentieth Century’ International History. 
 
John Taylor Vurpillat is a scholar of economic history and American foreign relations.  
He earned his PhD in history at the University of Texas at Austin in 2014.  He recently 
contributed a chapter on the history of U.S.-Japan trade conflict to the forthcoming 
volume, The Political and Economic Foundations of Global Studies.  His current research 
project, Capital, Labor, and the Making of the Imperial Pacific, 1870-1945, examines the 
relationship between foreign direct investment to developing regions, the creation of 
plantation economies in these spaces, and the rise of imperial rivalry in the Pacific.  He 
lives in Austin and teaches at the University of Texas.  
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Reviewed by Jerald A. Combs, Emeritus, San Francisco State University 
 

his Cold War retrospective is a compendium of very different sorts of essays on 
very different topics. Several are narrowly focused articles based on deep 
archival research; others are broader musings on the Cold War from 

heavyweight authorities who have presented their archival research elsewhere. None 
of them speak to the same issues, but the reader can gain some interesting answers to 
specific questions from the research articles and some valuable impressions about the 
broader issues of the Cold War from the think-pieces. 
 
The articles by Vladislav Zubok on Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev’s diplomacy 
toward German reunification1 and Diego A. Ruiz Palmer on the changing strategies of 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact toward conventional battle in the1970s and 1980s2 are 
models of fine-grained analysis based on deep archival research. These articles alone 
make this volume worthwhile.  
 
Zubok convincingly shows how the multiple domestic economic and political crises 
Gorbachev faced weakened his bargaining position over German reunification. Zubok 
concludes that Gorbachev probably could not have extorted guarantees against NATO 
expansion from the West despite the surprise his Western interlocutors expressed 
that Gorbachev did not bargain harder for such a concession.  
 
Palmer uses many recently declassified documents to show how the strategies of 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact changed in response to the actions of the other during 
the latter part of the Cold War. Thanks to Palmer, we can now trace these changes for 
the entire length of the conflict. Soviet leader Joseph Stalin vastly increased his 
conventional forces in Europe beginning in 1948 in response to America’s monopoly of 
the atomic bomb and continued that build-up even after the Soviets acquired the 
bomb in 1949. The U.S. and NATO responded to the Soviet bomb with their own 
conventional build-up even as Soviet Communist Party leader Nikita Khrushchev 
began to reduce Stalin’s conventional forces and to rely more on atomic deterrence. 
Then the Kennedy administration tried to reduce the dangers of nuclear warfare by 
moving to the policy of flexible response. Palmer begins his analysis at this point, 
arguing that the Soviets saw flexible response as an aggressive policy and moved to 
build and rely on conventional forces to defeat Western Europe without the use of 
nuclear weapons. The Warsaw Pact tried to build a conventional force strong enough 
and with deep enough striking power to take out NATO’s forward based nuclear 

                                                      
1 Vladislav Zubok, “With His Back against the Wall: Gorbachev, Soviet Demise, and German 

Reunification: New Evidence,” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 619-45. 

2 Diego A. Ruiz Palmer, “The NATO-Warsaw Pact Competition in the 1970s and 1980s: A Revolution 
in Military Affairs in the Making or the End of a Strategic Age?” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 
533-73. 

T 
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weapons and triumph conventionally before the West would resort to a nuclear 
attack. If, however, NATO prepared to use its nuclear weapons, the Warsaw Pact 
would preempt with its own strikes. Beginning in 1974, NATO responded to the 
Warsaw Pact’s Deep Attack Operations plans with its own Air/Land Battle plans to 
pre-position equipment in Europe for fast reinforcement by American and other 
divisions stationed outside the main European battlefield. Thus, NATO hoped to 
employ a forward defense rather than trade space for time. 
 
Neither Zubok nor Palmer, however, uses their articles to offer broader musings on 
the Cold War and its demise. Zubok does not expand his enormously valuable analysis 
of Gorbachev’s policy to evaluate the respective importance of the policies of 
Presidents Ronald Reagan and George W. Bush, or other Western leaders in their 
dealings with Gorbachev. Neither does Palmer evaluate the wisdom or effectiveness of 
the changing NATO and Warsaw Pact strategies. Did the plans and their 
implementation actually make it possible for NATO to hold back a Warsaw Pact 
invasion and avoid early first use of nuclear weapons or for Warsaw Pact forces to 
conquer Europe so quickly as to deter use of nuclear weapons? Palmer does not offer 
an opinion, although he does point out that the end of the Cold War and the rise of 
asymmetric wars made all of this planning irrelevant. 
 
Sergei Zhuk provides the other article here based on original archival research and 
offers some useful insights.3 He describes the impact of American movies and 
television on the collapse of Soviet ideology and ultimately the whole regime. Zhuk 
usefully points out that Soviet authorities restricted the number of authorized 
American movies and television programs to ones which depicted grievous faults in 
Western culture, especially crime, violence, corruption, and racism. Zhuk argues 
persuasively that these criticisms created considerable cultural confusion in the Soviet 
Union and somewhat offset the impact of the depictions of the high standards of 
living in the West, to which many commentators attribute the collapse of Communist 
ideology. Zhuk also points out that Soviet authorities refused to show American films 
that portrayed the catastrophic potential of nuclear warfare or accidents, like On the 
Beach or Dr. Strangelove. He argues that this might be part of the explanation for the 
fact that popular demonstrations against nuclear weapons took place only in the 
West, not the East. 
 
One of the main impressions derived from the think-pieces in this compendium is 
that Gorbachev was far more important to ending the Cold War than Reagan or other 

                                                      
3 Sergei Zhuk, “Hollywood’s Insidious Charms: The Impact of American Cinema and Television on 

the Soviet Union during the Cold War,” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014):  593-617. 
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American leaders. Michael Cox says it outright,4 Zubok implies it, and none of the 
articles have much to say about American policy at all except for that by Jussi 
Hanhimäki, who warns against America’s Cold War nostalgia for the mistaken notion 
that there was international stability based on a nuclear balance of terror, that 
American foreign policy was bi-partisan where politics stopped at the water’s edge, or 
that there was a loss of American exceptionalism after the Cold War.5 Given the lack 
of attention to the U.S. side of the conflict in this volume, it seems superfluous for 
Federico Romeroto warn in his historiographical essay that historians should avoid 
America-centrism in future research.6 
 
Another impression one derives from these essays is the futility as well as the horror 
of the Cold War, especially its military aspects. Beatrice Hauser likens the Cold War to 
the Protestant-Catholic wars from 1400-1648 and the decades of wars set off by the 
French Revolution, in that these were Manichean ideological wars whose battles 
included great atrocities.7 Michel Fortmann and David G. Haglund argue that the 
Cold War does not necessarily presage other great power wars in an unending cycle 
because it has become increasingly clear that military primacy is futile and far less of 
an advantage than economic power, as exemplified by the difficulty the United States 
has in working its will in the post-Cold War world.8 James T. H. Tang agrees that a 
cold or hot war between the West and China is unlikely in that both sides have strong 
economic ties as opposed to that lack of such ties between the West and the Soviet 
Union.9 John N. L. Morrison outlines the futility of intelligence gathering against the 
Warsaw Pact and concludes that no matter how clever and accurate it was, it could 
not affect the Warsaw Pact’s superiority.10 Likewise, Sir Paul Lever regards the arms-

                                                      
4 Michael Cox, “Learning from History? From Soviet Collapse to the ‘New’ Cold War,” Cold War 

History 14:4 (November 2014): 461-85. 

5 Jussi Hanhimäki, “The (Really) Good War? Cold War Nostalgia and American Foreign Policy,”Cold 
War History 14:4 (November 2014): 673-683. 

6 Federico Romero, “Cold War Historiography at the Crossroads,” Cold War History 14:4 (November 
2014): 685-703. 

7 Beatrice Heuser, “Introduction: Looking Back: A Quarter of a Century after the Cold War,” Cold 
War History 14:4 (November 2014): 455-59. 

8 Michel Fortmann and David Haglund, “Of Ghosts and Other Spectres: The Cold War’s Ending and 
the Question of the Next ‘Hegemonic’ Conflict,” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 515-32. 

9 James Tang, “Has The Cold War Returned to East Asia?” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 
647-656. 

10 John N. L. Morrison, “Intelligence in the Cold War and Now: What Has Changed?” Cold War 
History 14:4 (November 2014): 575-91. 
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control negotiations and treaties as generally futile, in that they worked only where 
there was political will, and where there was political will the treaties were not 
necessary. The only benefit he sees in the overblown bureaucracies and endless 
meetings involved in arms-control negotiations was that they brought at least a small 
measure of predictability to the conflict, and in any case, talking was cheaper than 
fighting.11 Vojtech Mastny even argues that the lessons about the futility of military 
action have been the greatest beneficial effect of the Cold War on those areas in which 
the Cold War had its greatest impact.12  
 
Lawrence Freedman, however, warns against the assumptions that lessons about the 
futility of military power have made warfare obsolete.13 Freedman does not dispute 
that wars and casualties of wars have declined over time, as Stephen Pinker has 
maintained in his best-seller, The Better Angels of Our Nature.14 But Freedman points 
out that the decline of battlefield deaths is exaggerated by Pinker in that he does not 
include civilian deaths in his calculations. Moreover, the knowledge of the increasing 
violence of modern war did not prevent either World War I or II. Freedman argues 
that changes in power arrangements, rather than civilizing influences, can account for 
much of the decline in violence, as the rise of nation-state provided larger areas of 
order and international balances of power limited warfare. 
 
Romero concludes this volume with an outstanding historiographical essay. He 
documents with an extraordinary bibliography of recent publications the expansion of 
Cold War studies from concentration on the struggle between capitalism and 
communism, the United States and the Soviet Union, the division of Europe, and the 
development of nuclear deterrence to emphases on long-term contexts, agency in the 
Third World, and transnational, social, economic, and intellectual trends. Romero 
welcomes these new studies, but warns against diluting the main aspects of the Cold 
War too much. As much as the Third World suffered from great power interventions 
and endured the hot part of the Cold War, Romero insists that it was not decisive in 
the outcome of the conflict. He argues that European recovery and China’s desertion 
of the Soviet camp were the primary factors in ending the Cold War, that the cultural 
contest for hegemony was more important than the military after the military 

                                                      
11 Sir Paul Lever, “The Cold War: The Golden Age of Arms Control,” Cold War History 14:4 

(November 2014): 501-513. 

12 Vojtech Mastny, “The Cold War in Retrospect: Too Early to Tell?” Cold War History 14:4 
(November 2014): 487-499. 

13 Lawrence Freedman, “Stephen Pinker and the Long Peace:  Alliance, Deterrence and Decline,” 
Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 657-72. 

14 Stephen Pinker, The Better Angels of our Nature: Why Violence has Declined (London: Penguin 
Books, 2011). 
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stalemate in Europe, and that the economic success of the neo-liberal economies, 
along with the rise of the emphasis on human rights, made socialism and statism 
seem obsolete. One can argue with Romero’s take on the developments in Cold War 
historiography, but his compendium of books and articles is immensely valuable. 
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Reviewed by Campbell Craig, Aberystwyth University 
 

ew historical events attract the interest of international relations (IR) scholars 
more than the end of the Cold War.  The question of who, primarily, was 
responsible (or deserves the most credit) for its ending speaks directly to 

ideological and political debates of the most basic sort, a discussion instigated by 
Francis Fukuyama in his 1989 essay ‘The End of History?’1 and continuing on to this 
day.  Even more important, the fact that an unquestioned military superpower like the 
USSR committed national suicide in 1991, putting a peaceful end to a longstanding 
great-power rivalry, cut deeply (some say fatally) at the core assumptions of IR Realist 
theory, critically wounded an already-staggering Marxist IR theoretical tradition as 
well, and paved the way for the rise of a Constructivist school that seeks to explain 
international phenomena by pointing to ideas and individual agency rather than the 
impersonal material factors beloved by Realists and Marxists, a move that necessarily 
ties the first historical problématique to the second. 
 
A great deal of historical literature, often informed by this conceptual debate, has 
already been written on the subject.  Yet the recent release of classified 
documentation from the 1980s, together with the explosion of online primary sources 
of all kinds, now gives historians the means to write definitive works on the period (let 
us say) 1985-91.  If things work as they should, this new historical work will force 
theorists to revise their initial explanations, leading them to develop new conceptual 
work that will, in turn, influence future historiography.  Many IR theorists claim not 
to be influenced by historical research, just as many international historians profess 
no interest in theory.  Both positions are not just spurious, but, in fact, impossible. 
 
Beatrice Heuser’s sharp introduction2 states that the issue “offers a retrospective on 
the end of the Cold War.”(p. 455) Yet most of the articles do not deal with the end of 
the Cold War specifically, but rather with various historiographical questions related 
to the Cold War in general or with particular aspects of it.  I was disappointed not to 
see original historical work on the 1985-91 period that engages directly with the key 
questions mentioned above (the exception here is Vladislav Zubok’s superb article on 
Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev’s policy toward Germany during the last years of the 
USSR),3 but the task of the reviewer is to evaluate what is presented to him (or her) 
rather than write about what he or she wished to see.  As there is not nearly enough 
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War History 14:4 (November 2014): 455-59. 

3 Vladislav Zubok, “With His Back against the Wall: Gorbachev, Soviet Demise, and German 
Reunification: New Evidence,” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 619-45. 
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space here to discuss substantially every essay (the issue is book-length), I will 
comment on those I found most interesting and/or controversial. 
 
Michael Cox provides a characteristically interesting overview of some writing about 
the end of the Cold War, dealing, inter alia, with two important matters:  the initial 
U.S. ambivalence about the breakup of the USSR; and the claim that the West may be 
entering a ‘new’ Cold War with Russia (or China, or the Islamic World).4  His 
description of the (senior) Bush administration’s trepidation during 1989-91 as a 
strategically Realist one makes some sense, and reminds us that at least some 
Republicans in the U.S. were once cautious pragmatists.  This assessment, however, 
overlooks the other faction on the right in American politics – the unholy alliance of 
neoconservatives and the military-industrial complex.  President George H.W. Bush 
and Secretary of State James Baker were tentative about Gorbachev not only for 
strategic reasons, but also because they were getting slammed by right-wing think-
tanks and politicians with an interest in permanent Cold War militarisation.  
Similarly, these very same factions (often the very same people), keen to maintain the 
stratospheric levels of U.S. military spending and us-vs.-them mentality to which the 
U.S. became addicted during the actual Cold War, are the ones promoting these new 
Cold Wars.  But Cox is right:  Russia is part of the capitalist system (as is China).  
Neither state contends with the U.S. at the global level, or is even attempting to match 
its military power.  If the Cold War has any kind of precise political or ideological 
meaning, it makes no sense to talk of its revival today.      
 
Two international relations scholars, Michel Fortmann and David Haglund, discuss 
power transition theory in an attempt to assess whether the end of the Cold War is 
likely to presage another great power system, as cyclical Realist theorising would 
assert.5  They accurately demonstrate that the declining frequency in major warfare 
represents a serious challenge to such theorising, though their conclusion is vague 
about whether we can rule out the recurrence of a multipolar great power rivalry over 
the foreseeable future.  The absence of systemic balancing since 1991, as power 
preponderance theorists like William Wohlforth argue, suggests that the balance-of-
power is not an automatic feature of international politics:  that the cycle of systemic 
rivalries we have seen in modern European history need not replicate itself in our 
unipolar era.6  But if we measure this condition by pointing to the relative absence of 

                                                      
4 Michael Cox, “Learning from History? From Soviet Collapse to the “New Cold War,” Cold War 

History 14:4 (November 2014): 461-85. 

5 Michel Fortmann and David Haglund, “Of Ghosts and Other Spectres: The Cold War’s Ending and 
the Question of the Next ‘Hegemonic’ Conflict,” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 515-32. 

6 See Stephen Brooks and William Wohlforth World Out of Balance: International Relations Theory 
and the Challenge of American Primacy.  Princeton:  Princeton University Press, 2008; and Wohlforth, ‘How 
not to Evaluate Theories,’ International Studies Quarterly 56 (2012): 219-22. 
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major warfare, why not point to the more obvious explanation for great-power peace:  
the fear of omnicidal nuclear war?  Major states may be avoiding confrontation with 
American ‘hyperpower’ for many reasons, but surely the fact that any kind of 
hegemonic war will result in a nuclear holocaust underlies this reluctance.  Sometimes 
the simplest answer is the best one. 
 
This point takes us nicely to Lawrence Freedman’s excellent critique of Constructivist 
explanations (even if some authors do not use that term) for the decline of war and 
violence over the past decades.7  Freedman takes particular aim at Stephen Pinker’s 
new book, The Better Angels of our Nature, in showing that the avoidance of major 
war since 1945 is not simply attributable to a general moral improvement of 
humankind, but stems directly from the clear aversion of Cold War leaders to any 
kind of conflict that might lead to the use of nuclear weapons.  Pinker, along with 
like-minded scholars such as John Mueller and Ward Wilson (whose recent book, Five 
Myths About Nuclear Weapons, offers the most extreme version) contends that the 
‘Long Peace’ among major states since World War Two has much more to do with the 
increasing distaste for violence within Western society than with material factors such 
as nuclear weapons.8  This argument provides us with a rare combination:  an 
explanation that defies both common sense and mountains of historical evidence.  
Perhaps people have become more civilised over the past half-century, and (as Pinker 
and Mueller both demonstrate) the decline of violence within (Western) societies may 
bear this claim out.  But the history of the Cold War rivalry between the U.S. and the 
USSR tells us a different story.  American and Soviet leaders sought to avoid war, over 
and over again, not because they had renounced violence as such (President Dwight 
Eisenhower once regretted that it was no longer possible to fight a “nice, sweet war” 
like World War Two9) but because nuclear weapons had made major warfare an 
absurdity.  Freedman shows us very clearly, in his essay here as well as in previous 
scholarship,10 that the spectre of Mutual Assured nuclear Destruction (MAD) can 
explain great power peace quite effectively on its own, with no broad encomia to 
human improvement necessary.  
 

                                                      
7 Lawrence Freedman, “Stephen Pinker and the Long Peace: Alliance, Deterrence and Decline,” 

Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 657-72. 

8 Pinker, The Better Angels of our Nature (New York: Viking, 2011); Mueller, Atomic Obsession (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 2009); Wilson, Five Myths About Nuclear Weapons (New York: Houghton-
Mifflin, 2013). 

9 Quoted in Andrew Erdmann, “War No Longer Has any Logic Whatever,” in John Lewis Gaddis, 
ed., Cold War Statesmen Confront the Bomb (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999), 109. 

10 Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy 3rd ed., (Palgrave Macmillan, 2003). 



H-Diplo Article Review 
 

Jussi Hanhimäki’s pointed essay highlights the nostalgia, among some scholars and 
U.S. policymakers, for Cold War routine that stabilising factors such as MAD 
epitomised.11  He argues that this nostalgia suffers from an insufficient sympathy for 
the unambiguously better lives which Eastern Europeans now enjoy, and from a 
preference for a sterile stability over political change that the Cold War was 
presumably about in the first place.  Some Realists who supported the Cold War 
seemed oddly ambivalent about the West’s peaceful victory, as if the game itself was 
more important than the stakes for which it was played.   
 
Yet I believe Hanhimäki overstates this nostalgia.  John Mearsheimer’s famous article, 
“Why We Will soon Miss the Cold War,”12 was, after all, written a quarter-century ago, 
and it would seem to me that most of the scholars and political actors sympathetic to 
this view would, if pressed, acknowledge that a revival of global Cold- War 
confrontation today would not constitute an ideal of international stability.  It is this 
dilemma that animates contemporary policy on the Ukraine:  as logical as the Realist 
prescription to make it a neutral buffer state may be, there seems nevertheless 
something quite artificial about it.  One could argue, as the late and great Kenneth 
Waltz did, that the danger of nuclear war is so unique that an artificial freezing of 
international relations, no matter how contrived, is to be preferred to an unstable 
order.13  Yet this argument is not very Realist, as it assumes an eternity of flawless 
deterrence and political calm.   
 
Finally, let us turn to Zubok’s excellent article on Soviet policy toward German 
unification and Europe during the USSR’s last days.  He shows that Gorbachev’s 
passive response to the prospect of a unified Germany, something that would have led 
the Kremlin to initiate World War Three earlier during the Cold War, was decisively 
shaped by domestic political considerations in the context of general economic 
meltdown.  I would make three overarching points about this piece.  First, as 
discussed in the introduction to this review, what Zubok is doing here is using original 
primary research to contribute to the historiographical debate about the end of the 
Cold War, a debate that is irreducibly conceptual (and so theoretical) in nature.  
Second, Zubok indicates a clear awareness of this debate:  he stresses that Gorbachev’s 
actions stemmed from his own consideration of political survival within a threatening 
domestic context, rather than from a strategic assessment of external factors, thus 
aligning himself with Constructivist scholars (such as Robert English14) who insist that 

                                                      
11 Jussi M. Hanhimäki, “The (Really) Good War? Cold War Nostalgia and American Foreign Policy,” 

Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 673-683. 

12 The Atlantic Monthly (August 1990). 

13 See Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Addison-Wesley, 1979), chapter nine. 

14 Robert English, Russia and the Idea of the West (Columbia University Press, 2000). 
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the collapse of the Soviet Union must be attributed to the contingent political 
decision-making of Gorbachev and his allies rather than structural and/or American 
pressures.    
 
Finally, Zubok reminds us that during the Soviet Union’s final days, U.S. policy-
makers in the first Bush administration promised Gorbachev during the Soviet 
Union’s final days that the U.,S. would oppose any enlargement of NATO:  that it 
would not move ‘even an inch’ eastward, in the words of Secretary of State Baker.  Did 
Bush and Baker really believe this?  Did they think that they could prevent such 
movement forever?  Even more important, did Gorbachev believe any of that?  The 
active, formal expansion of NATO by the Clinton administration during the 1990s was 
clearly a strategic mistake, as we are witnessing today.  But could anything have 
prevented an informal movement of American military preponderance eastward?  It 
was something keenly desired by the West and, even more, by most Eastern 
Europeans, at a time of Russian weakness, dissolution and abject ideological failure.  
Freezing the Cold War’s geopolitical boundaries in Europe after 1989 was not in the 
political cards. 
 
“Yearning for a return of the certainties of a nuclear stalemate that made international 
relations more predictable,” Hahnimäki writes, “sets aside the very real dangers and 
killing fields that the world of MAD was plagued with” (683). Here, pithily, is a fine 
summary of the problem that animates many of the essays discussed here.  The end of 
the Cold War inclines historians and theorists to contrast its stability and order to the 
uncertain, chaotic conditions we seem to face in the post-Cold War world.  Yet we 
must always remember that the Cold War was not a walk in the park.  The last 
decades of the Cold War were indeed stable, for the major powers.  But ask those who 
lived through the Cuban Missile Crisis which era they prefer. 
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Reviewed by Michelle Getchell, Dartmouth College 
 

 quarter-century after the fall of the Berlin Wall, Cold War History has released 
a special retrospective on the Cold War. In the introduction, Beatrice Heuser,1 
notes that her students are now young enough that the Cold War is as distant 

in their minds from the present as is the Second World War (455). With the decades-
long conflict receding from the living memory of younger generations, now is an ideal 
time to revisit the Cold-War era and determine what we have learned, examine the 
period’s legacies for contemporary international relations, and signpost the paths for 
future research.  
 
There is still a lively debate over the most consequential geographical battleground of 
the Cold War, whether Europe or what used to be known as the ‘Third World’ but is 
now more frequently referred to as the ‘global South.’ Federico Romero applauds the 
fact that the literature on the Cold War in the Third World has moved away from a 
narrative tightly focused on superpower interventionism and toward one that 
accounts for the agency of local actors.2 Yet he also denies that the superpower rivalry 
in the Third World played a decisive role in the ultimate outcome of the Cold War – a 
state of affairs that renders the history of violent conflict in the global South even 
more tragic. With the possible exception of Afghanistan, no Third World conflict 
decisively altered the balance of power or great-power perceptions of the nature and 
future course of the Cold War. Europe never lost its centrality in the strategic outlooks 
of both the United States and the Soviet Union.  
 
In what will presumably be a controversial article, Vojtech Mastny argues that in the 
regions of the world where the Cold War made the greatest impact, the long-term 
effects have been the most favorable.3 Indeed, “one of the Cold War’s most fortuitous 
consequences” was the integration of Europe, and the integration within the European 
Union of a reunited Germany (494). The rise of China, in the context of its 
interdependent relationship with the United States – “Chimerica”4 as some have taken 
to calling it – was another serendipitous outcome of the Cold War. The impact of the 
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Cold War on the Third World is somewhat more ambiguous. Mastny suggests that 
“outsiders made little difference in the outcomes” of these conflicts, but fails to note 
the extent to which superpower interference intensified and globalized what might 
have otherwise remained localized conflagrations (497). The converse of Mastny’s 
argument is that the region where the Cold War had the least impact – i.e. the Middle 
East – remains dangerously unstable. Mastny perhaps could have taken his argument 
one step further. The Korean peninsula was a major Cold War hot spot, yet no one 
would argue that North Korea’s experience has been favorable. He could have 
considered the dramatically different impacts of Soviet and U.S. intervention and 
occupation.  
 
The Cold War was fought not just on geographical battlegrounds, but on cultural ones 
as well. In an exploration of “Hollywood’s insidious charms” and the “cultural détente” 
that resulted in greater U.S.-Soviet cultural exchange, Sergei Zhuk demonstrates that 
many of the U.S. films and television shows that were allowed into the Soviet Union 
were intended to be shown as anti-American propaganda.5 Anecdotal evidence 
suggests that Soviet youth did indeed receive much of it in this way; while enjoying 
Western music and film, young people often imbibed anti-capitalist messages and 
remembered the negative aspects of various portrayals of U.S. politics and society. 
Indeed, Soviet ideologists and KGB officials played a major role in selecting the shows 
and films suitable for viewing in the USSR, and that selection was determined 
primarily by the degree to which the events portrayed corresponded to Soviet 
propaganda messages about the decadent West and its corrupting influence. At the 
same time, however, cultural exchanges intensified Soviet interest in Western 
technological developments, and fostered an identification with the values of U.S. 
consumer culture. The influx of Western cultural products was also highly influential 
in shaping the norms and standards of the Soviet domestic entertainment industry, 
and in introducing technological innovations. 
 
Michael Cox examines the role of ‘history’ in the worldviews of the main actors 
involved in bringing the Cold War to a peaceful conclusion.6 He suggests that 
“different pasts at different times served as either road map, warning or inspiration 
during one of the great transitional moments in international history” (463). Cox 
demonstrates that the idea of the Cold War as a stabilizing international system took 
root in the academic literature and pervaded it even through the 1980s, when writers 
on international relations were still suggesting that the United States and the Soviet 
Union “had an interest in the other’s continued survival” (465). The ‘German 

                                                      
5 Sergei Zhuk, “Hollywood’s Insidious Charms: The Impact of American Cinema and Television on 

the Soviet Union during the Cold War,” Cold War History 14:4 (November 2014): 593-617. 

6 Michael Cox, “Learning from History? From Soviet Collapse to the ‘New Cold War,’” Cold War 
History 14:4 (November 2014): 461-85. 



H-Diplo Article Review 
 

question,’ moreover, plagued European officials who were chary of a reunited and 
resurgent Germany. Nevertheless, many influential policymakers and scholars 
embraced the view that large power blocs were inherently stabilizing, and that 
“anything which threatened such entities should be resisted rather than encouraged” 
(472). The disintegration of the Soviet Union evoked memories of Weimar Germany, 
leading many to analogize the emergence of post-Cold War Russia with the Germany 
of the 1920s, both suffering serious great-power humiliation and severe economic 
crises. With the rise of neo-czar Vladimir Putin, who has characterized the Soviet 
collapse as the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the twentieth century, and who has 
been nothing if not straightforward about his ambition to reconstitute Russia’s 
traditional sphere of influence, the Cold War historical analogy has become popular 
among commentators who see the parallels between the U.S.-Soviet competition and 
the contemporary state of U.S.-Russian relations as more significant than the 
differences. Nevertheless, as Cox emphasizes, the Russia of today is not the Soviet 
Union of yore and Putin’s bluster comes from a place of weakness rather than 
strength. Proponents of the Cold-War analogy thus mischaracterize the current state 
of U.S.-Russian confrontation, and in so doing, make the already complicated job of 
policymakers that much more difficult. 
 
As for the contemporary state of Russian-European relations, Vladislav Zubok’s article 
is instructive.7 He argues that because Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev and his 
foreign policy team approached Germany in the context of political and financial 
crisis, their policies must be understood in the context of Soviet domestic conditions 
and considerations. The breakaway of the Baltic republics, the increasing popularity of 
Soviet reformers who rejected the Communist party’s monopoly of power, and the 
deteriorating economic situation presented Gorbachev with a plethora of difficulties 
that prevented him from devoting much attention to the question of German 
reunification. Rather than looking to the past for the purpose of identifying missed 
opportunities, Zubok emphasizes the degree to which Gorbachev was a “politician 
with his back against the wall” (645). Though he opposed the entrance of Germany 
into NATO, there was very little he could do to prevent it. With U.S. President George 
H.W. Bush determined to seize the opportunity to remake Europe along the lines of 
American values and interests, the chances of implementing an alternative settlement 
were very slim. This is a story, then, not of missed opportunities, but of insuperable 
obstacles, sharply circumscribed room for maneuver, and consequently, a Europe 
“without a place or role for the Soviet Union and its Russian successor state” (645). 
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There is some disagreement among the authors over whether the Cold War 
constituted some sort of “golden age” of stability. Sir Paul Lever8 characterizes the 
Cold-War era as “the golden age of arms control” (501). Arms control negotiations, 
while producing little in the way of actual results, did open up a dialogue between the 
United States and the Soviet Union, through which much was learned about the goals 
and interests of the superpower rivals. “What is less clear,” Lever suggests, “is whether 
the insights which the negotiators themselves gained translated into changes in 
perception at the political level” (511). Lever raises here a provocative question that 
could serve as the basis for fruitful further research. Despite the fact that arms control 
agreements failed to actually eliminate weapons systems or restrain military spending, 
“they did make the world a more predictable place” (512). John N.L. Morrison spent 
three decades as a member of the Defence Intelligence Staff of Britain’s Ministry of 
Defence, which was the primary foreign-intelligence analysis organization in the latter 
period of the Cold War, and expended nearly two-thirds of its energy on analyzing the 
military capabilities of the Soviet Union and non-Soviet Warsaw Pact countries. 
Tracking the continuities between the intelligence service’s approach to Nazi 
Germany in the Second World War and its approach to the USSR in the Cold War, 
Morrison suggests that the personal experiences of intelligence officials whose careers 
spanned this period were highly influential in the development of defense 
intelligence.9 Morrison identifies key questions that have yet to be answered about the 
degree to which NATO decision-making was influenced by NATO, as opposed to 
national, intelligence estimates, and the degree to which NATO intelligence estimates 
conformed to or challenged those of individual NATO nations. The Cold War, 
Morrison concludes, was “something of a golden era” during which intelligence 
collection and analysis was focused primarily on “a single identified threat,” the 
disappearance of which ushered in a new period of intelligence-gathering (591). 
 
Arguing that contemporary nostalgia for the Cold War is ultimately more revealing of 
“the malleability of our present-day understanding of the past” (674) than it is based 
on the realities of past and current international relations, Jussi M. Hanhimäki 
demolishes the myth of Cold-War stability, and asks readers to consider how a 
Hungarian, Czech, or Pole might react to such pining for the ‘certainties’ of the 
bipolar past.10 He also challenges the notion that the United States has entered a 
period of hyper-partisanship that provides a stark contrast to the bipartisan consensus 
on foreign policy that characterized the Cold War era. Pointing out that the history of 
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U.S. politics is one of “dysfunction and excess that shows the lack of any long-term 
domestic consensus over foreign policy” (679), Hanhimäki argues that “foreign policy 
was a malleable tool for domestic politicking” (679) even in a period during which 
domestic consensus was seen as a prerequisite for the implementation of a cohesive 
and effective plan to combat Soviet expansionism. Ultimately, perhaps the one solid 
basis for nostalgia would be that the United States no longer serves as “model nation,” 
but those who would lament this should in fact celebrate, because it means that the 
spread of electoral democracy has created a world in which the values the United 
States stands for are much more commonplace than they were during the Cold War 
(683).  
 
Finally, the authors ponder the relevance of the Cold War in understanding the nature 
of contemporary great-power conflict. Michel Fortmann and David G. Haglund11 “cast 
doubt upon the ‘cyclical determinism’ of the power transition pessimists” (516). Given 
the rising tide of gloom over the prospects of a U.S.-China confrontation, the timing of 
this analysis is particularly apt. Martialing an array of examples, the authors show that 
the ‘hegemon’ label as often applied to the United States is at best questionable. The 
post-Cold War international environment can best be described as non-hegemonic 
unipolarity, with the United States, as unipole, not entirely benefiting from its own 
dominant position, a bit like Gulliver being tied down by the Lilliputians (529). 
Moreover, the peaceful conclusion of the decades-long rivalry between the United 
States and the Soviet Union suggests a different model for U.S.-China relations than 
that prophesied by power transition pessimists. James T.H. Tang, meanwhile, points 
to the lasting impact of the decades-long conflict on East Asia’s security arrangements 
while remaining attentive to the very real differences distinguishing contemporary 
U.S.-China relations from the rivalry between the United States and the Soviet 
Union.12 Tang argues that contemporary East Asian international relations are far 
more complex than they were under the bipolarity of the Cold War, with many 
pressing questions about the future of power transition and the nature of China’s 
adaptation to a liberal international order. Tang cautions readers to understand these 
questions as being about power rivalry in general and not paralleling the nature of the 
U.S.-Soviet Cold War confrontation. 
 
Lawrence Freedman is also concerned with the cyclical nature of conflict, and here 
responds to Stephen Pinker’s work, The Better Angels of Our Nature, which argues 
that there has been a slow but steady decline in the resort to violence to resolve 
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conflict.13 The problem with Pinker’s conclusions, argues Freedman, is not just that 
they may be premature, but that they ignore “the potential role of hard power and 
mainstream security policies as occasional, and possibly unsatisfactory, causes of 
peace” (659). Freedman challenges Pinker’s metrics on violence and casualties, and 
argues that “the overall statistics of war and violence have mattered less than 
contemporary views about how wars might be fought successfully” (662). Yet it is 
precisely this piece of the puzzle that is missing from Pinker’s analysis. Freedman 
broadly challenges the view of violent conflict as cyclical in nature and stresses the 
importance of nuclear deterrence, evolving structures of power and influence, alliance 
systems, and the changing role of armed forces in leading to certain outcomes.  
 
The scholarship here, though replete with historical lessons for contemporary 
policymakers, is explicitly cautionary about the degree to which these lessons can be 
applied in a straightforward fashion today. There are no perfect parallels, and diligent 
attention must be directed toward distinguishing contemporary international affairs 
from their Cold War counterparts. We must be careful, moreover, about the ways in 
which contemporary concerns continue to shape our views of the past. Though 
changing circumstances naturally lead scholars to look backwards for origins and 
analogies, the directed nature of that search may ultimately yield misleading 
conclusions. 
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Reviewed by Pierre Grosser, Sciences Po, Paris 
 

his special issue, entitled “The Cold War in Retrospect: 25 Years after its End,” is 
quite surprising. Most of the authors are Cold-War veterans: well-known 
strategists (Lawrence Freedman, Beatrice Heuser), practicioners (Sir Paul Lever, 

Diego Ruiz Palmer, John Morrison), the Dean of the history of the other (Communist) 
side of the Cold War divide (Vojtech Mastny), and a prolific generalist of 
interdisciplinary Cold War studies (Michael Cox). To them are added one of the first 
explorer of the Soviet archives in the beginning of the 1990s (Vladislav Zubok), two 
distinguished historians of the Cold War, who teach in two of the most cosmopolitan 
academic institutions in Europe (Jussi Hanhimäki, Federico Romero), and three 
political scientists from Canada and Singapore. Nothing is written from a Southern 
perspective (that is quite common), but the issue is not U.S.-centered and does not 
include a single contribution by a U.S. scholar (this is highly unusual). Actually, this 
issue has a British taste, but without British history.  Each paper is of different kind. 
Some are very focused, using a vast amount of archival materials: Zubok’s on Soviet 
Premier Mikhail Gorbachev and the German question,1 Zhuk’s on the Soviet Union 
watching American movies,2 or Ruiz Palmer’s on NATO military strategy in the 1980s.3 
Romero presents a broad overview of the current state of Cold-War historiography.4 
Lever presents in a very educational (and classical) way the key issues in arms control 
and disarmament history.5 Morrison’s paper is a very personal piece on military 
intelligence during the Cold War.6 Mastny makes the assumption that the Cold War 
can be divided into two periods, and that the global turn of the long seventies was the 
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main changeover.7 Freedman elaborates on the Cold War ‘long peace’ as it is (mis-) 
understood by Stephen Pinker’s Better Angels of Our Nature.8 Cox and Hanhimäki 
write about the living memory of historical events and the uses of history as a 
roadmap during and after the Cold War,9 and the political scientists about hegemonic 
cycles and hegemonic wars.10 How accordingly is it possible to review this kind of 
‘salad bowl’ as an anniversary issue?  
 
Searching for a common goal of the contributions, it could appear to be an exposition 
of what the Cold War was, and why it is important to know what it was. Lever reminds 
us of how many hours cohorts of professionals spent negotiating (mostly ineffective) 
arms control agreements, and Morrison explains how other kinds of professionals 
were busy trying to know or to estimate their opponents’ military capabilities. Because 
the Cold War vanished like a nightmare (Heuser),11 one could argue that it was a 
gigantic waste of time and money. But life experiences are shaped by professional 
routines whereas these routines sustained the Cold War. Freedman sides with the 
formerly neorealist John Lewis Gaddis to extol the virtues of bipolarity and nuclear 
deterrence, which, more than ideational factors, explain the ‘Long Peace’ of the Cold 
War. This peace was not a mere episode of an alleged trend of de-bellicization of the 
human race. It was produced in a particular historical juncture by human volition and 
deliberate strategies. Accordingly, the ‘bean counters’ of the strategic communities, 
the cohorts of anonymous experts and the millions of foot soldiers of the military-
scientific-academic-industrial complex did not run around like headless chickens. 
Ruiz Palmer, a long-time NATO insider, describes with a vast amount of new details 
how all these men (the strategic Cold War was largely men’s business) planned the 
future European war, in a very interactive mode between the two alliances. But they 
may have been irrelevant, if the core of the Cold War was not made up of nuclear 
warheads and of grand strategies. For Heuser and Romero, the Cold War was mostly 
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“a clash of ideas and social systems,” an “irreconcilable ideological divergence of 
opinion” about universal values and the organization of societies. Nevertheless, it 
remains to be proven that ideas and social systems “clashed” so much during the 
whole 1945-90 period (and not before), and in the whole world. The power of ideas 
and the ideas of power were entwined together.  
 
Trying to understand the legacies of the Cold War, trying to find the Holy Grail of the 
‘core’ of the Cold War, disentangled from the rest of twentieth-century history, or 
trying to give sense to the post-Cold War flow of events by some kind of analogical 
reasoning, in all cases we reify and simplify the Cold War. Hanhimäki explains how 
Cold-War nostalgia in U.S. foreign policy thinking creates ex post illusions of order 
and stability, of bipartisan consensus, of U.S. exceptionalism and triumphalism, of a 
much simpler bipolar and Manichean world. As Cox reminds us, pundits and 
decision-makers need pseudo-historical anchors to provide alleged accuracy to their 
worldviews, and legitimacy to their policy choices. The anchors during the Cold War 
were the Munich complex and the ‘Good War’ (the Second World War). German 
history remains an anchor (“Weimar Russia,” as Cox reminds us,12 but also 
‘Wilhelmine China,’ and the ‘Nazi-like Iranian regime’) but the Cold War is another 
one, for the purpose of forecasting the relationship between the United States and 
China, Russia13 or Iran, and for the purpose of considering the range of strategic 
choices and their possible outcomes when facing (alleged) similar challenges. The 
former Georgian President claims that Ukraine is Cold-War West Berlin14 when the 
Duma speaker praises the 1945 Yalta conference as a model for dealing with the 
Ukrainian problem15. Therefore, it seems that the Cold War, viewed through the lens 
of the post-Cold War world, is all about Big Words and Grand Strategies: 
bipolarity/unipolarity, hegemony and challengers, containment and engagement, 
market-democracy civilization against everything else, from the remnants of 
communism to the new (‘Islamic’) totalitarianism.  
 
On the other hand, arguing, as Heuser does, that we all have won the Cold War, in the 
same way as Ned Lebow did in his We All Lost the Cold War, which was published 
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twenty years ago,16 leads us to think that before the Cold-War nostalgia spread, there 
was some kind a relief. We got rid of a self-sustaining and potentially dangerous 
military and ideological confrontation, with millions of people held hostage by a 
perpetual nuclear blackmail, and with millions of deaths in the Third World, because 
of murderous Communist or anti-Communist ideologies and because of brutal foreign 
interventions driven by the self-inflicted wound of the credibility credo and by all 
kinds of zero-sum thinking. Post-Cold War Cold War talk then becomes an alarm call. 
We should not endure costly arms races again, with the ever-present risk of 
miscalculations and accidental wars, black-and-white views of the world and strategic 
narrow-mindedness. For more than twenty years, every time the Russians have said 
‘no,’ pointing to divergent interests, they were accused of perpetuating an obsolete 
Cold War thinking. But every time the Americans have not said ‘yes’ to the Chinese, 
the Chinese condemned U.S. ‘Cold-War thinking’ or the remnants of an outdated 
state of mind. In a word, shortcutting the complex history of the Cold War because 
history must teach something erects the false dichotomy between the good old days of 
the (now lost) strategic and moral certainties and the nightmare not to be relived.   
 
But shortcutting leads to shortcomings. It is easier to highlight the misuses of history 
than to uncover the best practices of lessons-of-history learning. On their part, 
political scientists ask very good questions, and bring fresh blood inside the archival-
fed historical bodies. But they sometimes believe that a simpler answer makes it more 
relevant, even if the decision-makers they advise face complexity and uncertainty. 
Constructed and biased, but enduring lessons of history; retrospective story-lining as 
time passes by and as textbooks must get the essentials; political scientists’ pseudo-
scientific claims of trans-historical laws or recurrences: because of these trends, the 
history of the Cold War is crushed and poured into the moulds of abstract 
conceptualisations. It turns into a stockpile of analogies, lessons, case-studies and 
schoolmasterish generalizations, and it remains a playing field for repetitive 
ideological and strategic debates.  
 
I am not being dismissive of these intellectual exercises and cognitive activities, 
intentional or not. Cox and Hanhimäki undertake a healthy deconstruction job. But, 
conversely, Romero states that he found what the Cold War was and where its main 
theater was, and he is concerned by the “dilution” of the Cold War.17 In an upcoming 
issue of Cold War History, I contend that we have to accept Cold-War histories, and I 
raise some doubts about the primacy of the European theater, which was open to 
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influences from the four corners of the world.18 Mastny’s paper reminds us how risky 
it is to isolate particular components in a chronological slice of Cold-War history. The 
whirlwinds of the long seventies challenge hasty categorizations.  As the French 
humorist, Pierre Dac, once said: “Everything is in everything and the other way 
round.”19 The roots of the 1950s grew out the 1930s, and those of the 1990s out of the 
1970s. Ruiz Palmer reminds us how difficult it is to explain the dynamics of military 
and strategic innovation. In his first-rate paper, Zubok identifies the many challenges 
Gorbachev was struggling with in 1989-1990. The domestic concerns were paramount, 
and German unification was pushed through a narrow window of opportunity. For 
many decades, we will rack our brains about the ‘global’ and the specific but entangled 
histories of 1989. Today, it seems impossible to understand the end of the Cold War 
without mentioning the globalization of U.S. popular culture and with an exclusive 
focus on the bounce-back of the U.S. economic and military power. But Zhuk’s subtle 
paper reports on the ambivalent impacts of the exposure of Soviet audiences to 
selected American movies.20 Even if some of these movies were harshly critical of U.S. 
social and foreign policy wrongs, the average viewer used to be interested in the well-
filled wardrobes and supermarket shelves. But we know that being an East-German 
Bundesliga fan did not turn you into a Thatcherite revolutionary. 
 
Thanks to this eclectic mix of papers, we know that we have to operate at both ends of 
the Cold-War history spectrum. When we overflight the field, we must choose 
ambitious questions but we should be modest in our statements. The Cold War was 
not either X or Y: it was both, sometimes and somewhere. That is in fact why we have 
to hunt down the peremptory assertions whose aim is to freeze the reading and the 
meaning of the Cold War. Beware of the frame games. On the other end, we must go 
on ploughing and drilling old and new pieces of historical land, to understand their 
unique nature and how they were enmeshed in the complex Cold War ecosystem. 
Knowing how complex, intricate, ambivalent and unforeseeable the past used to be 
becomes a healthy antidote to those who learn from the past what they want to learn, 
and to those who claim how crystal-clear world politics was yesterday and still is.  
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Reviewed by J. Taylor Vurpillat, University of Texas 
 
Introduction 
 

wenty-five years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, we are perhaps ready to judge 
the origins, nature, and legacy of the Cold War with sufficient 
disinterestedness.  The recent collection of articles gathered by Beatrice Hauser 

in Cold War History thus offers a welcome report on our current understanding of the 
globe-spanning conflict.  It highlights the vast burst of scholarly creativity in terms of 
sources and methodologies that occurred over the same period.  In the collection we 
have detailed discussions of arms control diplomacy from Sir Paul Lever and Vojtech 
Mastny.1  We also have important examinations of American discourse of the Cold 
War—constructed in the 1930s, consolidated in the 1940s and 1950s, and deployed 
reliably before and after 1989, as Jussi M. Hanhimäki and Michael Cox demonstrate.2  
We have new methods on display—cultural and transnational—in the excellent study 
by Sergei Zhuk, which shows us the American-infused landscape of Soviet popular 
culture.3  Zhuk details how Soviet officials struggled to use American film to promote 
a view of an unjust society in the West, while Soviet movie-goers made American 
musicals and adventure films something akin to blockbusters. 
 
Yet if new sources and new analytical approaches have produced a vast and creative 
new international history of the Cold War, they have also contributed to a blurring of 
our conceptual clarity on the subject, as Federico Romero rightly suggests in his 
contribution.  What was the Cold War—did it encompass all of international history 
from 1945 to 1991 or can it be confined to the realm of politics and policy of US-Soviet 
rivalry?  This problem of how we define, and therefore assess, the Cold War is in my 
view the largest take-away from this collection. 
 
In her introduction Beatrice Heuser also raises this problem, focusing on the difficulty 
of teaching the Cold War to current students.4  Part of that challenge in the lecture 
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hall also comes from our lack of conceptual clarity.  How do we define such an 
unprecedented geopolitical event—one that was a military conflict in some contexts, a 
battle of ideologies in others, and an instrument of domestic political power in others 
still?  Further, how do we explain this superpower struggle that ended not in war—as 
most geopolitical rivalries throughout history have been resolved—but instead with 
the disintegration of the Soviet Union? 
 
In other recent forums, Akira Iriye, Erez Manela, and others have suggested 
decentering the Cold War in postwar international history.5   One distinct strand of 
twentieth-century history that transcends Cold War periodization is the process of 
decolonization.  Narratives of the ascendancy of national liberation movements in the 
colonial world and the persistent efforts by European powers to restore the imperial 
world order were at play before and after 1945.  Another distinct aspect of postwar 
history involves the rehabilitation and expansion of global capitalism—along with its 
ethos of free market fundamentalism and its alluring consumer comforts.  Both of 
these strands, of course, intersect in profound ways with the history of the East-West 
twilight struggle.  But these histories have independent inflection points not directly 
linked to the Cold War.   Acknowledging and constructing these distinct histories will 
not only elevate their significance in our understanding of the international history of 
the twentieth century, it will also allow scholars of the Cold War to make the 
conceptual definition of our subject more precise. 
 
One answer to this problem of conceptual clarity regarding the Cold War is 
fortunately embedded in this collection.  Vojtech Mastny, in his article assessing the 
middle years of the Cold War, argues against a single, uniform definition.  Instead he 
suggests we conceptualize the Cold War as four different manifestations: a genuine 
security conflict emerging from the failures of postwar settlements in Europe; an 
ideological war between revolutionary communism and democratic-capitalism; a 
global competition for influence throughout the post-colonial world; and finally a 
paradigm of international order (463). Addressing these distinct manifestations takes 
us a long way toward the needed conceptual clarity. 
 
The Cold War as Security Conflict 
 
The articles presented in this collection speak to each of these manifestations, 
beginning with the definition of the Cold War as a genuine security conflict.  
Whatever else the Cold War was, it was foremost a dispute over the postwar balance 
of power in Europe, Germany in particular.  In his article, Michael Cox highlights the 
centrality of historical “lessons” among Cold War policymakers (463). Both sides had 
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learned lessons in the 1930s and 1940s.  Observers since George F. Kennan, the 
intellectual architect of U.S. containment policy toward the Soviet Union, have argued 
that Soviet leaders were primarily concerned with traditional questions of Russian 
security—especially defending its European flank from repeated invasion. Vladislav 
Zubok elsewhere confirmed this Soviet outlook during the disintegration of postwar 
cooperation, arguing that despite his rhetoric Soviet leader Joseph Stalin wanted to 
avoid confrontation and secure these security aims.6  As for leaders in the West, the 
failures of appeasement in 1938 and the Nazi blitzkrieg and occupation of Western 
Europe demonstrated that deterrence through perpetual militarization was the only 
sure means of preventing another world war.  Thus, as Federico Romero suggests, we 
implicitly understand the Cold War as an East-West conflict of increasingly global 
reach.7 
 
Returning to questions of the difficulty of teaching the Cold War posed by Heuser, we 
can confidently present the period 1945 to 1963 as the rise and fall of the era of direct 
confrontation between the West and the Soviet Union.  Elsewhere, Mark Atwood 
Lawrence has shown how Cold-War concerns in Europe, as early as the 1940s, 
confronted U.S. officials with the question of decolonization in Southeast Asia and 
ultimately with American involvement there.8  Nevertheless, as Sir Paul Lever’s article 
reminds us, the Cold-War security conflict remained an East-West security dispute.  
The Cuban Missile Crisis and the ensuing Limited Test Ban Treaty marked the end of 
direction confrontation, setting the stage for the era of détente based on arms control 
diplomacy. 
 
Another thread that may deserve more attention in the lecture hall is the preeminence 
of the realist school of international relations among American policymakers during 
this period.  Soviet actions in Europe between 1945 and 1949 seemed to confirm the 
assumption of realists and delegitimize possible alternatives.  Western responses, 
culminating with the establishment of NATO, further validated this outlook.  Jussi 
Hanhimäki and Mastny offer useful and skeptical discussions of realist thinking, 
questioning the geopolitical stability produced by the militarized standoff between 
the Soviet Union and the West.  Hanhimäki also raises the important question of 
whether the domestic Cold-War consensus that supported direct confrontation was a 
true consensus.  In my view, the appearance of consensus may be more complex 
under the surface, arising as it did partly from the logic of American domestic politics.  
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Once Republicans charged Democrats with weakness in the face of the communist 
threat, many Democrats, President Harry Truman among them, moved to declare and 
demonstrate their anti-communist bone fides, especially after the 1946 midterm 
elections.9 
 
Ideological Cold War 
 
If the era of direct confrontation—with its specter of global nuclear war—represented 
the starkest aspect of the Cold War, the battle of rival ideologies was no less intense.  
Competing views of the history and the future of the world were central to the 
conflict.  Nevertheless the ideological conflict can been seen as distinct from the 
security manifestation of the Cold War.  The competition between revolutionary 
communism and democratic capitalism was, as Heuser notes, “an irreconcilable 
ideological divergence of opinion concerning authority and the interpretation of the 
world [and] about universal social values (456).”  One way in which this manifestation 
of the Cold War remained distinct was its periodization.  The battle of ideologies 
between capitalism and communism predates the Cold War by 100 years if we follow 
the trail back to Marx and the Communist Manifesto.  But this initial divergence 
remained a domestic debate that took place largely within European states between a 
variety of rightist and leftist parties faced with the rapid industrialization, 
urbanization, and globalization.  Only in 1917, with the Bolshevik Revolution, did 
revolutionary Communism capture the power of a state in Russia, making the peril of 
world revolution intensely worrisome to status quo politicians in the West.  As the 
documentary record suggests, the ideological division between East and West began 
in earnest in 1917, constructing a discourse of existential conflict intensified by the 
success of the Bolshevik Revolution and the specter of world revolution. 
 
Arguing that ideological rivalry led inevitably to Cold-War confrontation goes too far.  
However, the earlier battle of ideas did provide U.S. and Soviet leaders a ready-made 
imaginary—a vocabulary—with which to justify their actions and delegitimize those 
of their opponents after 1945.  Many of the authors included in this collection offer 
valuable insights into this ideological Cold War. 
 
One crucial observation highlighted in the articles by Sergei Zhuk and Mastny is that, 
in operational terms, the ideological Cold War functioned as domestic propaganda, 
constructing and elaborating an ideological web that helped legitimize those in power 
and perpetuate Cold-War policies.  In the Soviet case, revolutionary communism 
promised adherents a perfected egalitarian future.  By 1968, as Mastny suggests, the 
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia represented a watershed that permanently 
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discredited the promise of revolutionary communism within the Soviet empire (490).  
Likewise Zhuk, in his article on the impact of American film and television on the 
Soviet Union, shows that Soviet officials carefully selected American films that 
highlighted the failings of the West to Soviet audiences.  He highlights the fact that 
while American ‘message pictures’ such as Stanley Kramer’s On the Beach and The 
Defiant Ones were favorites of official Moscow—celebrated at the Moscow 
International Film Festival—Soviet movie-goers often preferred American-made 
adventure films, musicals, and comedies.  These popular entertainments had 
consequences unimagined by Soviet cultural gate-keepers.  As Zhuk notes, the Russian 
poet Joseph Brodsky argued that the “history of free thinking in the Soviet Union 
began with the Tarzan films” (597). 
 
If the Soviet officials faced some challenges at home, the appeal of revolutionary 
communism was kept alive in the decolonizing world long after 1968, where many 
new nationalist leaders saw the United States as the standard bearer of imperialism 
and capitalist exploitation, especially as the Cold War expanded to East Asia and the 
Americas.10  It is safe to claim that the ideology of democratic capitalism espoused by 
the United States faced similar challenges at home, where the Cold-War rhetoric of 
freedom stood in stark contrast with the reality of Jim Crow segregation.11  And 
though, as mentioned, the ideology of the West ran aground in the postcolonial 
world, it did make inroads within the Soviet Empire.12 
 
For historians it is difficult to assess the influence of ideology in the outcome of 
events.  In the case of the Cold War it is especially challenging given the intensity of 
the ideological conflict and the vast cultural production generated on both sides.  It 
was particularly intense between 1949 and 1963, as U.S.-Soviet nuclear stalemate 
pushed competition into other channels exemplified by U.S. efforts to deploy abstract 
art and bebop jazz as models of American freedom.13   One fact is certain about the 
ideological Cold War: its periodization parallels the genuine security dispute at the 
heart of the Cold War—intensifying during the period of direct confrontation and 
relaxing with in the era of détente, aside from a brief rhetorical revival by U.S. 
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President Ronald Reagan in the early 1980s.  Nevertheless, the ideological Cold War 
remains distinct in that it largely disintegrated long before the fall of the Berlin Wall.  
 
Competition for Influence in Decolonizing World 
 
The ideological Cold War intersected in important ways with the manifestation of the 
Cold War as a competition for influence in the decolonizing world.  This competition 
was especially intense in East Asia after the establishment of the People’s Republic of 
China (PRC) in 1949 and in the Americas after the Cuban Revolution of 1959.  In both 
cases, the promise of revolutionary communism had natural advantages in the 
decolonizing world.  It was clearly anti-imperialist and anti-capitalist in orientation.  
The United States, despite its rhetoric, had most often sided with the colonial powers 
of the old imperial world order and the ideology of democratic-capitalism made little 
progress during the early postwar period.  Most notably, the commitment to French 
colonialism by President Truman in 1950 set in motion the expanding U.S. 
involvement in Vietnam.14 
 
In this collection, Mastny highlights the important role of the decolonizing world in 
shaping the course of the Cold War.  Picking up arguments outlined by Odd Arne 
Westad in Global Cold War, Mastny reminds us that social and political developments 
influenced the East-West conflict, especially up to 1975.15  In this period, the U.S.-
Soviet rivalry repeatedly spilled into the decolonizing world.  While Mastny argues for 
the importance of action in the decolonizing world in our understanding of the Cold 
War, Federico Romero takes the opposite view.  He argues that the end of the Cold 
War, with the ultimate settlement of the ‘German Question’ in favor of the West, 
means that Europe should remain at the center of the Cold War narratives. 
 
This difference of views presents an interesting problem for scholars.  As the trends in 
the field of international history tilt scholars toward a conception of global Cold War, 
are we obscuring the fundamental Soviet and Western security concerns in Europe at 
the heart of the Cold War?  Without doubt the history of decolonization across the 
twentieth century profoundly shaped the Cold War.  Where U.S. or Soviet military 
intervention was not contemplated, the superpowers competed on the battlefield of 
economic development, often bringing their full economic and ideological power to 
bear on creating capitalist or communist utopias there.  On this front, the results were 
mixed for both camps.  The battle for the decolonizing world waned by the mid-1970s 
with the failures of modernization theory and the theory of import-substitution.  One 
area of study worth further examination in this area is the relationship between the 
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extension of the American security umbrella, the threat of communist expansion, and 
the rehabilitation of the form of global capitalism that has come to define the post-
Cold War order.  In the American case, economic aid as well as financial and trade 
relationships followed security agreements in East Asia, Southeast Asia, and Europe. 
 
A Paradigm of International Order 
 
While the East-West competition in the decolonizing world waxed and waned 
between 1945 and 1989, the Cold War as a paradigm of international order remained 
dominant once established with the creation of security and economic institutions 
between 1944 and 1955.  Most scholars define the Cold War order as a bipolar system 
dominated on each side by the United States and the Soviet Union respectively.  Most 
do not quibble with this definition, though more recent scholarship has shown the 
crucial ability of client states to manipulate their superpower patrons for increased aid 
or security.16 
 
The central disagreement on the subject remains whether or not the Cold War order 
represented a ‘Long Peace’ defined by stability and predictability in international 
affairs.  In this collection, Hanhimäki and Cox most forcefully take on the ‘Long Peace’ 
thesis first articulated by John Lewis Gaddis in the 1980s.17  Hanhimäki declares the 
‘Long Peace’ a myth—one with dangerous implications for contemporary U.S. foreign 
policymaking.   He shows the ways in which the conception of the Cold-War stability 
has grown from an academic assertion to a profoundly misguiding ‘lesson’ of history 
shared by many current American policymakers.  Nostalgia, he argues, has helped 
believers in the ‘Long Peace’ thesis marginalize the horror and tragedy of many of the 
hot wars of the era, including Korea, Vietnam, and Afghanistan. 
 
While agreeing with Hanhimäki’s critique, especially regarding the effects of Cold-
War nostalgia on current policymakers, it is possible to uphold the “Long Peace” 
thesis, at least in part.  The Cold-War order did provide a degree of security stability 
in a rapidly changing international system.  In fact, as Cox notes, the intensity of the 
early Cold War forced Western allies to make unprecedented economic and security 
commitments to one another (464).  In this sense, the bipolar nature of the Cold War 
order contributed to solidarity within alliance blocs.  One measure of the stability of 
the Cold War order was its success in putting a final end to the great-power conflict 
between Germany and France that had defined European affairs since 1870.  Thus if we 
narrow our definition of a long peace to include divided Europe and bilateral U.S.-

                                                      
16 Lawrence, Assuming the Burden.  Logevall, Embers of War.  For the Soviet side, see the influence 

of the Cuban Revolution on Soviet Leader Nikita Khrushchev in William Taubman, Khrushchev: The Man 
and His Era (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2004).  

17 John Lewis Gaddis, The Long Peace: Inquiries Into the History of the Cold War (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1987). 
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Soviet arms control diplomacy then we can clearly see some stability.  Of course peace 
in Western Europe and stability in U.S.-Soviet relations after 1963 did not extend to 
the decolonizing world or the Soviet bloc, where coercive organized violence 
continued to shape the experience of the Cold War. 
 
Refining our definition of the Cold War to clarify our collective research agenda and 
to improve our presentation of the subject in lecture, as Romero suggests, is a healthy 
exercise.  The articles edited by Heuser for Cold War History represent a useful first 
step in that direction. I echo Romero and others who have called for the elevation of 
the histories of decolonization and global capitalism in the history of the twentieth 
century.  It is not a leap to argue that these developments had trajectories 
independent of the Cold War and at the same time were crucial influences on the 
Cold War.   Taken together, they help us see the emergence of the Cold War as a 
manifestation of the long slow collapse of the older imperial world order, which began 
before and lasted long after 1945.  As Cox reminds us, it was Dean Acheson who 
acknowledged that the United States in the postwar period was managing the final 
collapse of the international system inherited from the nineteenth century (464). 
 
While this collection has much to recommend, one area not covered in detail was the 
extent to which the Cold War functioned as a manifestation of domestic politics in 
both the United States and Soviet Union.  Perhaps this is a fifth aspect we can add to 
the conceptual definition outlined by Mastny.  Elsewhere, Melvyn Leffler and others 
have emphasized the domestic political dynamics at play on the American side of the 
Cold War.18  And as we know from studies on the Soviet side that problems of 
domestic political legitimacy (at least among the Politburo) guided foreign 
policymaking among Soviet leaders from Nikita Khrushchev onward.19 
 
Perhaps where the collection is most effective at advancing our understanding is in 
the discussions of the legacies of the Cold War.  Foremost, twenty-five years on, we 
still live in a world of international politics defined by the overwhelming U.S. military 
power erected during the Cold War.  That umbrella of American security contributed 
to a second important legacy, the revitalization of global capitalism and with it the 
political rehabilitation of free trade, deregulation, and global finance.  Of particular 
concern of the authors in this collection is the persistence of Cold-War thinking 
among American policymakers and pundits in the post-Cold War Era.  In the stories 
Americans told themselves, as Americans —and members of the Western bloc, more 
broadly—was a simple story of white hats and black hats.  The Second World War 
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19 William Taubman, Khrushchev: The Man and His Era (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 
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proved the failures of a paper peace, like the agreement secured between Britain and 
Nazi Germany in 1938.  It also proved—with the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor—that 
the United States could no longer afford to pound its swords into ploughshares after 
the time of war.  These ‘lessons’ of history served as the ideological bedrock for 
perpetual military buildup in the United States.  But, as the authors argue, they also 
distort our ability to view the current security landscape without seeing visions of 
Nazi leader Adolf Hitler and Japanese Prime Minister Hideki Tojo around every 
corner.  
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