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Introduction by N. Piers Ludlow, London School of Economics and Political Science 

ne of the leading characteristics of the West during the Cold War, and arguably one of its great 
strengths, was its ability to forge collective structures and institutions.  Such bodies defined the aims 
of the Western alliance, from deterring Soviet aggression to embedding commercial liberalism.  

They served to create a collective sense of belonging, but also to establish a degree of internal hierarchy.  And 
fundamentally they reflected the character of the West as a bloc of independent and sovereign states, able to 
discuss, consult and argue with each other, but where the views of the strong were seldom imposed upon the 
weak.  As such, the institutions of the West both underline the contrast with the East, where collective bodies 
such as the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA) or the Warsaw Pact, were much more centrally 
controlled by the Soviet Union than Western structures were by the United States, and help explain why the 
Western ‘empire by invitation’ proved more resilient and durable than the Eastern empire by imposition.  

Despite such centrality, however, the institutions of the West have proved hard to analyse for Cold-War 
historians.  International organizations do not always excel in record-keeping – or in making what records 
they do maintain accessible to historians.  Their multilateral character meanwhile often makes their internal 
deliberations and decision-making slow and cumbersome.  There is also a strong tendency in such fora to 
smooth out disagreement, to underplay dissent, in the name of reinforcing unity and shared purpose.  The 
stories of international negotiations and the multiple compromises that they involve hence tend to lack some 
of the pace and drama that the best reconstructions of national policy-making can convey.  And the very facts 
that in a multilateral institution not all national representatives are created equal, and that national archives 
are often much better than those of the international institutions themselves, create a recurrent temptation to 
study such bodies through the lens of national perspectives and national documents, often the perspectives 
and documents of a small number of ‘key’ member states.  Many are the studies of international diplomacy 
and international organisations written largely or wholly from the well-kept papers of the UK or U.S. 
National Archives.  Such an approach, while comprehensible, undoubtedly magnifies the perspectives and 
opinions of the source countries and downplays both other national viewpoints and those of those who 
worked for the international institutions themselves. 

Evanthis Hatzivassiliou’s new study of NATO has the great merit of reminding us how useful it can be to put 
the institution itself front and centre of historical analysis and to draw extensively upon its own archival 
sources.  Needless to say, the author is highly aware of the limitations inherent in the use of NATO sources.  
For this reason, he complements materials from the NATO archives with a selection of British and U.S, 
papers also.  But throughout his absorbing new book, Hatzivassiliou keeps on returning to the NATO sources 
themselves, keen to demonstrate that the very act of making common documents, of sharing analysis of the 
Soviet threat, was part of the process that helped NATO allies stay together for the duration of the Cold War.  
The use of NATO archives is hence not just a distinguishing feature of NATO and Western Perceptions of the 
Soviet Bloc; it is its central methodological innovation. 

Our four reviewers seem to agree that this is an interesting and valuable new approach.  The NATO reports 
on the evolution of the Soviet Union upon which this study focuses were not necessarily either accurate or 
cutting edge.  Indeed Hatzivassiliou explains clearly why such internationally devised assessments, drafted 
collectively and shared widely, could not possibly match the detail or the source base of America’s own 
internal assessments of the Soviet Union.  As windows into what the best-informed Westerners knew about 
the Soviet Union during the Cold War, let alone into what the Soviet Union was really like, these are highly 
unsatisfactory documents. But the process of drafting such reports, of sharing the information that went into 
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them, and of smoothing out divergent national viewpoints so as to create agreed assessments, constitutes a 
fascinating case study of the Alliance at work.  It is about West-West dynamics and relationships during the 
Cold War rather than about the East-West conflict itself that this book has most to teach us. 

James Ellison, John Iatrides, Luca Ratti, and Marilena Gala all use this West-West focus as a springboard for a 
more general reflection on the strengths and limitations of NATO during the Cold War.  The first three all 
seem content that Hatzivassiliou’s very targeted study is a valuable contribution offering interesting new 
insights into the Alliance’s development, albeit one that needs to be read in conjunction with existing, more 
political or military studies, rather than replacing them.  As Ratti notes: “The reports that were drafted by 
NATO’s committees of experts contributed to mould national views, to build trust among the allies, to forge 
a Western identity, and to trigger NATO’s transformation from a purely military enterprise to an – although 
still embryonic – political, economic, and cultural community among like-minded states.”  Or as Ellison 
observes somewhat more pithily: “In telling us about how NATO faced ‘the riddles of de-Stalinization’ and 
beyond, he also tells us about how NATO saw itself.” The largely internal NATO source base, augmented 
where necessary by British and U.S. documents, proves adequate, all three reviewers feel, to make this case 
convincingly. 

Gala by contrast is more critical of what she feels is an underlying uncertainty on Hatzivassiliou’s part as to 
whether he is really writing about the shared analysis of NATO’s experts on Soviet affairs, or instead is 
adopting a round-about route to analyse the difficult and bumpy development of political consultation within 
the Alliance.  This in turn feeds into a criticism of the source base, since if the purpose of the book is to 
analyse political consultation within NATO more widely, and to probe the links between the report-making 
process and actual policy decisions taken, then the papers of countries other than the two ‘Anglo-Saxon’ 
powers need to be included in the analysis.  The absence of a German voice in the latter stages of the book, 
where Hatzivassiliou directs his attention to the emergence of détente, is particularly damaging, she argues. 

The problem, however, is that the book that Gala seems to want Hatzivassiliou to have written would have 
been a much larger, longer, and more complex affair.  Comprehensive studies of multilateral institutions are a 
mammoth task for any historian, given the way that the relevant paperwork is multiplied by each member 
state involved, scattered across multiple countries, and penned in a variety of languages.  In their absence, 
what is needed is a proliferation of smaller studies, some probing particular national approaches, others 
adopting the type of thematic approach preferred by this volume, and yet others trying to provide a fully 
multilateral reconstruction of decision-making during crucial turning-points or crises.  To this slow and 
gradual process of trying to understand the nature and working of the Atlantic Alliance, Hatzivassiliou has 
contributed a well-fashioned, interesting, and thoughtful contribution.  And he has also highlighted how 
rewarding it can be to include insights derived from NATO’s own archives.  Such non-national sources can 
never supplant the national archives relied upon by the majority of studies of the Western bloc.  But they can 
add an important and original dimension. 
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Review by James Ellison, Queen Mary University of London 

ur knowledge of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation as the principle military institution of the 
West during the Cold War owes much to Lawrence S. Kaplan. In his many publications, we read 
predominantly political, military, and strategic history about an institution designed to defend the 

Western alliance from the Soviet military threat and the Warsaw Pact.1 As the horizons of Cold War history 
have broadened, we have become increasingly interested in the non-military aspects of the East-West struggle. 
Evanthsis Hatzivassiliou’s book is written in that frame. He has produced a fascinating study of how NATO 
and the West tried to assess the politics and economics of the Soviet Union from the early hot Cold War to 
the eve of détente. Anyone who wants to understand NATO will still have to read Kaplan, but they will now 
also have to read Hatzivassiliou.  

Setting his analysis within the broad literature on the history of the Cold War, Hatzivassiliou reminds us that 
for most Westerners, the USSR was both a mystery and a threat. The effect on Western policy makers trying 
to protect their nations from the Communists was consequently maximalist: “they were certain that if they 
had given ground, they would have been annihilated. Perhaps they would have been; we do not know that, 
even now” (4).  

The threat posed by the Soviet bloc was measured first in military terms. As the Cold War evolved, NATO 
also sought to understand, measure and assess the non-military elements of Soviet power. As such, for NATO 
and the West, the Cold War was, according to Hatzivassiliou, at least two things. It was a crisis about security 
and also a crisis about legitimization. In other words, it was a struggle about a question “which had been 
raging since the dawn of modernity. How should human society organize itself?” (5). In Cold-War terms, that 
meant how the social and political systems worked and how advanced they became. We look back now with 
the knowledge that the Western system survived the Cold War because of its liberalism whereas the Soviet 
system’s rigidity, especially its inability to accommodate contrasting ideas and ways of life, contributed to its 
collapse. These facts were not clear in the 1950s and 1960s. Then, Western policymakers were not certain 
that the West would triumph in the search for modernity. 

In a detailed and interesting account, Hatzivassiliou draws upon the so far comparatively little-used NATO 
Archives and the analysis papers and situation reports which went to the biannual North Atlantic Council 
ministerial sessions. These papers have limits in what they can reveal about the NATO process and so 
Hatzivassiliou has also called on the archives of the UK and the U.S. His aim, beyond offering us an historical 
account of perceptions of the Soviet bloc, is to analyse the “connection between national, international and 
transnational elements in the structure of the post-war West” (2). He is therefore interested in the interplay 
between the national analyses and perceptions and those produced within NATO. The major actors – by 
Hatzivassiliou’s definition the Americans and the British – feature, as do other influential member states, 
principally France, Italy and West Germany. The narrative that he covers is now well known to us but no one 
has done what Hatzivassiliou has done and thus his research has immediate originality. It also has value 
beyond the ins and outs of NATO committees and working groups that he has analysed fully. Hatzivassiliou’s 
historiographical purpose is greater than to produce a study of the non-military thinking about an enemy in 

                                                        
1 For example, Lawrence S. Kaplan, NATO and the United States: the Enduring Alliance (New York: Twayne 

Publishers, 1994). 
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an institution created principally to deal with it militarily. In telling us about how NATO faced “the riddles 
of de-Stalinization” and beyond, he also tells about how NATO saw itself (61). 

Hatzivassiliou knows his Cold War historiography. His book has the shadow of John Lewis Gaddis about it 
because Gaddis’s rethinking of the Cold War – “We now know” – has clearly motivated his analysis.2 
Hatzivassiliou has analysed perceptions, employing the leitmotif that what we now know was not known at 
the time. The iron curtain was not easy to see through and thus while NATO officials and their counterparts 
in national governments had some reliable knowledge of the Soviet bloc, they often had to deal with 
unreliable knowledge. As such, a Cold War feature – the interplay between the reality and the perception of 
the enemy – applied. Consequently, as Hatzivassiliou says, “perceptions, especially threat perceptions, 
acquire[d] their own dynamic” (4). 

The book starts by taking us back to the early days of NATO and establishes a theme which runs throughout 
by describing how the institution worked, what it thought, and what it did. The early processes and the 
subjects will be recognizable to those who have studied this era, as will the idea that the British moved the 
Organisation’s thinkers towards assessments of ‘trends of Soviet policy’ which mirrored the Russia 
Committee’s work in Whitehall. New material on how the NATO experts grappled with the implications of 
Soviet leader Joseph Stalin’s death is absorbing as we move through drafts of reports on whether the Soviet 
bloc would change its nature and policies in Europe and beyond and how its economic fortunes would evolve. 
Familiar transatlantic issues feature as Hatzivassiliou concentrates on the mid-1950s to describe how the 
Americans sought to give NATO purpose beyond defence so as to hold the Western alliance more firmly 
together, not least to deal with Western Europe’s integrationary stop-go. That involved the work of the 
Committee of Three to redefine NATO consultation in an era of peaceful co-existence. Hatzivassiliou’s 
argument is that all of this early activity was more significant in terms of alliance unity than alliance 
understanding of the enemy, a contention to which he returns later. 

As the book addresses the tumult of the 1960s, ideas of reforming NATO’s machinery develop in the face of 
challenges from without and within. The studies of Soviet trends became a collective enterprise rather than 
one led by the British (who were always good at surveying horizons, especially as their own were narrowed by 
economic misfortunes). Leads were given by Secretary Generals and planning was not just about fighting the 
Soviets, but fighting disunity, mostly caused by the French President General Charles de Gaulle. NATO 
staffers continued their assessments and fed them to ministers in the North Atlantic Council (NAC), but, as 
Hatzivassiliou shows, NATO mirrored external events and its mood and purpose was directed more by 
politics outside in the form of failures of summits or political or military crises than by agendas inside. For the 
Soviet bloc assessments staff, this was mainly because they had no powers over policy. That changed in the 
1960s with the creation of NATO’s Atlantic Policy Advisory Group (APAG), a body which could make 
policy recommendations, and also admit dissonance amongst its members, reflecting emerging European and 
transatlantic tensions which would define the alliance as it sought rebirth in the mid-1960s. That came with 
the Harmel Report of 1967 on the future tasks of NATO and the dual aims of deterrence and détente. We 
know a lot about that document from earlier work, especially by Helga Haftendorn on nuclear politics in the 

                                                        
2 John Lewis Gaddis, We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War History (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997) 
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Alliance, but Hatzivassiliou broadens our understanding about how NATO redefined its processes and its 
purpose to protect its future.3   

Hatzivassiliou’s concluding chapter suggests that he has a book in him which has a much wider focus than 
this one. He tells us about how NATO experts learned how better to follow Soviet developments, and how 
they were better at forecasting long-term Soviet trends than those in the short term (194-5). They were also 
confident that in the Cold War of legitimization, the West’s economy would prosper, even if they perceived 
that the Soviet Union’s internal legitimization was strong. All of this is convincing and explains further how 
NATO evolved and how the Western Alliance began to fight the long Cold War. In the two final sections of 
the book’s Conclusion, Hatzivassiliou extrapolates from his close study to raise bigger issues. Having spent 
nearly 200 pages analysing the reports of NATO experts on the non-military aspects of the Soviet bloc, he 
asks whether these reports were important. While he judges that they were, at times, he tells us that they also 
had a purpose beyond their content for the statesmen who wished to stabilise and unite NATO. As the 
Organisation came under attack for lack of consultation, the process of analysis and reporting was cohesive. 
That was particularly so for smaller member states who did not enjoy the bureaucratic size or expertise of the 
larger states. Those states – especially the U.S. but also the UK – produced different assessments than those of 
the NATO staff. This is one of the most interesting conclusions reached by Hatzivassiliou as it tells us 
something about national assessments and also about the way NATO worked. The reports of an international 
organisation were the product of negotiation of national standpoints which “impeded an intellectual 
breakthrough” (204). Moreover, negotiation was not consultation. Hatzivassiliou’s book shows us that 
NATO member states often defined their policies regardless of NATO’s assessments.  

Yet that fact does not lead Hatzivassiliou to criticise NATO’s non-military work in the 1950s and 1960s. 
Rather, he reminds us that the Organisation’s main purpose was always to defend militarily, and that it was 
“an alliance of sovereign states” (205). As such, NATO was never an actor itself, and nor did it have a policy; it 
was a forum for the institutionalisation of the West, something to which the production of assessments of the 
Soviet bloc’s non-military capabilities and future contributed. In a very brief final section, Hatzivassiliou 
contemplates what the subject of his book tells us about why the Cold War took the shape that it did and 
ended as it did. His line is that “NATO was not only a military tool, but also a pivotal element in the shaping 
of … Western identity” (207). Talking about the enemy drew the Alliance together. Legitimization resulted 
in, and contributed to, the overall strength of the West and the weakness of the East. That is a convincing 
conclusion and it points to ideas which are alive in wider historiographies: the relevance of transnational 
dialogue, the significance of institutions and the longevity of associations of sovereign states whose politics 
were plural and whose security was interdependent.  

 

                                                        
3 Helga Haftendorn, NATO and the Nuclear Revolution: A Crisis of Credibility (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996). 

Also see Anna Locher and Christian Nünlist (eds), The Future Tasks of the Alliance: NATO’s Harmel Report 1966/67 
(Zurich: PHP Publication Series, July 2004) 
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Review by Marilena Gala, University of Rome III 

vanthis Hatzivassiliou’s book chooses an original and interesting perspective from which to outline the 
first two decades of NATO’s existence and consolidation within the Western world. Indeed, the 
Alliance he describes is not the military organization committed to the defense of the Europe included 

in the larger Atlantic region, but a coalition of countries engaged in a process of understanding of the broader 
dynamics of the Cold War bound to generate a sort of shared pattern of imagery about the Soviet bloc. In 
other – theoretical – terms, this monograph deals with “inter-subjective systems of representations and 
representation-producing practices [that] establish the boundaries between the West and the rest, between the 
Alliance and its security political environment.”1 To be sure, this is a definition that is not Hatzivassiliou’s, 
and I have taken the liberty of quoting it here just to highlight that the author has the merit to speculate on a 
subject which more often inspires approaches centered on theoretical models than analyses based on some of 
the notions pertaining to the lexicon of political history, like legitimization and modernity.2 

Hatzivassiliou is an historian, and as such he has founded his book mainly on unpublished sources from the 
NATO archives, which he extensively searched and then complemented by a more confined research carried 
out in the United States (U.S.) and British national archives. The documents, including those available from 
the NATO website, or in the official publications of the U.S. Department of State, are not, however, used to 
“prove that something happened.” As he clearly states in the same sentence of the book introduction, “the 
document remains central to the project, but [..] it merely proves that its authors estimated (or feared or 
hoped) at that time that a process was taking place” (11). In Hatzivassiliou’s intentions, therefore, there is 
almost no trace of interest in focusing on a decision-making process established to guarantee the 
implementation of Article V provisions, or to display the origin of any other course of action contemplated 
under the roof of the North Atlantic Treaty. Rather, he “presents and discusses the findings of the NATO 
committees and working groups which studied political and economic developments in the Soviet world 
during the first half of the Cold War” (1), well aware that “the priority of avoiding any manifestation of 
internal disagreements led to the production of ‘sterilized’ records of discussions” (2). 

Given these premises, in order to develop a convincing and well-balanced argument, there are two main 
requirements that in my opinion need to be addressed. The first one arises from the necessity of placing the 
language and the genesis of the selected documents at the center of an analysis whose focus has to be kept on 
the understanding of the mechanism of a collective effort which was aimed at creating a political consensus 
within a multilateral framework. On the other hand – and this brings me to the second challenge inherent in 
the approach adopted in this book – the lack of emphasis on the outlining of a specific decision-making 

                                                        
1 Andreas Behnke, NATO’s Security Discourse after the Cold War. Representing the West (London and New York: 

Routledge, 2013), 2. 

2 To discuss the most important theoretical schools that have been proposing models of interpretation of 
transatlantic relations during the Cold War is beyond the purpose of this short review. However, it is worth to mention 
at least a few of the recent works which are focused on the Atlantic community and the Western alliance by some of the 
most prominent scholars of International Relations, just to recall the variety of possible theoretical approaches: Emanuel 
Adler and Michael Barnett (eds.), Security Communities (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998); Jeffrey J. 
Anderson, G. John Ikenberry, and Thomas Risse-Kappen (eds.), The End of the West?: Crisis and Change in the Atlantic 
Order (Ithaca and New York: Cornell University Press, 2008); Pertti Joenniemi, “Difference within Similarity: 
Transatlantic Relations as a ‘Community of Neighbours’,” DIIS Working Paper, 2009:11. 
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process further enhances the need for spelling out the basic question that the author expects the documents 
will help him to address. 

Throughout the four chapters constituting the bulk of his volume, Hatzivassiliou remains somewhere 
consistent with his purpose of examining the NATO capability to produce analyses and reports on the Soviet 
bloc as an evolving process, where the Anglo-Saxons’ early dominance was progressively replaced by a more 
balanced and collective effort: an evident sign of the maturity achieved by the Atlantic partnership over the 
twenty years investigated here. 

The first attempts to proceed with an evaluation of the danger posed by Soviet non-military potentialities, at 
the beginning of the 1950s, offer the author the opportunity to explain the diverging approaches emerging in 
Washington and London about the allied coordinated effort that had to be promoted. Whereas the United 
States conceived the assessment process as mainly instrumental in order to proceed with a significant 
European conventional rearmament, the British government preferred to emphasize the perspective of a long-
lasting confrontation with Moscow, whose challenges had to be estimated on a broader scale than that 
embodied by Red Army capabilities. Indeed, even for those who are already familiar with the differences 
initially characterizing the strategic visions prevailing within the two Western nuclear powers,3 the first 
chapter complements such a well-known dynamic providing an original dimension of analysis. In fact, it 
responds to the expectations of a better understanding of the genesis of the first reporting about the Soviet 
Union and its bloc, including Communist China. It explains the complex interaction between the major 
Atlantic partners taking part in the actual drafting of the single estimates about Soviet trends, and describes 
the preliminary establishment of a mechanism for sharing information on the possible future developments of 
Soviet foreign policy after Stalin, in order to improve NATO’s chances of coping with a more articulate and 
less predictable adversary. 

In the introduction, Hatzivassiliou openly refers to the alliance “as a manifestation of the institutionalized 
West” that “had a political role to play as well” (10), but he clearly refrains from assigning particular relevance 
to the implementation of article II of the North Atlantic Treaty. He does not intend to ‘officially’ introduce 
the notion of political consultation and to turn it into a subject of significant research and speculation, 
because consultation would imply a successive coordinated action and, therefore, presume a different 
investigation to be carried out.4 Still, starting from the second chapter, consultation among allies becomes a 
sort of undeclared focus of Hatzivassiliou’s account of NATO’s evolving machinery of analysis. Not really 
pursuing the purpose of tracing “the interaction of influences, national traditions and interests among the 
alliance members” (2), he begins highlighting the role of the so-called  committee of the Three Wise Men, the 
attempt made by Secretary-General, Paul-Henri Spaak, to deepen allied non-military cooperation, and the 
creation of APAG (Atlantic Political Advisory Group), without clearly explaining what had triggered an 

                                                        
3 John Baylis, Ambiguity and Deterrence. British Nuclear Strategy 1945-1964 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 

1995); Saki Dockrill, Eisenhower’s New Look Nuclear Security Policy, 1953-1961 (Palgrave Macmillan, 1996); G. Wyn 
Rees, Anglo-American Approaches to Alliance Security, 1955-60 (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1996); Stephen Twigge and 
Leon Scott, Planning Armageddon: Britain, the United States and the Command of Western Nuclear Forces, 1945-1964 
(Philadelphia: Harwood Academic Publishers, 2000).  

4 See for instance: John C. Milloy, The North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 1948-1957: Community or Alliance? 
(Montreal & Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2006). 
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increasing boldness in the analysis, or a decreasing emphasis on unanimity, among the NATO groups of 
political and economic experts. The context described and examined in the allied reports is that of a more 
dynamic Soviet foreign policy, strengthened by an apparently consolidated economic development and eager 
to exert its influence beyond the limits of the Communist world. But these were also the years of the 
emerging, though not immediately acknowledged by NATO, Sino-Soviet split, and of a serious crisis of 
legitimacy for the Socialist rule in Eastern Europe, whose regimes – and this is fully recognized in many 
Western capitals - are bound to be progressively contested by their population. While for the time period 
between the end of the 1950s and the early 1960s the focus of the NATO analyses remains well centered on 
the outlook of the Soviet political and economic capabilities to challenge the West, in his account, 
Hatzivassiliou also mentions that the Atlantic alliance was not spared its own crises. Yet, the years of the 
Berlin and Cuban missile crises are presented as the time of intra-NATO problems brought about by a 
combination of factors, where the failure on the part of some allied national group of experts to correctly 
predict the next Soviet moves overlaps with the European need for stronger cohesion and greater coordination 
with the major ally on the other side of the Atlantic; namely, for better consultations with Washington. 

This slight sense of having lost the thread of the author’s argument persists and to some extent gets stronger 
when Hatzivassiliou, in his last two chapters, demonstrates that, since the outset of the era of détente, 
consultation had definitely established its dominance within NATO circles. No wonder that this was the case, 
given the dimension of the transformation of the meaning, in terms of political and security 
consequences,that had been acquired by the dialogue with the Soviet bloc.5  But dealing with a well-
established set of notions about détente and its consequent transformation of the Cold War dynamics doesn’t 
make up for the need to develop a consistent framework of analysis. In particular, Hatzivassiliou fails to clarify 
the origin of the link he implies between NATO reporting, with the related perceptions of an economically 
and politically more vulnerable Soviet bloc, and the reform process that the alliance set up with the Harmel 
exercise, whose result was a reviewed security agenda which coupled deterrence and détente. Indeed, one of 
the main shortcomings of the book, which emerges here in all its constraining dimension, is the lack of 
archival sources from NATO countries other than the United States and Britain. In fact, if such a limit is 
perceivable in the previous chapters, in the last section of the book it becomes conspicuous to the point of 
creating, from time to time, the impression of a détente ‘sanitized’ from the West German fundamental 
contribution. 

Hatzivassiliou introduces his work by writing that “NATO, as a version of the organized Western system, was 
an essential tool in the crisis of legitimization” (9). In his conclusions he goes back to this concept and first 
emphasizes that “the [NATO] experts confidently pointed to the long-term prospects of the Western system 
in the struggle for ‘the soul of mankind’” (197). According to him, “the function of NATO analysis within 
the alliance changed over time. This means” – he points out a few pages further– “that the theme of this book 
is a kind of ‘moving target’, something which always fascinates scholars” (199). I’m not so sure that this 
would always be the case. However, if NATO was an instrument of Western legitimization there is still a 

                                                        
5 Jussi M. Hanhimäki, The Rise and Fall of Détente. American Foreign Policy and the Transformation of the Cold 
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critical question about legitimacy that remains to be addressed. Ultimately, Hatzivassiliou’s reasoning does 
not explain whether legitimacy for NATO depended on the evolving perceptions of, and relations with, the 
Soviet bloc and, therefore, from an exogenous factor, or, alternately, if it was determined by the way the allies 
managed to work together, namely by an endogenous element that was inherent in the democratic structuring 
of the alliance.  
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Review by John O. Iatrides, Southern Connecticut State University 

ATO was the product of insecurity and fears that swept across Western capitals in the wake of the 
Second World War. With virtually all of Eastern Europe under Moscow’s control, and Soviet leader 
Joseph Stalin’s public assertions that communism and capitalism were incompatible, the major 

Western European nations sought to fend off further Soviet expansionist schemes through collective security 
(the 1948 Brussels Treaty). More importantly, they also turned to the United States for long-term military 
protection and leadership. For its part, by the late 1940s the Truman administration had become convinced 
that the Soviet Union, unless actively ‘contained,’ intended to impose its domination on the European 
continent, the Middle East, and beyond. Having already committed itself to preside over Western Europe’s 
economic recovery, Washington was now prepared to build a defensive alliance system and lead a community 
of sovereign nations based on cooperation, consensus and democratic principles. Thus, although primarily a 
pact of collective defense and military coordination, the North Atlantic Treaty created an international 
organization whose broadly defined functions included political consultation and policy coordination, 
intelligence gathering, economic and technical cooperation, infrastructure projects, and more. 

From the outset, the alliance, which was initially not provided with a secretariat or support staff, was 
handicapped by basic shortcomings and functional flaws. Since the rule of unanimity governed all major 
decisions, in principle each member could block common action by the group. At the insistence of the United 
States, there could be no automatic activation of the Alliance: in the event one or more members came under 
enemy attack, the political authorities of other allies were free to decide their own course of action. An 
elaborate system of regionally integrated military commands and headquarters, as well as the designation of 
particular national forces as ‘assigned’ or ‘earmarked’ for employment as NATO units, gave the appearance of 
a unified military structure. In reality, the armed forces of member states remained under the ultimate control 
of their respective governments. An experimental naval ‘multilateral force’ (MLF) with integrated crews from 
several allied states proved awkwardly ineffective and was quietly disbanded. Periodic intra-block friction and 
disputes, including the Suez crisis, France’s withdrawal from NATO’s command structure, the Cuban Missile 
Crisis and the Greek-Turkish conflict which paralyzed NATO’s southeastern flank, revealed serious fissures in 
the fabric of the Atlantic community. 

Fortunately for all concerned, NATO was never called upon to employ its military strength to defend one or 
more of its members. Following the fall of the Soviet Union, the use of force in so-called ‘out-of-area’ 
conflicts involved in reality action taken by the few members who were willing to participate in particular 
overseas operations. Accordingly, in view of its record during the Cold War and after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, NATO’s value as deterrent to acts of military aggression remains a matter of speculation and 
debate. 

But if NATO’s value in preventing external military aggression might be questioned, its very existence during 
and after the Cold War years offers concrete proof of the organization’s functionality, flexibility, and 
dynamism.   For all its shortcomings, an ever growing number of states appear to consider the Alliance a 
useful instrument in the pursuit of their interests and goals. In this regard, NATO’s non-military channels of 
information-gathering, discussion and collective reporting have contributed significantly to the Community’s 
unity, strength, and sense of common purpose. Particularly for the smaller among its members, NATO has 
been a valuable source of   information and analysis of international realities which helps reduce their sense of 
vulnerability and insecurity. 

N 
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A central feature of NATO’s non-military activity consists of regular or periodic consultation at the 
ministerial (North Atlantic Council) or other levels which offers member states a valuable opportunity to 
discuss all manner of issues of mutual interest and consider what collective action, if any, might be taken by 
unanimous decision. To be sure, such consultation is often dominated by the principal allies whose particular 
concerns tend to determine the Council’s agenda, the drafting of relevant reports, and the compilation of 
background information to be made available to the Council. Nevertheless, all member states are able to 
express their views and defend their interests at an important international forum, an opportunity they might 
not otherwise have.  

One segment of the consultation process, less weighty and dramatic than the discussion of new and dangerous 
international issues yet significant and revealing, is the subject of Professor Evanthis Hatzivassiliou’s 
impressive monograph under review. Based on an exhaustive examination of NATO archives and 
meticulously documented, the study traces the growth of NATO’s civilian bureaucracy and of committees of 
national representatives entrusted with the task of keeping the alliance abreast of international developments 
in general and Cold War tensions in particular. In this volume, the author focuses his attention on the reports 
which workgroups of specialists prepared for the biannual meetings of the NAC on the perceived non-military 
strengths and weaknesses of the Soviet bloc and the threats and opportunities they represented for the 
Western alliance. The volume’s coverage begins with the first such report, in 1951, and ends in 1969, with 
the Soviet bloc’s invasion of Czechoslovakia, followed by the emergence of détente. It would be interesting to 
learn, perhaps in a sequel study, what impact the short-lived spirit of détente had on the experts’ thinking and 
reports. And a reader cannot help but wonder if, in their endless deliberations, any of the experts ever alluded 
to George F. Kennan’s prognostication, in his famous “Mr. X” article in Foreign Affairs (July 1947), that “the 
adroit application of counterforce” would “promote tendencies which must eventually find their outlet in 
either the breakup or the gradually mellowing of Soviet power.”1 

Initially called ‘trends of Soviet policy,’ after 1954 the reports were renamed ‘trends and implications of Soviet 
policy’ and reviewed evidence of Soviet economic growth and prospects, making broad comparisons with 
developments in the Western world (36). Despite the expanded scope of their work, the experts, 
representatives of member states with special knowledge in relevant fields, refrained from offering firm 
conclusions or recommendations, giving the NAC free reign in decision-making. Some reports were drafted 
by the committee’s chair while others were the products of collective effort. Also, in describing a well-
conceived and effectively implemented bureaucratic process, Hatzivassiliou draws no firm conclusions on the 
actual impact of the specialists’ reports on NATO’s highest authorities. He points out that, oftentimes, 
members of the NAC were probably already aware of the key facts and findings presented in the reports, 
having been briefed by their own national agencies. One may also suppose that, given the ever-growing 
number of lengthy reports submitted to them, some ministers did not have the time or the inclination to read 
them. Nevertheless, the author regards the report-producing process as a useful exercise for the organization 
and considers at least some of the reports as historically significant documents for the study of NATO’s 
internal institutional development and of the Cold War.  

Particularly valuable is the author’s systematic discussion of NATO’s evolving preoccupation—as reflected in 
the experts’ reports—with changes occurring in the perceived Soviet capabilities, intentions, and strategies. As 

                                                        
1 The Sources of Soviet Conduct," Foreign Affairs 25 (July 1947), 566-82; 
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mentioned, following Stalin’s death and Nikita Khrushchev’s rise to power, the attention of the alliance 
shifted significantly from Moscow’s military threat to its political, economic and propaganda assets. Western 
observers were increasingly concerned over the Soviet Union’s apparent economic growth and its potential 
appeal to the recently decolonized nations of the Third World. In this connection, as he traces the changing 
character of the Cold War through NATO documents, Hatzivassiliou addresses briefly the critically 
important issue of legitimation: the gradual transformation of “hard” state power into an accepted, thus 
legitimate, political and social order. In comparing communism and liberal democracy he makes no secret of 
his admiration for the West, of which he regards NATO as a historically important institution, regardless of 
its turmoil, shortcomings, and failures. The Western paradigm of government has demonstrated its resilience 
and rightful claim to legitimacy. 

   In practice NATO’s collective perceptions of the Soviet threat were very much a composite of national 
perceptions, debated, reconciled, and blended into a single narrative. Without its own intelligence-gathering 
capabilities, the alliance had to rely entirely on information collected, interpreted, and shared by the agencies 
of a dozen or more states. The contributions of such national services differed greatly in their quality, 
emphasis, analysis, and bias. The experts’ reports avoided recording clashing information and interpretations 
as well as disagreements among committee members, and were thereby sanitized so as to gain the approval of 
all participants. Much of the intelligence received and reviewed was provided by the United States, whose 
representatives often played a pivotal role in the drafting of the reports and in NATO’s practices in general. 
While conceding that the Americans had the opportunity to dominate the process, the author maintains that 
they did so sparingly, and only when they felt that it was important for them to do so.  Superior competence 
in bureaucratic procedures, organizational techniques, and language skills gave the British representatives an 
advantage which, together with their vaunted ‘special relationship’ with Washington, they seldom failed to 
exploit. British diplomats were particularly effective at guiding discussions and drafting reports whose clarity 
and style were likely to appeal to their colleagues. In short, the reports on NATO’s perceptions of the Soviet 
threat represented an elaborate exercise in compromise and the search for consensus. Indeed, the value of 
Hatzivassiliou’s study in revealing this aspect of NATO’s inner workings during a critical period of the Cold 
War far exceeds the historical importance of the reports he discusses.  

Most NATO studies concentrate on the organization’s institutional growth, its key political and military 
characteristics and performance, and its impact on the international arena since its establishment.2 
Understandably, their focus remains largely on major events and on high level officials, military and civilian, 
whose activities and statements were deemed newsworthy.  In such narratives, there is little room for – or 
interest in—NATO’s internal functions which were performed by little-known committees of less than 
prominent functionaries in supportive roles that are largely unnoticed by the non-specialist. 

Hatzivassiliou, who has written extensively on the Cold War and the Western alliance, has chosen to examine 
in this monograph one of NATO’s more obscure internal workings. In a methodical manner he introduces 

                                                        
2 See, for example, Galen Carpenter and Barbara Conry, NATO Enlargement. Illusions and Reality. 
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the reader to the committees of experts from all member states whose periodic reports identified and evaluated 
the non-military assets and liabilities of the Soviet bloc and the threat they posed to the Western world in the 
early decades of the Cold War. The committees represented a virtual observation post for detecting, 
recording, and analyzing the enemy camp’s non-military power. Despite their many limitations, these reports, 
which decision-makers could utilize or ignore, informed and enlightened the NATO community and helped 
strengthen its unity and sense of common purpose. The author is careful to make clear that his goal is to 
study perceptions of Soviet non-military power and the perceived threat it represented to the West. He makes 
no attempt to assess the accuracy of such perceptions as determined by subsequent evaluations of the subject. 
His point is well taken: for NATO’s decision-makers who at a particular moment in history had to deal with 
the Soviet Union, current perceptions constituted the only reality that mattered. 

This is a penetrating and much-needed study of one of NATO’s little-known civilian functions, presented in 
a dispassionate, meticulous and fair manner. It is also highly readable and captures well the intricacies and 
group dynamics of an important segment of the organization’s bureaucracy. Students of the Atlantic 
community and of the East-West conflict are indebted to Professor Hatzivassiliou for his valuable 
contribution to the field of NATO studies. 
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Review by Luca Ratti, University of Rome III 

NATO and Western Perceptions of the Soviet bloc 

cholarly research on alliance politics is notoriously prone to one or other equally one-sided approaches: 
either reliance on quantitative data and historical descriptions with scarce or no analytical depth, or the 
imposition of general theoretical models which have little relevance to specific historical and 

geographical experiences. Over the years, the history of interallied relations within NATO has been 
documented and debated by many notable historians, including - only to mention a few – Geir Lundestad, 
Odd Arne Westad, Lawrence S. Kaplan, Ennio Di Nolfo and, more recently, Jussi Hanhimäki.1 On the other 
side, political scientists, such as Kenneth Waltz, Stephen Walt, Mark Webber, and Thomas Risse-Kappen 
have investigated and discussed the theoretical foundations and culture of NATO, its nature of traditional 
military alliance, the ‘like-mindedness’ and liberal-democratic character of its members, questioning both its 
evolving identity and its endurance after the Cold War.2 Liberal organizational theorists, such as Celeste 
Wallander, and constructivist scholars, such as Frank Schimmelfennig, have emphasized the ‘sticky’ nature of 
this institution, stressing NATO’s ability to consolidate and spread a liberal-democratic Western ‘culture’ or 
‘mindset’, to educate new members and candidate countries, and to act as a ‘security community’ among like-
minded states.3 

Nonetheless, such issues have never been addressed in a coherent and comprehensive effort: Evanthis 
Hatzivassiliou’s book – although focusing on a specific period of alliance’s history and not specifically 
addressing international relations theory – attempts to steer between these hazards. The book provides a novel 
contribution to the research on the Alliance in the context of the institutionalization of the West after 1945 as 
well as of an evolving East-West relationship. The end result, while confirming realist assumptions that 
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during the East-West division the Alliance “did not have an institutional existence of its own” (205), sheds 
new light on allied – though mostly involuntary – efforts to create a specific NATO identity. The period 
under scrutiny covers two crucial and formative decades for NATO which stretch from the hot days of the 
Cold War to the advent and consolidation of détente in East-West relations. In the early 1950s, following the 
eruption of hostilities in the Korean peninsula, the Alliance expanded to Greece and Turkey, endeavored to 
solve the dilemma of transatlantic burden-sharing through West German rearmament before battling against 
a growing consultation deficit and increased insecurity during and after the Suez canal crisis – which exposed 
conflicting views on ‘out-of-area’ issues between the United States and its European allies – and the Soviet 
launching of the Sputnik in 1957. In the early 1960s French leader Charles De Gaulle rejected American 
hegemony, and attempted to build Europe as a third bloc, while the focus of U.S. policy shifted towards 
containing Sino-Soviet penetration in South East Asia. Throughout this period NATO’s mission remained 
anchored to its original task of defending the Atlantic and Western Europe from a Soviet attack. However, as 
the book correctly stresses, the Alliance did not ignore the extra-European developments. 

The author mainly relies on the reports that were drafted by civilian analysts at NATO in the 1950s and 
1960s, on the Alliance’s archives in Brussels, as well as on American and British National Archives at College 
Park and Kew. While the first attempts to develop NATO’s analysis “reflected the insecurities of the Western 
alliance” (61), Hatzivassiliou shows how the process of observation of the enemy camp intensified and 
specialized with the passing of time. At the end of 1956, in the aftermath of Moscow’s establishment of the 
Warsaw Pact, permanent working groups of political and economic advisors were established to produce 
comprehensive and detailed reports about the Soviet Union and its allies. The convening and work of the 
Committee of the Three in December contributed to constructive discussion, reassuring many of the 
Alliance’s members following the Soviet intervention in Hungary, and reinforcing cohesion within NATO. In 
1962 – in the aftermath of the German Democratic Republic’s erection of the Berlin Wall – the Atlantic 
Policy Advisory Group (APAG) followed. Its aim was to investigate and research long trends in the Eastern 
bloc’s policy. Hatzivassiliou demonstrates the limits of multilateral analysis: although the evaluations evolved 
with the passing of time, for many aspects, NATO’s appraisals remained vague and were unable to catch 
entirely the dynamics at play beyond the Iron Curtain and “provide a credible analysis of Soviet policy” (51). 
While their main focus was always the Soviet Union and its East European satellites, reports also included the 
Sino-Soviet relationship, ‘out-of-area’ issues, and Soviet strategy towards the emerging Third World. NATO’s 
experts – also as a result of the limited sources at their disposal – were however slow in understanding the 
dynamics of a heterogenous communist bloc and the split between Moscow and the Chinese leadership (100, 
130) 

A special task of the civilian analysts was the production of reports and prognoses for ministers attending the 
biannual meetings of the North Atlantic Council (NAC). Hatzivassiliou correctly stresses that these reports 
were the result of negotiations, which were ripe with compromise and shaped by the need to achieve a 
consensus among the allies. The basis of the information for NATO’s civilian analysts mainly derived from 
national sources and for the most it relied on American and British internal assessments and evaluations; 
nonetheless, the passing of American data and information to the NATO structure remained somehow 
limited by Washington’s lack of trust in some of its allies and released only in selective ways. While the 
influence of the United States and Britain was predominant, the final reports were tempered by the process of 
negotiation and compromise among all members.  This process contributed to create a sense of community 
but also exposed the ‘limits of NATO consultation’ as well as its structural dependency from national 
evaluations. The deliberations of the working groups led to no major policy changes. Furthermore, the 
combination of bureaucratic consultation and often limited available information somehow undermined the 
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value of the reports: representatives of the major Alliance member states usually attributed to national analyses 
a higher value than to those originating from NATO bureaucrats, while ministers would get to know, at best, 
only the summaries of any of these NATO-analyses. 

Despite these evident shortcomings, an interesting aspect of the study is related to Western perceptions of 
long-term dynamics in the Soviet Empire. As the author shows, the civilian experts at the Alliance had 
anticipated since the early 1960s the eastern camp’s massive economic and social problems, though without 
predicting the collapse of the Soviet bloc. NATO’s bureaucratic machinery was not in the condition to 
predict immediate dynamics in the opposite camp from the erection of the Berlin wall – “another surprise for 
the NATO experts” (91) – until the promulgation of the Brezhnev doctrine following the Warsaw Pact’s 
intervention in Prague in August 1968. Nonetheless, the NATO analyses – especially since the dual crisis in 
Berlin and Cuba – became more optimistic. With the Alliance taking “the definite decision to pursue détente” 
(185), the prevailing hypotheses was that Western material superiority and its ideological and societal 
cohesion would increase with the passing of time. The reports thus highlighted the shaky foundations of the 
Soviet Empire, the systemic faults and irrationality of a dogmatically driven economy and the eastern bloc’s 
unsolvable political and economic contradictions, concluding that “the West was winning the economic Cold 
War” (142). Nonetheless, NATO analysts remained more successful in assessing the long-term prospects of 
the Soviet system rather than in foreseeing specific initiatives (195). For the drafters the outcome of the great 
East-West game was by no means decided and for this reason the West “had to remain vigilant” (196). 

Hatzivassiliou has produced a book worth reading which sheds light on many concealed aspects of intra-
alliance politics during critical decades of consolidation and development for NATO. The reports that were 
drafted by NATO’s committees of experts contributed to mould national views, to build trust among the 
allies, to forge a Western identity, and to trigger NATO’s transformation from a purely military enterprise to 
an – although still embryonic – political, economic, and cultural community among like-minded states. This 
book represents therefore an important starting point, as it opens a major debate on an area which has 
remained under-investigated, namely the inner workings of NATO, but even more presciently, on the 
historical and theoretical formation of the Organization’s ‘collective mind’. The author concludes it was the 
“West’s ability to deal with challenges” and to adapt to evolving circumstances – namely with the problems of 
modernity and the crisis of legitimization (206-207) – which allowed the Alliance to prevail in the Cold War 
and – one may well add – to survive the disintegration of the Soviet bloc. contribution to the field of NATO 
studies. 
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Author’s Response by Evanthis Hatzivassiliou, University of Athens 

 would like to thank H-Diplo, Thomas Maddux, and Diane N. Labrosse for commissioning this 
roundtable review of my book. I am particularly grateful to the reviewers, James Ellison, Marilena Gala, 
John O. Iatrides, and Luca Ratti, for the time they spent on the book, and for their praise and their 

criticism, which are equally welcome and are taken fully on board. In my ongoing effort to understand 
NATO, these are an invaluable input of which I hope to be able to take advantage in the future. 

Recent bibliography on the Cold War increasingly points to its multifaceted nature. Perhaps this becomes 
more evident in works about the Cold-War alliances, as international processes where the evolution of 
national policies and international or even transnational dynamics meet. The main subject of NATO was the 
defense of the North Atlantic area. Its second ‘dimension’ was political cooperation, forged, not without 
tension, in the North Atlantic Council (NAC), both the ministerial sessions and the permanent Council, and 
in bilateral or multilateral deliberations of its major members. I was fortunate to enjoy the advantage of an 
excellent bibliography on NATO, examining these levels, and explaining the national policies of the major 
members and their interaction with the institutions of the alliance. This bibliography is the basis for a 
comprehensive understanding of NATO, and my book intended from the beginning to complement, not 
dispute, its findings.  

On the other hand, I became interested in another aspect of NATO’s history: its evolution as an international 
organization. This involves a series of difficult questions: to what extent is NATO an administrative structure 
‘autonomous’ from its members (in other words, an ‘actor’ in its own right), and to what extent is it their 
common expression? What has been its value in the difficult years of the Cold War, when technology, ideas, 
and perceptions were evolving so rapidly?  

The Alliance’s nature as a voluntary union of sovereign, if unequal, states has been repeatedly underlined in 
available scholarship. It is regarded as NATO’s major advantage vis-à-vis the Soviet bloc, which (despite its 
timid evolution toward more participatory processes after the late 1960s) retained until the end the salient 
characteristics of a quasi-imperial structure.1 Yet, this is a general description of NATO. I became more 
interested in the ways that it worked, and in the conventions/practice on which this functioning depended. 
These were influenced by a variety of factors, first and foremost by NATO’s institutional nature: an inter-
governmental organization focusing on security and therefore one in which the powers of veto and the 
national perspective remained dominant. But NATO also managed to go beyond that. In the first phase of 
the Cold War – before the full emergence of détente – NATO also became one of the vehicles for the 
building of the institutionalized West. This mostly points to the gradual and often painful process of 
educating Western statesmen and officials about the convergence of both their values and their interests in a 
world increasingly dominated by trends of interdependence – even, by the 1970s, of globalization. This is 
something that we, now – in the early twenty-first century – can take for granted, but these people, then, had 
to learn how to do it, and NATO was one of the fields in which they did. Last but not least, the nature of 
NATO during the Cold War cannot be seen independently from its major aim. This was the guarding of its 
own unity, without which no common defense could be set up. Exactly because NATO was a union of 
sovereign but unequal nations, its unity had to be sought and cultivated. This, in fact, was the major challenge 
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Paper No. 35, Washington, DC, 2002, 92. 
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for the U.S. in NATO: it had to provide clear leadership, and at the same time safeguard the alliance’s nature 
as a gathering of sovereign nations.  

In this process, decisions in high-level political meetings – although always of prime importance – do not 
always tell the whole story. Perceptions and lower-level processes may be of significant importance. This was 
the subject of my book: fighting the Cold War Other involved for the Western nations a complicated process, 
intellectual as well as administrative, in which officials of different states had to come together; but this 
eventually involved not only their common awe towards the opponent, but also a realization of their common 
interests and values. NATO’s role in the shaping of the ‘official mind’ cannot be overlooked. Moreover, it is 
perhaps on this lower, official level, where people had to determine the everyday workings of the alliance, that 
these trends became more pronounced. I admit that I take a ‘realist’ view that, as an inter-governmental 
organization, NATO did not have an institutional existence of its own, separate from its member-states. 
However, at the same time, it was one of the pivots for the ascent of an esprit de corps of the Western nations. 

In this respect, the book, admittedly, is less about the Soviet bloc – which was the subject of NATO analysis – 
and more about NATO itself, its value and its limits, institutional and political, including, in Luca Ratti’s 
words, “the limits of multilateral analysis.”As John Iatrides correctly notes, the book does not deal with the 
Soviet threat as such, but with Western perceptions; and James Ellison points to “the interplay between the 
reality and the perception of the enemy,” a crucial feature of the complicated post-war world. Ellison, with his 
deep knowledge of high-level political deliberations in NATO,2 again returns to the notion of the interplay 
between “the national analyses and perceptions and those produced within NATO.” These interactions, of 
course, were largely determined by the pressures of the historical moment. It is clear that NATO’s unity was 
created and its survival was facilitated by the existence of a common fear for the potential and the intentions 
of a powerful enemy. The perception of a threat is a hugely convincing incentive for unity. Marilena Gala 
wonders if, in the end, NATO’s legitimization derived from the “exogenous” factor (the Soviet threat) or the 
“endogenous” one. I believe that the book takes the view that most international historians would embrace: 
they would point to both, and suggest that it is difficult to view the one independently of the other. In this 
respect, arguably NATO’s greatest achievement and the most important indication of its success was its 
survival even after the end of the Cold War, at a time when the glue offered by the Soviet threat disappeared, 
and the realization of common values and interests came to play an even greater role. But in order to reach 
this stage of the 1990s, unity had to be forged through insecurity and much work during the previous 
decades. 

I will take advantage of Ratti’s observation that the book may represent a “starting point” for new studies. 
Thus, I will not resist the temptation of any author to express a hope that the book will be the beginning, 
rather than the end, of the study of its subject. Admittedly, it covers a very wide period and a very wide 
subject. The material in the NATO Archives is hugely rich, and the national Foreign Ministries – not only of 
the U.S. and Britain, but also of the other alliance members – contain invaluable information about these 
processes. There are ample opportunities for further studies which can enrich, expand or even dispute the 
book’s conclusions. How did NATO work? Alliance processes, either at the NAC or in the alliance’s standing 
committees, are an important part of the history of Western diplomacy. The NATO authorities prepared 
detailed assessments of the policies and the economic trends of each Eastern European country, the study of 

                                                        
2 James Ellison, The United States, Britain and the Transatlantic Crisis: Rising to the Gaullist Challenge, 1963-

1968 (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007). 
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which can expand our view of Cold War dynamics. Despite NATO’s instinctive refusal to act beyond its 
treaty area, its studies of the Third World and of the trends for globalization, especially during the uncertain 
1970s, have a lot to offer to the student of the Cold War or of the global south. Of course, these will remain 
complementary to the study of the main ‘fronts’ of the alliance: defense, and political cooperation. Still, if the 
Cold War was indeed – as it undoubtedly was – a complicated and multifaceted phenomenon, the material of 
the NATO Archives and the alliance perspective offer welcome tools which help us better understand 
international affairs in the second half of the twentieth century.  

 


	Introduction by N. Piers Ludlow, London School of Economics and Political Science
	Review by James Ellison, Queen Mary University of London
	Review by Marilena Gala, University of Rome III
	Review by John O. Iatrides, Southern Connecticut State University
	Review by Luca Ratti, University of Rome III
	Author’s Response by Evanthis Hatzivassiliou, University of Athens

