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https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199236961.013.0001  Pages 1-12
Published: 28 January 2013

Abstract

This chapter discusses the theme of this volume, which is the Cold War. The essays in this volume take
note of the centrality between the superpower rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union,
but also offer a wide-ranging reevaluation of the Cold War based on innovative conceptual frameworks
that have evolved incrementally over time in the field of international history. The authors stress the
global dimensions of the Cold War; attempt to transcend the strict separation of the political,
economic, and ideological; and consider cultural aspects of the Cold War and the synergy between
domestic and international developments. The volume also considers the relevance of the history of
human rights and the work of international non-governmental organizations as integral to the history
of the global Cold war.

Keywords: Cold War, superpower rivalry, United States, Soviet Union, international history, human rights,
non-governmental organizations, conceptual frameworks, cultural aspects

Subject: Cold War, History

Series: Oxford Handbooks

Few if any historical subjects over the past five decades have generated a voluminous scholarly literature of
such high quality as that on the cold war. Particularly since the Soviet-American conflict's end in 1989,
historians, political scientists, and their colleagues from multiple other disciplines from across the world
have scrutinized previously inaccessible documents, whether declassified in the United States, the United
Kingdom, or elsewhere in the “West,” or made available in once-thought forever closed Soviet, Eastern
European, Chinese, and Third World archives, to explore the impact of the cold war on a global scale. The
outpouring of new scholarship precipitated by the end of the cold war and demise of the Soviet Union since
1990 did not generate a consensus on traditional questions such as the causes and consequences of the cold
war. Although fundamental debates that drove various historiographies perhaps became less vitriolic, they
remain robust and illuminating. Yet the remarkable diversity, originality, and increasing breadth of the new
literature, particularly the myriad studies exploring the ways in which countries on the periphery in Latin
America, Asia, the Middle East, and Africa shaped and were shaped by the conflict, have significantly
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enriched the field. As a result of the expansion in geographic, methodological, and archival inquiry, students
and scholars alike have gained a far deeper and nuanced understanding of the extent and limits of the cold
war era.

This Handbook offers a wide-ranging reassessment of the cold war based on innovative conceptual
frameworks that have evolved incrementally over time in the field of international history. The cold war was
a distinct period in 20th-century history that cannot be wished away, although some have tried. Yet albeit
distinct, the cold war must be understood and evaluated within the broader context and contours of global
political, economic, social, and cultural developments, some of which preceded the cold war and some of
which persist to the present day and doubtless will continue into the future.

This contextualization of the cold war does not imply that the superpower rivalry between the United States
and the Soviet Union has lost its significance. The chapters in this volume universally take note of the
centrality of this rivalry, as they should. The cold war, nevertheless, can no longer be owned by either one or
both of these countries’ L historical memory or historiography alone. It must be appreciated as global
history, and as global history it reveals nuances, idiosyncrasies, and complexities obscured by more
traditional accounts. The essays in this Handbook, accordingly, embed the cold war in national and
transnational developments that were autonomous of, if almost invariably affected by, the particular
policies and crises that represent milestones in the conventional historiography of the cold war. Those
independent developments include global transformations in areas such as human rights, economic and
cultural globalization, environmental transformations, and long-standing ethnic, religious, sectarian, and
parallel conflicts with roots that extend back decades in time and anticipate end points that have yet to be
reached.

Because of the volume's broad writ and our vision, we have not structured it along conventional
chronological lines, nor did we solicit essays that focused on particular way stations and watershed
moments throughout the history of the cold war. There are no chapters, for example, on the Iran, Greek,
Berlin, Suez, Offshore Islands, Cuban missile crises, or multiple other crises that punctuate the
historiography; SALT I, SALT II, START, or other arms control negotiations and treaties; the Marshall Plan,
NATO, NSC-68, the New Look, or Détente; or even the wars in Korea, Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan. The
volume's goal is not to provide new answers to the questions scholars have addressed all these many years,
although on occasion it does. Accordingly, only indirectly do the authors engage such questions as what year
marks the cold war's onset, whether there was a first and second cold war, and what if any opportunities
were missed to end the cold war earlier, and how responsibility or “blame” for the start, expansion, and
continuation of the cold war should be apportioned.

Instead, organized thematically, the volume offers innovative essays on conceptual frameworks, regional
perspectives, cold war instruments, and cold war challenges. The result is a rich and diverse assessment of
the ways in which the cold war should be positioned within the broader context of the “long twentieth
century.” The individual chapters in this volume evaluate both the extent and the limits of the cold war's
reach into world history. Rather than differentiate among the three levels of analysis, they synthesize them.
Rather than distinguish between national and international histories, they merge them. Some of the essays
call into question orthodox ways of ordering the cold war chronology, others present new insights into the
global dimension of the conflict, still others reveal dynamics and phenomena obscured or even made
invisible by traditional research strategies. Exploiting fully the archival trail but at the same time
consciously taking a step back from it, they do not advance a single new mode of analysis; they should be
read as welcome voices in the current and very healthy conversation about how most effectively and
comprehensively to approach and understand this rich and complex period in global history.

Readers can thus acquire an awareness of the spectrum of approaches to the era from an outstanding variety
of scholars trained in different historical sub-disciplines as well as steeped in different national
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historiographies. What is more, the essays not only encourage but also challenge readers to adopt a wider
lens in their assessments of the period. This means without denying the salience of the state, moving
beyond the L nation state framework to situate processes of change within broader if less clearly identified
or definable spaces. Those include local, regional, and global responses to the threat of nuclear war; the
impact of decolonization; the rise of human rights; the concern for the environment; and comparable
transnational concerns. In this regard the volume is positioned at the intersection of boundaries that divide
many cold war histories and historians."

Even though each essay offers a unique perspective on the cold war, all have been guided by three
fundamental precepts. First, authors stress the global dimensions of the cold war. Some move the story
beyond the US-Soviet rivalry to highlight the agency of other, primarily elite actors, among them Eastern
and Western European leaders, alliance partners in the cold war system, and the leaders of non-aligned
nations. Others give prominence to non-state actors in the international arena, including international
organizations, activists, and intellectuals. Still others highlight transnational processes and developments
that almost certainly would have occurred absent the cold war, but nonetheless were powerfully affected by
cold war structures, products, and outcomes. There is no question that the cold war influenced economic,
technological, environmental, and demographic changes as well as long-term processes such as
decolonization, environmental transformation, and globalization. The challenge is to detect and document
how, when, and why it influenced them.

A second precept guiding the essays is the effort to transcend the strict separation of the political, economic,
ideological, and cultural aspects of the cold war. Even though the chapters emphasize one or another of the
above considerations, they make clear important linkages among them. These essays thus mark an
important step toward a global synthesis of the cold war. In other words, rather than continuing to argue
along the lines of a causal hierarchy with either strategic/geopolitical, economic, or cultural factors
trumping the others, the premise of the Handbook is that future scholarship will not so much present a
competitive laundry list of the different influences on and drivers of the cold war as accept and recognize
the reciprocal relationship among them.

The third precept underscores the synergy between domestic and international developments. Social,
political, and economic transformations within a particular country affected the ways in which it acted in
the international arena, and transformations in world affairs, in turn, affected domestic policies. Where
appropriate, authors stress the ways internal political, economic, social, and cultural dynamics influenced
political leaders’ and populations’ approach to the challenges of the cold war. By the same token, they
analyze the ways in which cold war dynamics affected domestic policy, society, and culture. This synergy
between international and domestic developments transcended the level of policy-making. For instance,
the American civil rights movement was first and foremost a domestic event, precipitated by demands for
racial justice in the American South and ultimately on the national level. But, as recent scholarship shows,
civil rights activists drew significant parallels between their own struggle for racial equality and the struggle
for decolonization in Africa. In addition, inspired by the decolonization movements in Africa, they utilized
the platform of international organizations, such as the United Nations, to draw attention to their national
Campaign.2 Likewise, the social protest L. movements of the 1960s were at once local and global, committed
with equal intensity to improving the living and learning conditions at particular universities and
supporting national liberation movements in the Third World.? The boundary between national and
international environmental organizations was porous virtually from the start.* The list goes on.

The essays at once address discreet aspects of the cold war and find connections among them through
overlapping themes and developments. Collectively they liberate the cold war from the bipolar perspective
without denying or minimizing the vital significance of that conflict. They succeed in contextualizing the
cold war within global developments, such as modernization, globalization, and decolonization. While key
moments in the formation, progression, and demise of the cold war still have a place in each specific essay,
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they make no claims to serving as the sole or even preferred way to narrate and analyze the cold war. These
watersheds still comprise the scaffolding that makes the cold war such an extraordinary era in modern
history, but by themselves they cannot adequately explain the varied transformations of this period. By
calling attention to forces that run broader and deeper than the sum of these cold war conflicts, we can
better understand the complexity and multi-dimensional facets of the period.

These broader forces can significantly alter our interpretation of the cold war's transformative moments
and on occasion even lead us to new key moments that had previously been ignored. A global perspective
reorders as well as reassigns the key way stations of the cold war. For instance, the question of the origins of
the cold war, one of the core questions of cold war historiography, held significance primarily for Eastern
and Western Europe, the Soviet Union, and the United States. At the nexus between war and peace, between
salvaging what was left of the war-ravaged European continent and creating a postwar world governed by a
global rule of law and a clearly defined set of principles of peaceful coexistence, the United States and the
Soviet Union became increasingly distrustful of each other's motives and intentions for the postwar period.
Even though the leaders of the main wartime alliance, Winston Churchill, Joseph Stalin, and Franklin
Delano Roosevelt, had first at Tehran and then at Yalta agreed on the general principles of the postwar
world, their alliance proved fragile. Once the common enemy Nazi Germany had been vanquished, deeper
fissures and the legacy of mutual distrust resurfaced. On the Soviet side, of course, this distrust was
strengthened by the American refusal to share the secret of the atomic bomb with the Soviet Union or to
place control over this powerful weapon with an international body, such as the United Nations.”

Many leading scholars of the cold war see this as a key moment in the deterioration of the US-Soviet
relationship, and the contributors to this volume do not overlook it. Yet collectively the chapters provide
evidence that it alone cannot explain the origins of the global cold war. They likewise demonstrate that the
immediate postwar period can and should not be reduced to explaining the origins of the cold war. Indeed, a
number of the chapters suggest alternative historical moments that deserve equal attention as shapers of
the postwar international order.®

In doing so they are widening and to an extent repaving a road previously rarely taken by cold war historians
but currently being travelled by scholarly pioneers. Among the alternative key moments that have largely
been overshadowed by the scholarly focus on the origins of the cold war was the founding of the United
Nations in October 1945. The United Nations Charter formulated a framework for international peace and
security as well as a pledge for the defense of human rights. Alluding to the atrocities suffered in the recent
world wars, the charter's preamble declared the United Nations’ determination “to save succeeding
generations from the scourge of war, which twice in our lifetime has brought untold sorrow to mankind,
and to reaffirm faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person, in the
equal rights of men and women and of nations large and small, and to establish conditions under which
justice and respect for the obligations arising from treaties and other sources of international law can be
maintained, and to promote social progress and better standards of life in larger freedom.”’

Both the United States and the Soviet Union signed the Charter and became founding members of the United
Nations, along with forty-nine other nations from Europe, Asia, Africa, and Latin America. This
demonstration of global unity was as real as the growing friction among the principal wartime allies. But
rather than reconcile these contradictory narratives, historians for a long time dismissed one of them as a
fleeting moment of idealism and privileged the other as what really mattered. In the literature, the founding
of the UN was soon overwhelmed by the attention to contemporaneous events more aligned with the cold
war narrative that rested on such pillars as the crises in Iran and Greece; the futility of the negotiations at
the meetings of the Council of Foreign Ministers at London, Moscow, and Paris; the abortive Baruch Plan to
regulate and internationalize atomic energy (proposed at the UN, no less); and George Kennan's “Long
Telegram,” Winston's Churchill's Iron Curtain Speech, Stalin's Election Speech, and the pronouncement of
the Truman Doctrine.
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In recent years, however, cold war historians have begun to consider the history of human rights and the
work of international non-governmental organizations as integral to the history of the global cold war.?
Even though the superpower conflict severely limited and at times circumscribed the United Nations’ ability
to influence international relations, it nonetheless constituted a vital forum within the broader framework
of global networks. Throughout the cold war, the United Nations Security Council and its General Assembly
served as sounding boards that reflected the tension that existed between the spirit of internationalism and
the bipolarity of the East-West conflict.

Two key events early in the cold war illustrate the entanglement of the UN in the increasingly tense East-
West confrontation. The first was the Berlin blockade of 1948-9, which ended what little remained of the
postwar cooperation among the four occupation powers of Germany and sealed the division of Germany into
a Soviet controlled socialist East and a democratic West allied with the United States, Great Britain, and
France. The source of the conflict had been the Western allies’ unilateral decision to institute a currency
reform in the Western parts of Germany, a move that each of the occupying powers recognized would ruin
the financial viability of the Eastern sector of L. Berlin, jointly administered by all four allied powers, and by
extension the Soviet controlled occupation zone in East Germany. When the Soviet Union responded to the
currency reform with a blockade of all traffic to and from Berlin, which of course was located within the
Soviet zone of occupation, the US military responded with an airlift of vital goods to the Western sectors of
the city. But no less importantly, albeit often neglected in the literature, the United States appealed to the
United Nations in an effort to force an end to the blockade. The negotiations in the Security Council dragged
on into the spring of 1949, when the Soviet Union gave up its blockade. To be sure, it was the success of the
airlift and not the UN Security Council that ultimately prompted the Soviet Union to back down.
Nonetheless, the United Nations provided the central forum for the expression and eventual resolution of
the international dispute.

Two years later, the United States and its Allies again appealed to the United Nations to force a withdrawal
of North Korean forces from South Korea. UN Security Council Resolution 83 in the summer of 1950
recommended military assistance to South Korea. Protesting the UN membership's refusal to recognize the
People's Republic of China as the legitimate representative of China, the Soviet Union had been absent from
the Security Council when that body passed the Korea resolution, and it did not officially get involved in the
conflict (suffice it to say, it did lend unofficial support to the North Koreans).

The United States, on the other hand, furnished the vast majority of the UN force and led the military
campaign against North Korea. China, however, which had turned communist in 1949, did engage the US-
led UN forces, when, in the fall of 1950, General Douglas MacArthur crossed the 38th parallel into North
Korea and threatened to move further into Chinese territory. The UN resolution, which authorized the
international military action against the North Korean aggressor, the UN participation in brokering the
cease-fire in the summer of 1953, and the role UN forces played in helping guard the demilitarized zone
separating North from South Korea at the 38th parallel, gave the organization a prominent position in
international affairs.’

We bring attention to the role of the United Nations in the Berlin Blockade and Korean War not for the
purpose of replacing the conventional story. That story is central to the history of the cold war era. Rather,
the aim is to supplement it by adding an additional layer, a layer that provides new insights even as it
complicates the sequence of events. Similarly, the expansion of the cold war to the periphery in the late
1940s and especially the 1950s offers opportunities to explore alternative ways to appreciate salient
dimensions of key moments in cold war history.

The traditional narrative focused on the incentives for both the Soviet Union and the United States to carry
the cold war conflict into Asia, Latin America, the Middle East, and Africa.”® From the United States vantage
point, the expansion was a result of the perceived need to secure strategic outposts and resources,
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successive American administrations’ fear that the Soviets would exploit vulnerable emerging nations, and
the domino-theory like thinking that posited that a Soviet beachhead could not be contained. From the
Soviet vantage point, engagement in the so-called “Third World” offered the opportunity to advance the
communist narrative of anti-imperialism, L anti-colonialism, peaceful co-existence, and social justice
against what looked like the latest installment in the Western world's grab for yet more territory, resources,
and markets. Scholars exploring the Soviet and American side of the cold war in the Third World offered
keen insights into the incentives, processes, and consequences of the cold war expansion, which did much
to clarify our understanding of this period.11

Again, this narrative is unassailable. When exploring the cold war from the vantage point of the periphery,
nevertheless, additional historical transformations come into sharper relief, chief among them the struggle
for decolonization. To be sure, the cold war significantly shaped the emerging countries’ paths to
independence in the 1950s and 1960s. It offered anti-colonial political activists powerful arguments in favor
of independence and leverage to negotiate the terms of that independence. Still, rather than pitting one cold
war camp against the other, most countries in the colonial world tried to forge a path of non-alignment. For
them, the cold war rivalry between the two superpowers offered not just opportunities, but potential pitfalls
as well.

These dynamics emerge much more vividly when taking into account events like the 1955 Bandung
conference, where Asian and African nations as well as leaders from colonies on the verge of independence
sought closer economic and political cooperation and a common strategy to fight colonialism and
imperialism. The conference signaled the global South's effort to stake out a position of autonomy and
strength in the cold war conflict without committing to one side or the other. One of the major results of the
conference, the declaration of self-determination as the first right, underscored the claim to independence,
both from the former colonial powers and from the influence and pressure of the two cold war camps.12

The Third World's interest in non-alignment did not mean a policy of non-engagement with cold war
countries, nor did it prevent the practice of playing the superpowers off against each other in order to
achieve maximum political benefits. To the contrary, one of the most skilled practitioners of this political
maneuvering, able to take the greatest possible advantage from the cold war rivalry, was the Egyptian leader
Gamal Abdel Nasser. He sought funds from both the Soviet Union and the United States to support a large
construction project, the building of the Aswan dam to regulate the Nile River. He also struck an arms deal
with Czechoslovakia, which set him on a collision course with the United States. Intricately interwoven with
the Suez Crisis of 1956, one of the seminal moments in traditional accounts of the cold war in the Middle
East, Nasser's skillful dealings with both superpower rivals and his eventual success in securing financial
support from the Soviet Union for the dam project show that, even for leading figures in the non-alignment
movement, siding with one side or another for short-term strategic objectives could be useful.”®
Contemporaries of Nasser who sought to follow suit, such as Cambodia's Norodom Sihanouk and
Indonesia's Sukarno, were far less successful.™

Moving beyond the US-Soviet cold war framework also reveals new fissures within each of the ideological
blocs as well as new connections among domestic, regional, and geopolitical developments. Those include a
greater emphasis on the Sino-Soviet split, but also the internal challenges to the cold war order in both the
Soviet and the Western orbit. Historians of cold war communism have long stressed the importance of the

L, ideological and political disagreements between Chinese and Soviet communists, but did not identify the
rift as a substantial challenge to the cold war order. But it is vitally important to recognize the multiple
subtle linkages that existed and expanded between the domestic desire for reform in each of the two camps
and the evolution of the international objective of reducing political-military tensions through a policy of
détente. For instance, we now understand the Chinese opening to the United States in the late 1960s in the
context of the domestic dissident movements in Eastern Europe, particularly the Prague Spring of 1968.7
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Likewise, the Federal Republic of Germany's Chancellor Willy Brandt's Ostpolitik in the early 1970s, often
framed as a local or regional response to the US-Soviet policy of détente, had its roots in the early 1960s’
increasing disillusionment with the inflexible and ossified policies of the Konrad Adenauer government, as
well as the increasingly vocal grassroots student movements that challenged the political status quo in West
Germany. The proximity of the West German state to the Iron Curtain as well as the absence of official
relations with East Germany provided additional incentives for the Social Democratic opposition to propose
solutions to the cold war stalemate. The story of the emergence of détente has been well researched, but
only recently have scholars begun to connect the political to the social and cultural story of the 1960s, and
domestic to transnational upheavals in the cold war order."*® Drawing these connections was from its
inception integral to this volume.

Recent historiographical developments have added more nuance and new perspectives to recognized
milestones of the cold war. But they also reveal new plotlines that had remained obscured by the focus on
the cold war strategic, economic, political, and ideological contest. Chief among these is the struggle toward
the creation of a global human rights regime. Because most efforts in this direction were continuously
thwarted by flare-ups in cold war confrontations or received only lip-service, and lukewarm lip-service at
that, from the Soviet Union, the United States, and their respective allies, the efforts of rights activists have
been pushed to the sidelines of the historical narrative of the cold war. However, prompted by a moment of
supreme optimism for a fresh and decisive role for the United Nations after the end of the cold war, rights
activists as well as their chroniclers discovered the potential of human rights as both a political cause and
historical subject. Hence events like the crafting and signing of the Human Rights Declaration in 1948, the
emergence and proliferation of non-governmental human rights organizations, the Helsinki accords of
1977, as well as the series of UN sponsored women's rights conferences since 1975, gained new prominence
as salient moments in cold war history. What emerged then in the 1990s and 2000s was a history rich in
alternative moments and milestones, rich also in exposing missed opportunities and failed efforts, yet
nonetheless a history that needs to be taken into account as both a complement and counter-narrative to
the dominant story of cold war confrontations.”’

Another development that emerged boldly only after the end of the cold war was the attention paid to the
history of globalization. It became a political buzz-word of the 1990s, associated with neo-liberalism, neo-
imperialism, and neo-colonialism. Yet globalization also matured into a concept that attracted a wide
variety of academic scholars L from disciplines as diverse as economics, anthropology, sociology, political
science, history, communications, and cultural studies. The academic exploration of the concept thus
offered a welcome opportunity for trans-disciplinary synthesis that had eluded the academy for decades.

Most scholars now agree that once the political polarity is stripped away from the term “globalization,”
what is revealed is a long-term process that preceded the cold war; transformed and was transformed by the
cold war; and continued at accelerated speed after the cold war. For cold war scholars the challenge thus
becomes to determine precisely how the cold war altered the course of political, economic, and cultural
globalization, whether it halted or simply redirected the trajectory of increasing international connectivity
and exchange, and how these long-term processes of globalization might have altered or possibly even
contributed to the demise of the cold war."®

The same can be said for the environment, religion, and other “challenges to the cold war paradigm” that
appear in this volume in juxtaposition with chapters on geopolitics, economics, and culture; the US-Soviet
relationship and the cold war and the Middle East; the nuclear revolution and international institutions; and
race and gender. The chapters do not speak with one voice, nor do they achieve a consensus let alone
unanimity on the best and definite way to approach the history of the cold war. But that was never the
objective behind bringing together this set of international scholars in a single collection. Rather, these
chapters can and should be read as a conversation among experts in the field, each with a unique set of skills
and perspective, in which the reader can play an active and independent part. Offering new, stimulating, and
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provocative avenues for future research, the essays represent the state of the field in historical scholarship
on the cold war, bringing new insights to familiar topics and breaking ground on new ones. The cold war
ended more than two decades ago; it will take decades more to take the full measure of it. While that process
began almost as soon as the cold war originated, and it has benefited over the years from contributions from
the likes of Herbert Feis and D.F. Fleming, Walter LaFeber and John Lewis Gaddis, Melvin Leffler and
Michael Hogan, Odd Arne Westad and Robert J. McMahon, and so many, many more distinguished scholars,
it has along way to go. The intention of this volume is to both lay a foundation and serve as a catalyst for
this continuing endeavor. It will be exciting.
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Abstract

This chapter discusses the process of historicizing the Cold War. It explains that the Cold War had no
influence on major world affairs from the late nineteenth century onward and that, under such a view,
the Cold War can only be considered as but a fraction of world history. It argues that if the Cold War is
to be historicized, it is important to broaden the perspective and relativize the geopolitical story
against the background of many other stories which comprise history. The chapter explores the role or
contribution the Cold War in the three sub-periods after World War 2: 1945—-70, 1970—90, and 1990 to
the present.
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Historicizing a historical event entails the question of chronology. In order to establish a periodizing
scheme for understanding the history of the cold war, we have to ask some fundamental questions in
interpreting the history of the world after the Second World War and the place of the cold war in that
history. Does a chronology that centers on the vicissitudes of the cold war trump other ways of
comprehending post-1945 history? To the extent that the cold war was just one development, however
important, in international affairs, what place should we assign it in the history of the world after the war?
If the world has changed significantly during the second half of the 20th century and into the 21st, what part
did cold war history play in the story?

To assign the central role to the cold war in periodizing post-Second World War history is to consider
geopolitics the key to recent history. Historians of international relations usually establish their
chronologies in terms of wars. The history of the 20th century thus is schematized by way of the origins of
the Great War, the First World War, the interwar period, the coming of the Second World War, the transition
from that war to the cold war, the “high” cold war, détente, a new cold war, the ending of the cold war, and
possibly yet another new cold war that may be lurking in the background. Such privileging of wars and
conflicts makes sense if one is writing a history of geopolitics or geostrategy, because these subjects by
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definition are concerned with national security, balance of power, and related issues, and the cold war is
indeed comprehensible in such frameworks. In this essay, however, I argue that if the subject is to be
historicized, we must broaden our perspective and relativize, as it were, the geopolitical story against the
background of many other stories that comprise history.

It is imperative to recognize, first of all, that while conflict is an important theme in the history of
international relations, one must not forget other themes that coexist with, and sometimes even supersede,
conflict. International cooperation is one obvious example. Nations do not merely prepare for the next war.
They also choose not to preoccupy themselves with conflictual issues, envisaging their roles in the drama of
“therise and L fall of the great powers,” but instead to establish various frameworks for international
cooperation and coexistence. A regional community is a good example. The European Union does not exist
in order to prepare for war; its fundamental objective is to avoid conflict among its member states and to
promote their mutual wellbeing. Likewise, nations establish intergovernmental organizations such as the
United Nations in order to prevent war and, if it should nevertheless occur, to contrive a solution to bring
about its termination.

The examples of the European Union and the United Nations also remind us that nations are interested in
far more than national security and power. Both these institutions have championed the cause of human
rights, not just national rights and interests. In addition, the UN has promoted such objectives as the
eradication of communicable diseases, the protection of the natural environment, and the promotion of
dialogue among civilizations. Neither diseases nor civilizations are national entities, and for that reason
quite often they supersede narrowly defined national concerns. So does the ecological system. Human
rights, in contrast to national rights, refer to the prevention of discrimination on account of racial,
religious, and other distinctions. The idea of human rights has as its basis a conception of human beings as
indivisible, as humanity. Civilizations may divide humanity, but it is also possible to speak of civilization in
the singular, referring to ways in which human beings behave toward one another.

Whether speaking of diseases, civilizations, environmentalism, or human rights, one realizes that these
subjects are not just of international significance, in the sense of nations cooperating with one another to
deal with them. At a more fundamental level, they are inherently of transnational character, in that national
distinctions are irrelevant because these phenomena transcend, cross, and in the process subvert national
boundaries. The strengthening of transnational forces may, then, limit the utility of the international
relations perspective in comprehending world history. Rather, transnational themes may have to be
introduced into the picture inasmuch as they have their own identities and separate chronologies.

The distinction between international and transnational affairs, however, may be blurred, as is most
unambiguously evident in economic transactions. The movement of capital, goods, and labor is both an
international and transnational phenomenon. Trade, investment, and migration take place across nations
and are regulated by states. At the same time, commercial, financial, and migratory transactions frequently
defy state authority and produce consequences beyond its control. The phenomenon known as globalization
is a good example. Initially promoted by states in order to further their trade, shipping, and investment
activities abroad, globalization in time came to integrate individuals and private firms into the world
economic order as global players. Nations became less and less relevant units in a globalizing world,
although international organizations such as the World Trade Organization (WTO) and International
Monetary Fund (IMF) remained important so as to ensure that globalization would not cause unanticipated
disruptions across borders.

Accordingly, a chronology that prioritizes the cold war is a partial one and explains little about non-
geopolitical aspects of international relations or about transnational L. movements. These latter were not
sub-themes in the overarching history of the cold war. On the contrary, it can even be argued that the cold
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war was a minor theme in the broader history of globalization or of such other themes as environmentalism
and human rights.

At the same time, there is also the national story, quite apart from the geopolitical drama. In addition to the
obvious fact that each actor in the drama defined its own approach and sought to establish a relationship
between the cold war and domestic politics and society, the post-Second World War era saw the emergence
of alarge number of post-colonial nations. This latter phenomenon cannot be viewed as having been merely
a byproduct of the superpower conflict. After all, anti-imperialism and anti-colonialism had been a major
force in world affairs from the late 19th century onward. The cold war neither subverted nor controlled it.
Rather, decolonization and nation-building were stories with an integrity of their own.

Viewed within such a framework, the cold war emerges as having been but a fraction of world history, a
history of the world that consists of national, international, and transnational phenomena. Particularly
after the Second World War, non-geopolitical developments became so powerful that to give the cold war
the privilege of defining the postwar chronology would be a grave distortion of history.

Nevertheless, the cold war was a reality and must somehow be put in the context of recent history. How
should one do so? One may discuss the place of geopolitics in the post-1945 chronology and contextualize it
in terms of other, arguably more significant, developments. In order to do so, the following discussion
divides the post-Second World War years into three sub-periods: 1945-70,1970—90, and 1990 to the
present.

1945-1970

Usually considered in terms of the origins and development of the cold war, this quarter-century should
also be seen as a major landmark in the history of decolonization. That history went back to the late 19th
century and had been accelerated after the First World War, but in 1939 most of the world's empires still
remained. Once war came, however, the struggle for independence gained fresh momentum as its leaders
sought to take advantage of the global conflict to gain freedom for their people. By 1960 most countries in
the Middle East, South Asia, Southeast Asia, and East Asia had gained independence or at least autonomy so
that more than one-half of the UN's total membership of around one hundred consisted of newly
independent nations. Only Africa remained still under colonial control, but its various regions, too, would
achieve independence during the 1960s so that by the early 1970s most colonial areas in the world would
have disappeared.

This was a momentous development. The age of imperialism that had begun in the last decades of the 19th
century and had underlain international affairs for nearly a century was finally coming to an end. Compared
to this story, the cold war drama paled in L significance. The cold war initially and primarily concerned the
Western powers (including the Soviet Union), and to that extent it was a traditional game of power politics.
As had always happened after a major war, the victors fought over spoils of war.

The years immediately after the Second World War were in this sense not substantially different from
earlier postwar years like the 1820s or the 1920s. The two principal powers that successfully fought the Axis,
the United States and the Soviet Union, clashed over such issues as the occupation of Germany and the
extent of Soviet military presence in Eastern Europe. In time it might have been expected that the two
powers would come at least to some provisional agreement about their respective spheres of influence—as
they in a sense did after the early 1960s. In any event the Soviet-American confrontation at its inception
largely concerned Europe and was thus more of an intra-Western civil war than a global conflict.
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The bilateral tensions in Europe developed into a wider and nearly global confrontation when the rest of the
world transformed themselves into post-colonial states. China, for a long time a “semi-colony,” was now
an independent nation, having regained territory lost to Japan since the 1890s. Still, it took four years of
civil war before a central government, which declared itself a people's republic and promptly tied itself to
the Soviet Union through a treaty of alliance, was established. Korea, liberated from nearly forty years of
Japanese colonial rule, was likewise divided by regional contenders for power who were unable to unify the
peninsula. When the communists in the north attempted a final assault on the south in June 1950, it
provoked an immediate US reaction, thus producing the first “hot war” in the cold war era. The Korean War
was fundamentally a civil war that turned into an international conflict because the United States and the
Soviet Union both saw it as the beginning of a more serious global conflict. By then, many formerly
European colonies and protectorates in Asia and the Middle East had gained independence. Some post-
colonial states chose to tie themselves to one side or the other in the global cold war, while others remained
neutral, declaring themselves to be “Third World” countries. It is doubtful that the cold war would have
come to embrace the non-Western parts of the world if colonialism had not ended. Put another way, it is
possible to see the cold war as a footnote in the longer and ultimately more consequential story of
decolonization.

Decolonization, however, was only one of the developing themes in world history in the middle of the 20th
century. Internationalism, in the sense of cooperation and coexistence among nations, reached a high point
in the immediate aftermath of the Second World War, as exemplified by the founding of the United Nations.
Although the UN did not always function as smoothly as might have been hoped for, its presence throughout
the cold war was a powerful reminder that sovereign states, of which there was an increasing number, were
sometimes ready to negotiate their differences and to pool their resources, mental as well as material, to
achieve common objectives. The history of the UN did not parallel that of the cold war because the
organization was interested in much more than geopolitical issues. Indeed, it was quite powerless to deal
with them, precisely because internationalism is inherently incompatible with geopolitics. Rather, we
should focus on non-geopolitical aspects of the activities by the UN and many other L international
organizations. Of such activities, those concerned with human rights stand out because the postwar years
saw the international codification of the idea.

Human rights, not national rights, were now conceptualized as a valid, universal notion. Earlier, national
self-determination had been the principal language to promote the idea of freedom and justice among
colonial people, but that idea had not included the equality of the sexes or races. By elevating human rights
as an idea applying to all humans, through the 1948 universal declaration and subsequent resolutions, the
UN as well as its member states and many non-governmental organizations were accepting as axiomatic
the idea that there were human beings before racial, national, gender, and other categories divided them
into separate units and created cleavages. The civil rights movement, in the United States and elsewhere,
now merged into the global movement for protection and promotion of human rights. There is little
question, therefore, that such global vocabulary was at variance with the language of the cold war. Not only
did the cold war divide the world into two camps, but within each camp there were clear violations of human
rights. The suppression of freedom in Soviet-bloc nations was a glaring violation of human rights, but so
were the remaining racial segregation in the West and non-democratic government among some US allies
in the cold war.

Rather than arguing that the cold war justified such oppression, or that human rights became part of an
ideology for each side in executing the global struggle, it would make more sense to say that human rights
ultimately trumped the geopolitical confrontation by spreading waves of freedom and democratization
throughout the world. Particularly during the 1960s, when anti-establishment forces across the globe
erupted against the waging of the cold war by both the United States and the Soviet Union, they ignited
movements for change, both domestically and internationally. The waning of the cold war after the late
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1960s is inseparable from this phenomenon. In other words, the cold war can be considered to have been a
footnote to human rights history, not the other way round. The ending of the cold war in the late 1980s was
as much a story of human rights as of geopolitics.

Another key development in post-1945 history was globalization, or, more precisely, re-globalization.
Historians date the origins of economic globalization variably. Some point to the “discovery” of the Western
Hemisphere around 1500, but most prefer to choose the period from the middle to the last decades of the
19th century as the time when the pace of global economic interconnections accelerated through new
communications and transportation technology that vastly facilitated the exchange of goods, capital, and
labor. That story, however, met with a serious reversal during and immediately after the Great War,
ushering in a period of what some economic historians call de-globalization. In the second half of the 1920s,
it seemed as if this temporary setback was going to be reversed so that the world economy would regain the
globalizing momentum of the pre-1914 days. Such did not prove to be the case because of the severe impact
of the world economic crisis that began in 1929 and the international conflict that followed.

In that broad perspective the Second World War was both a culmination of the process of de-globalization
as well as the beginning of the renewed efforts toward re-globalization. The United States was a factor in
the former phenomenon, and it played L the key role in the latter. Reversing its trade protectionism,
immigration restriction, and other nationalistic policies, the nation entered (and ended) the war
determined to reintegrate the world economy through international cooperation. The resulting Bretton
Woods system was a major landmark in bringing about re-globalization. The story of post-1945
globalization has not yet ended. Starting from the establishment of international organizations such as the
International Monetary Fund and the World Bank as well as agreements like the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade, the United States and other countries have continued to seek to broaden the scope of
global interdependence, which now covers transnational movements of capital, currencies, and labor.

Like human rights, globalization is a major phenomenon of 20th-century history, especially of the post-
Second World War years. How might we link this story to the history of the cold war? Again like the case of
human rights, it would be best to consider the cold war a footnote to the history of globalization. To be sure,
the Bretton Woods system was pursued energetically by the United States and its allies, while the Soviet-
bloc nations remained outside the system. Through the 1970s, there is little doubt that, thanks to the
internationalist framework provided by Bretton Woods arrangements, US allies in Europe as well as Japan
rapidly recovered from the devastations caused by the war and began to achieve phenomenal rates of
economic growth, thus ensuring their domestic stability and ideological orientation toward the United
States. “The West” became synonymous with prosperity as well as democracy and served as the principal
agent of globalization. Because the United States remained the superior economic power, globalization at
that time appeared to enhance the prestige of “the American way of life,” a formidable ideological weapon
in waging cold war. In contrast, the pace of growth in the “Eastern bloc” fell behind, although the Soviet
Union and its allies continued to argue that the socialist system of production and distribution would
ultimately prove more beneficial to the people. Moreover, the US side in the cold war made use of the World
Bank to provide assistance to post-colonial states so as to promote their “development” and thus to prevent
them from falling to Soviet or Chinese influence. In some such way, globalization became incorporated into
the story of the cold war.

Such an equation, however, needs to be put in context. Globalization, after all, implies the
interconnectedness and interdependence of all countries and regions of the world, whereas cold war
geopolitics assumes a divided world in a global struggle for power. A divided world is incompatible with a
globalized world. Had there been no cold war, the Soviet Union, China, and their allies would have been
integrated into the world economy, precisely as they have since the 1980s. The United States instituted a
system of stringent control over East-West economic relations, and the movement of goods, capital, and
people across the divide, while never totally absent, was severely restricted. Likewise on the Soviet side;
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Moscow and Beijing disdained bourgeois capitalism and boasted of their ability to achieve economic gains
without having to borrow from, or deal with, the West. Ultimately, such restrictionism on both sides gave
way to integration, demonstrating that globalization proved to be a more influential force than geopolitics
in shaping contemporary history.

The twenty-five year period after the Second World War, then, had abundant themes, of which the bipolar
geopolitical confrontation was just one, and certainly not the key to all others. However, in one respect the
cold war did leave a major imprint on contemporary history: the development of nuclear technology and
armament. The US-USSR confrontation was of grave seriousness to the whole of humankind because the
superpowers chose to acquire huge arsenals of nuclear weapons that threatened to destroy the entire world,
human civilization, and the natural habitat. It has been argued that the cold war never developed into a third
world war because both sides understood such consequences and adopted the strategy of mutually assured
destruction so as to prevent nuclear war. That is debatable. What is not is that the use of nuclear weapons in
local conflicts, if not against the major cold war rival, was actually contemplated, and the United States and
the Soviet Union continued to expand their respective stockpiles of nuclear bombs and missiles. By the time
the nuclear powers agreed to sign a non-proliferation treaty (1968) in order to prevent the spread of these
weapons elsewhere, it was too late. France and China had already developed them, and others were just as
eager to join the “nuclear club.”

It is, of course, impossible to say whether or not there would have been a cold war if nuclear bombs had not
been devised. But there is little doubt that these weapons contributed to creating a feeling of unprecedented
fear not only on the part of the people directly involved in the bilateral confrontation but also throughout
the whole world.

That is why protest movements against nuclear weapons became such a potent, global force during the cold
war. An important episode in the long history of peace movements, the anti-bomb initiative became bound
up with other phenomena that gained momentum after the Second World War: human rights and
environmentalism. Nuclear armaments, in particular atmospheric testing, violated human rights in that
they caused damage to people's health through radioactive agents that fell from the “mushroom clouds.”
Such “ashes of death” fell on all living things regardless of their location. Why should the vast majority of
humankind suffer the consequences of the nuclear powers’ militarization? Such awareness led people all
over the world to organize movements against nuclear testing and, ultimately, against nuclear armament
itself. Citizens in the United States and its allies also became involved, in many instances protesting against
their own governments’ nuclear strategy. Women were particularly active because of their concern with the
effects of atmospheric testing upon babies and children. “End the arms race, not the human race” became a
slogan among anti-bomb activist women in the United States.

Thus it is possible to see that even the military technology aspect of the cold war became bound up with the
overall human rights movement after the Second World War. While the cold war may have ended, nuclear
armaments have not, nor have movements against them. In such a long perspective, the cold war may be
seen as a catalyst that triggered both nuclear proliferation and a global anti-nuclear movement.

The ban-the-bomb movement was also a part of the rising movement to protect the natural environment,
for nuclear testing, whether in the atmosphere or underground, damaged the earth's habitat just as
industrial waste and urban pollution did. L In combination such “modern” developments, whether
military or economic, destroyed the ecological system that had sustained life on earth for millennia.
Awareness of environmental degradation grew significantly during the 1950s because of nuclear fallout, but
became intertwined with concerns over industrialization and urbanization in the subsequent decades.
Although global environmentalism became active only after 1970, here again it is possible to put the cold
war in the context of the history of the environment and of environmentalism.
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That history has been bound up both with wars and with peace. Wars, whether hot or cold, devastate the
natural habitat. The use of “Agent Orange,” a toxic gas that damaged humans during the Vietnam War, also
wreaked havoc with the forests and rice paddies of Indochina. The demilitarized zone dividing North from
South Korea, on the one hand, became a haven for endangered species because they are safe from nuclear
fallout." On the other hand, this same haven is under threat from industrialization, indicating that peace,
not simply war, can cause environmental hazards. In any event, in the long story of efforts to protect the
natural environment, nuclear technology played a key, but not the only, role. If the history of the cold war is
inseparable from that of nuclear armament, then, neither can it be treated separately from the story of
global environmentalism.

What these observations suggest is that a chronology that prioritized the cold war is a misleading way to
understand post-Second World War history. It makes just as much sense to periodize the post-1945 years in
terms of the history of decolonization, internationalism, human rights, economic globalization, or
environmentalism. Did these phenomena have anything in common so that there could be an overarching
chronology of which these may be comprehended as subsidiary chronologies? This is one of the most
interesting questions that historians can ponder.

1970-1990

In examining the above question, the decades after 1970 serve clearly to historicize the cold war,
subordinating it to other developments that may be understood as aspects of the overall phenomenon of
globalization. As noted above, economic globalization has a long history, and the years between 1945 and
1970 may be comprehended as a period of re-globalization. Developments after the early 1970s indicated
that re-globalization had been successfully accomplished and that the process of more full-fledged
globalization than earlier—more global and more extensive—had begun. To put it succinctly, non-
geopolitical forces grew in importance in contrast to geopolitical developments.

To be sure, many historians still cling to a cold war-centric chronology of world history for the 1970s and
the 1980s. For them, the US-USSR détente that began in the early 1970s was followed by a renewed crisis,
“the second cold war” according to some writers, toward the end of the decade, which grew ominous in the
early 1980s—until, all of a sudden, the cold war collapsed as a framework of international relations, leading
ultimately to the break-up of the mighty Soviet empire.

That such a chronology is superficial becomes obvious as soon as we recall other non-geopolitical
developments of the 1970s like the 1970 observance of the first “Earth Day,” the 1971 collapse of the dollar
that had sustained the Bretton Woods system, the 1972 UN conference on the environment, another 1972
landmark in the form of terrorist attacks on Israeli athletes at the Munich Olympics, the 1973 and 1978 oil
shocks, the 1975 Helsinki Accords on human rights, the 1978 launching of “modernization” programs by
the People's Republic of China, the 1980 announcement by the World Health Organization that by 1979
smallpox had been finally eradicated, or the fact that by the end of the decade most of Africa had come to
consist of independent nations. While these were not necessarily interrelated phenomena, their combined
impact was to demonstrate the growing importance of non-geopolitical (economic, social, cultural)
phenomena in world affairs. Virtually all these developments may be put in the frameworks of
internationalism and globalization. The decades of the 1970s and the 1980s showed that internationalism
and globalization proved more enduring than cold war geopolitics.

An example like smallpox eradication fits nowhere in the history of the cold war, but who is to say that it
was of less importance than the geopolitical drama in the annals of human history? The disease that had
killed more people than all the wars of the century combined had been a target of cooperative international
efforts, going back to the League of Nations’ campaign during the 1920s, but the movement became more
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concerted after the Second World War. It was promoted by the United States and the Soviet Union, among
others, all of whom worked together in Africa and elsewhere to eradicate the disease.” The successful
consummation of the campaign was a tribute to the spirit of internationalism. It was also an aspect of the
history of globalization in that public health endeavors were becoming more and more global in scope and
that in an age when national barriers were steadily coming down through economic globalization,
internationalism was achieving major successes.

It is true that economic globalization encountered a serious setback in 1971 when President Richard Nixon
announced that the United States was “de-coupling” the dollar from gold, thus undermining the basis of
the Bretton Woods system that had been based on the principle of stable rates of exchange among major
currencies, all linked to the dollar that in turn had a fixed value in terms of gold. In the sense that this
episode and the subsequent devaluation of the dollar against other major currencies amounted to indicating
the passing of US hegemony in international commercial and financial transactions, it might seem that the
process of re-globalization that had hinged on the economic strength and political commitment of the
United States was coming to an end. The Bretton Woods system that had been dependent on the strong
dollar did not disappear, but it was now to be necessarily reshaped so that other countries would play more
active roles than in the past. Such developments did not mean that globalization itself was jeopardized.
Rather, participation by other countries and regions of the world made globalization more truly global.

This can be seen most clearly in the fact that the 1971 “Nixon shock” was soon followed by the 1973 “oil
shock,” entailing the decision by the recently formed Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OPEC) to triple (and even quadruple) the price of L. crude oil. This heralded the arrival of the oil-producing
countries, particularly in the Middle East, as important players in the international economy. Even the
United States and the wealthier nations of Europe as well as Japan were not immune from the devastating
impact of OPEC's action, and “oil dollars” began to constitute a new source of liquid capital that would seek
its investment opportunities elsewhere, not the least in the advanced countries. Moreover, the European
Community, formally established in 1973 with Great Britain now joining its European neighbors in the
regional economic order, produced a powerful economic bloc that would challenge US supremacy in
international trade and investments. In the meantime, Japan and its Asian neighbors (“the little dragons”
such as South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore) also emerged as key players in the world economy
as they successfully weathered the disarray in the international currency market caused by the two
“shocks.”

It should also be noted that, as A. G. Hopkins has argued, with most former colonies having become
independent states by the 1970s, globalization now entered the phase of “post-colonial globalization,”
involving all parts of the globe in world economic transactions.’ Any country and any individual could now
play a role in the global economy as participants in what economic historians call a “neo-liberal market”
which they date from around 1973.* But the most conspicuous aspect of the new, more global globalization
was the phenomenal growth in the number of multinational corporations, namely transnational, non-
territorial firms that roamed throughout the world in search of cheaper resources and labor as well
promising mass markets. While there were at most 1,000 such enterprises before 1970, their number
expanded to over 10,000 by the end of the decade.

The process of post-1970 globalization became even more pronounced during the 1980s. The People's
Republic of China, the world's most populous nation, now opened itself to global economic forces, with the
post-Mao leadership determined to undertake economic modernization through globalization. Foreign
investments began to be welcomed; Chinese officials, intellectuals, and business people visited abroad in
increasing numbers to establish networks that would help integrate the nation into the world economy; and
the Communist Party undertook extensive programs for building infrastructures such as highways and
ports to facilitate trade, as well as for remodeling the country's educational system so as to produce
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scientists and engineers who would be able to compete in the world market in addition to contributing to
modernization at home.

In the meantime, the United States and its wealthier economic partners continued to take steps to bring
about the liberalization of the currency market. Among the most important was the Plaza Accord of 1985, so
called because it resulted from a meeting of the finance ministers and central bank directors of the United
States, Britain, France, Germany, and Japan who met in the Plaza Hotel, New York, to devalue the dollar still
further and opened the way to reduce dramatically regulations that had hindered a free flow of money
across national borders. The resulting financial liberalization was a major episode in the history of
globalization, for it enabled anyone anywhere to play the game of currency exchange.

Given such momentous developments in the international economic scene, it would seem to be extremely
parochial to periodize the history of the 1970s and the 1980s simply in terms of what happened in US-Soviet
relations. Why “the second cold war” of the late 1970s into the early 1980s should suddenly have led to the
ending of the cold war only a few years afterwards could never be explained solely in the framework of
geopolitics. Although historians continue to dwell on such issues as the stationing of Soviet missiles in
Eastern Europe, the countermeasures taken by NATO, and Ronald Reagan's devotion to the Strategic
Defense Initiative as having been critical in defining the international relations of the 1980s, their
significance would seem to pale in comparison with a single event, the Plaza Accord, in defining the history
of the last decades of the 20th century and indeed of the first years of the 21st.

There were equally remarkable developments in the non-economic sphere during the 1970s and the 1980s,
all of which may be grasped within the framework of the newer phase of globalization. Ironically, economic
globalization became coupled with global environmentalism, and the latter owed its inspiration to a
considerable extent to the awareness of the hazards of rapid industrialization and urbanization. Even as the
nations of the world focused on economic development and expansion, individuals, non-governmental
organizations, and even governments began to question the wisdom of unlimited growth that was doing so
much damage to the natural environment. Per capita incomes were increasing rapidly in many parts of the
world, enabling individuals to travel and consume to an extent never before possible. Earth Day, observed
worldwide in 1970, issued a first warning against consumerism that was spreading across national
boundaries. And global environmentalism became an international movement when the UN convened the
first conference on “the human environment” in Stockholm in 1972. Out of the conference the UN
Environmental Program was created, which would continue to sponsor international conferences designed
to stop the uncontrolled exploitation of the earth's resources and to limit environmental damage due to
pollution from factories, automobiles, and even homes.

It was no accident that during the 1970s the term “human security” began to be used, first at the United
Nations Development Program (UNDP) and then gaining currency in scholarly circles. Going beyond the
conventional notion of national security, the new concept indicated awareness that ultimately humans must
learn to live with one another and with other species so that they would maintain the ecological system that
had sustained civilization for so long. The popularity of concepts like “human community” and “planet
earth” suggests that during the 1970s and subsequently, the common destiny of humankind came to be
stressed, joining or even superseding the traditional notions of national security and national interests. In
this context, the 1987 Montreal Protocol for the protection of the ozone layer must be considered just as
significant a landmark in the history of the 1980s as the Reykjavik meeting by President Reagan and
Chairman Gorbachev in the same year that produced the strategic arms limitation agreement.

One of the notable developments in connection with the environmental movement was that it was promoted
primarily by private, non-governmental organizations. During the 1970s and the 1980s, many such

organizations were established—for instance, L. Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace—to promote the cause of
environmentalism. Indeed, the remarkable growth of non-governmental organizations was one of the most
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dramatic developments of these decades. Although private associations to promote certain causes (anti-
slavery, educational exchange, etc.) had existed for a long time, relatively few of them had reached across
national boundaries, to turn themselves into international non-governmental organizations (INGO). Their
number is estimated to have been around 3,000 in 1970, but they increased to over 13,000 by 1984.” That
fact alone marks the 1970s as having been a significant turning point in recent history, for it suggests that
non-state actors were increasing in number and assertiveness in national and international affairs. This
was the decade when the idea of “planet earth,” which had emerged in the 1960s, came to be widely
accepted as a definition of human existence, implying that people living on the globe shared the same
destiny, even the same identity. Whereas they had tended to be divided by national identities, each
subordinate to state authority, they would also be united across national boundaries simply by virtue of
being together on the “spaceship earth.”

The growth of INGOs was another manifestation of such consciousness, for these entities revealed that men
and women in many countries could unite to promote their shared objectives, be they environmental
protection, human rights, or humanitarian causes. Nations and states would remain, but they would not
monopolize human agendas or policy decisions. Indeed, the relative decline in the state's functions, even in
its authority, was the other side of the coin of the same phenomenon. During the 1970s and the 1980s, the
state's role and power were complemented, sometimes challenged, by transnational advocacy groups intent
on redefining human agendas to go beyond nation-centric concerns.

This was also the moment when, as can be seen in the term “Reagan revolution” or “Thatcherism,”
political leaders in the United States and other advanced industrial nations began emphasizing the idea of
“small government” in which the state's functions would be limited primarily to national security and
public order, leaving to the private sector issues such as social welfare and medical care. The ideology of
“neo-conservatism” and “neo-liberalism” sustained such reconceptualization. While the cold war may
have intensified as a result of the renewed emphasis on national security, which justified continued defense
spending and arms augmentation, the development of civil society had the opposite effect, for it was not
limited to already democratic states but became particularly notable in countries hitherto ruled by
authoritarian regimes, especially in Eastern Europe but also in Latin America and elsewhere. Gorbachev-
initiated reforms (“perestroika” and “glasnost”) were nothing if not a recognition of the need to foster
non-state initiatives within a socialist nation. The eroding of the cold war in the late 1980s would make no
sense unless it was put in such a context.

Another aspect of the phenomena of internationalism and globalization was the renewed eagerness on the
part of non-state actors, now more determined and self-confident than earlier, to promote dialogue among
national, religious, and cultural divides. The age that popularized the notion of planet earth not surprisingly
persuaded people everywhere to see excessive nationalism as a major threat to the global community and

L. to consider non-national entities such as religion, ethnicity, and language as increasingly important
sources of identity. Globalization did not obliterate such identities; if anything, the seemingly monolithic
force of economic and technological globalization was provoking a self-conscious assertiveness on the part
of religious, ethnic, and linguistic groups to insist on their autonomy as a critical element in establishing
individual identity. All the more reason, then, to promote dialogue among these groups so as not to splinter
the globe in the age of globalization.

The language of common humanity underlay the renewed interest in this cause. At a conference of Western
and non-Western intellectuals in Bellagio, Italy, in 1972, for instance, the participants spoke of “a growing
network of individuals concerned with the improvement of long-term cultural relations among people and
countries who wish to transcend the barriers—political, military, or ideological —which often distort or
handicap the fulfillment of human relationships.”6 Such language echoed the by-then globally shared
conception of humanity. It was logical, therefore, that the decade of the 1970s witnessed the mushrooming
of INGOs oriented toward the promotion of human rights. The UN General Assembly had already during the
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1960s passed a number of resolutions to elaborate on and implement the 1948 Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. But during the subsequent decade non-state actors became actively involved in the cause,
especially with respect to the rights of women, children, the handicapped, the poor, the illiterate, and all
those whose humanity had not been fully recognized by separate states. Even in the geopolitical realm, the
1975 Helsinki Accords established human rights as a cardinal principle in great-power relations, a sure sign
that the cold war was steadily changing its character. In such a context, the alleged “new cold war” of the
late 1970s into the early 1980s would seem to have been but a sideshow. To prioritize such a development
would be to place an emphasis on a traditional theme in global development that was fast losing its
centrality as a definer of an age.

That during the 1980s the promotion of human rights became an even more global phenomenon than
hitherto may be linked to the globalization of information technology. It was during the last two decades of
the century that the Internet came to be available to individuals and groups far beyond its original users, the
military, and communication across borders was immensely facilitated by the steadily spreading electronic
mail system. An inevitable consequence was the dissemination and exchange of information and ideas with
people in all parts of the world regardless of their national affiliation. Such landmarks as the
democratization of Eastern European countries, the Tiananmen demonstrations in Beijing in June 1989, and
the fall of the Berlin Wall toward the end of the year were all interrelated thanks to the new technology.
Although Eastern European civil societies did not develop uniformly, nor did the demonstrations in China
bear immediate fruit, they were key developments in the history of human rights, a history that has not
ended. Even if the chronology of the cold war may be said to have come to its conclusion in 1989 or shortly
thereafter, a chronology of world history that gives due regard to the subject of human rights would
attribute a different significance to the 1980s, not as the presumed termination of a geopolitical struggle but
as an important chapter in an unfinished story.

1990 to the present

If the cold war is defined as a struggle for power between the United States and the Soviet Union, it by
definition came to an end with the collapse of the latter in 1991. However, if the cold war is taken to mean a
chapter in the drama of “the rise and fall of the great powers,” obviously it has not ended. The US-USSR
cold war may soon be replaced by a struggle for power between the United States and Russia, or China, or
another contender for global power. However, the key to understanding international affairs since the 1990s
is not to be preoccupied with geopolitical affairs to the exclusion of other, far more significant
developments, but to consider to what extent the world has continued to be transformed. In particular, how
have forces of economic and technological globalization continued to shape human lives? Have there been
further significant developments in environmental protection, human rights, cultural dialogue, disease
prevention, and other spheres that had become major themes in world history during the 1970s and the
1980s?

These are important questions, but since this essay is limited to the objective of historicizing the cold war, I
shall focus on the ways in which historians since the 1990s have developed a more global understanding of
the history of the second half of the 20th century, a perspective in which the history of the cold war may
appear different from more conventional narratives. In the historical literature nothing is more striking
than the sudden and also growing popularity of world history, now often called global history or
transnational history. This phenomenon, too, may be related to the development of globalization as a major
force in world history in the last decades of the 20th century.

However, it is important to note the gap between the momentum for globalization that grew during the
1970s and the historiography that would seem to have lagged behind. Even though global moments had
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arrived, historians were slow to recognize them. Historiography lagged behind history. But by the early
1990s historians were finally recognizing the need to go beyond national narratives in understanding the
past and to consider phenomena and themes that cut across national boundaries. The rising popularity of
world and global history ensured that the basically Euro-centric narrative of modern history as consisting
of national experiences would be supplemented, if not entirely replaced, by a less parochial perspective, a
world view that took account of all regions and people in establishing a chronology. A growing number of
scholars were likewise intent upon going beyond the conventional framework of international history
understood as interrelations among nation states and to consider such transnational phenomena as
encounters among religions, ethnicities, and races, migrations, diasporic communities, stateless refugees,
environmental degradation, and diseases.

In the perspectives of world, global, or transnational history, power-political relations among some
countries (“the great powers”) constituted but one theme that needed to be put in the context of worldwide
economic, social, or cultural developments. Historians were now eager to examine themes and devise
chronologies that did not depend on a L. teleology that tended to privilege the modern West or established
chronologies in terms of international affairs but instead to explore comparisons and connections across
regional and civilizational divides. Christopher Bayly, Andre Gunder Frank, A. G. Hopkins, Patrick Manning,
Bruce Mazlish, and others spearheaded the movement to de-nationalize and de-territorialize the study of
the past. Because war, including the cold war, is defined by national and territorial entities, it is not
surprising that the new world or global history moved in the direction of human or transnational history.

Historicizing the cold war, then, in the new historiographic perspective, means something significantly
different from what it would be in a more geopolitically focused account. We are now in a position to
understand the cold war not just in the framework of international relations and national strategies but also
in that of global social, economic, and cultural developments. In that larger framework, it must be said that
the winners in the cold war were not particular nations, for all nations began to lose their centrality during
the decades that witnessed the growth of globalizing forces. Rather, the real winners were the non-national,
transnational forces that united and integrated nations and peoples, forces that were often submerged
under the dictates of geopolitics but that proved far more enduring as agents of historical transformation.
That transformation has entailed the growing diversification as well as interdependence of the human
community. The cold war, it would seem, contributed to neither of these themes, and to that extent it was a
counter-historical event.

To go back to the questions posed at the beginning of this essay, a cold-war-centered chronology clearly
misses other developments in 20th-century history that had their own chronologies: globalization,
decolonization, human rights, environmentalism, and others. To take just one example, if globalization
were to be viewed as having been a key theme in recent history, its chronology would have to start at least
from the late 19th century. Even if we were to limit ourselves to the cold war era, roughly speaking from the
end of the Second World War to the early 1990s, we would first periodize the era of US-led multilateralism
(known as the Bretton Woods system) that spanned the years between 1944 and 1971. Then after a brief
period of international economic and financial disarray, lasting between 1971 and the early 1980s, we could
postulate the period between 1985 and 2007 as the age of far more global globalization than ever before.
Whether this period of unparalleled globalization came to a grinding halt in 2008 due to the worldwide
financial crisis and steep economic downturn, and how to characterize the post-2008 phase of world history
would be questions that future historians would need to ponder.

What is the relationship between the two chronologies, one defined by the history of the cold war and the
other by globalization? Unless we merge the two into one comprehensive chronology in which major
episodes in both of these dramas are put together—such a master chronology would be just a listing of
dates, not a historical narrative—we would have to take note of the two chronologies as parallel
developments. But if we do not stop there, which would be tantamount to saying both were of equal
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significance, we might decide to subordinate one of the two chronologies to the other. I have argued that
globalization was a far more significant and enduring historical development than the L cold war, in other
words that worldwide, transnational, and socioeconomic phenomena that made up the theme of
globalization have played a much more crucial role in defining the contemporary world than the story of
“the rise and fall of the great powers” of which the cold war was one of the major plots after the Second
World War.

Others might disagree and insist that it was the cold war that promoted globalization so that the latter
theme should be seen as a sub-plot of the former. Many writers still take that view, arguing that the United
States and its allies, in contrast to their cold war adversaries, supported economic and financial
multilateralism and therefore that the ending of the cold war had the effect of bringing the former
antagonists into the global market place. I would reverse the equation and suggest that it was globalization
that affected the history of the cold war by creating networks of interdependence across national boundaries
and generating transnational forces that questioned the legitimacy of a national policy, whether in
Washington or in Moscow, that continued to build up a huge nuclear arsenal for a war neither of them
sought, and also by enhancing the relative power and influence of Europe, the Middle East, and other
regions of the world vis-a-vis that of the two superpowers.

If we add, besides globalization, other, no less significant developments like decolonization and human
rights, the place of the cold war in contemporary history would further diminish. Of course, one could so
define the cold war as to include all those non- geopolitical developments—or even consider these other
themes as aspects of the geopolitical drama. To the extent that geopolitics entails the question of the
disposition of power, and if power may be construed as political, economic, technological, cultural, and
even psychological in addition to being military and strategic, then obviously everything under the sun is
geopolitical. But that would not help much in understanding the place and role of the cold war in the history
of the world in the second half of the 20th century. To say that power is everything is really to say nothing.
Power, whatever it entails, will need to be disaggregated. At least, it would make more sense to distinguish
nation-centric conceptions of power from the power of non-state and transnational entities and forces,
including business enterprises, non-governmental organizations, ethnic affiliations, and religions. Their
activities steadily came to affect, at times even to overshadow, the behavior of nations, including the cold
war protagonists. In the final analysis, then, to historicize the cold war may be part of a larger project, to
historicize the nation state.
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Abstract

This chapter examines the issues of culture and ideology during the Cold War. It discusses the ongoing
process of reproducing hegemonic knowledge and shows how modernity inflected Cold War policies,
and continues to do so in our contemporary moment. The chapter contends that the staying power of
ideologies is derived from their personification into binary, anthropomorphic figures, and that this is
how an entire country could be depicted and acted upon as if it were a singular, developing human
being. It also considers the issues concerning readiness for self-rule and the development of American
exceptionalism.
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Michael H. Hunt begins Ideology and US Foreign Policy (1987) by writing: “This is a little book about a big and
slippery subject: the place of ideology in US foreign policy. It ventures into a complicated realm where
conceptual confusion often reigns.”2 The same can be said of this little essay about ideology and culture
during the cold war. “Confusion often reigns” not only because the terms are amorphous concepts, but also
because scholars, including those within the same discipline, have defined “ideology” and “culture”
differently. Let us then clarify what we mean by “culture”; we must understand this term before we define
“ideology.”

As James Cook and Lawrence Glickman note in their introduction to The Cultural Turn in US History, even
self-identified historians of US culture do not adhere to the same definition of culture.® Among historians of
American foreign relations, many use the word “culture” primarily in the anthropological sense, as a
people's “common set of beliefs, customs, values, and rituals.”* From this definition comes both the
general notion that different peoples have their own distinct “culture” and the more specific idea of
national cultures whose members share a “consciousness” or “mentalités” about geography, belonging,
history, and practices.5 Akira Iriye—a pioneer in emphasizing culture in studying foreign relations—argues
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that if all nations can be seen as embodiments of separate cultures, it is reasonable and proper to think of
“international relations [as] inter-cultural relations.” He points out that nations and peoples deal with each
other not only in terms of political, strategic, or material interests, but also through their respective

6
cultures.

While recognizing the merits of this anthropologically-inspired definition of culture, I follow the definition
of culture as a discursive system. Discourse here refers not simply to speech or written communication, but
broadly to the sets of signifying practices through which people know and understand the world. Through
the circulation of ideas, people determine what they accept to be true and valid, or reject as false and
illegitimate. Considering culture as discourse allows us to better comprehend how power, culture, L. and
knowledge-production are interdependent. Discursive analysis, in other words, is an effort to probe the
limits and boundaries of what we know, as well as to pay attention to our subjectivity. We must consider
how our personal backgrounds, experiences, and beliefs shape both the boundaries of our knowledge and
influence what we seek to research. Defining culture as a discursive system thus means trying to consider
our historical subjects’ epistemologies, as well as our own: how did they know what they know, and how do
we know what we know? This line of inquiry can yield new insights by leading us a step further to ask: how
do our own epistemologies as privileged scholars limit our ability to understand others, especially
disempowered others, on their own terms?’

With the above in mind, we can see that scholarship is rarely neutral, that knowledge establishes and
sustains hierarchies because those who have it hold an advantage over those who lack it. This is a major
insight of postcolonial theorists such as Edward W. Said, who built upon Michel Foucault's analysis of
discourse. Said argued that the colonial powers gained, maintained, and justified their dominance over the
colonized through their “superior” knowledge. This meant not only deploying technical, scientific, or
administrative knowledge, but also gathering and controlling knowledge about the colonized, including the
willful erasure of native histories and cultures/discourses.® Sharing a methodology with post-
structural/postmodern theorists, postcolonial theorists also focus on the production of knowledge through
textual analyses. They diverge in purpose, however, from theorists like Foucault and Jean-Frangois Lyotard.
While the latter have criticized modernism's faith in linear progress, rational planning, and empirically
derived truth as fictions that originated during the Enlightenment, postcolonial scholars like Said have felt
that they cannot afford the luxury of this postmodernist stance of rejecting notions of “progress,” given the
continued suffering in what we now call the Global South.” Indeed, postcolonial thinkers like Samir Amin
castigate postmodernism as the intellectual “accessory” of neoliberalism —merely “satisfied with showing
complexity and pluralism rather than offering a critique of a system that continues to ravage peoples,
cultures, resources, and places.” Postcolonial scholars thus charge that postmodernism encourages an
engagement with theory as an end in itself, rather than mobilizing efforts to achieve social and economic
justice.10

Framing an essay on the cold war with the definitions and priorities of postcolonial scholars makes sense if
we remember that the “hot wars” of the period were fought primarily in the former colonies. It is in this
context of competition for “hearts and minds” that we can more precisely define ideology and its
relationship to culture. Odd Arne Westad characterizes the cold war as an ideological struggle for competing
visions of modernity.11 This is not to gainsay or minimize the material or strategic interests in the conflict,
nor to deny the existence of variation in approaches, strategies, and goals within each so-called bloc.
General statements can nonetheless be made without mistaking the participants as monolithic camps. One
side—for its own security and self-validation—promoted socialist development as the path for nations to
gain wealth, power, security, and justice. In order to do the same, the other side promoted liberal
development through Rostovian “stages of growth.” Ideology provided the raison d’ étre for both sides, but
American politicians and leaders during the cold war were loath to say that they L operated with an
ideology. To them, “ideology” was a pejorative, synonymous with Marxism, “a system of wrong, false,
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distorted or otherwise misguided beliefs.”*?

common sense or the Truth.

What they themselves believed, Americans labeled simply as

Especially since the cold war's end, American students of US foreign relations have begun to recognize that
Americans are not immune to ideological thinking, that ideology shapes what passes for common sense.
Scholars have come to understand ideological thinking as a characteristic of all peoples rather than an
unfortunate flaw of enemies."® With this insight, scholars such as Michael Latham have been able to define
“modernization” as an ideology, following Hunt's definition of ideology as an “interrelated set of
convictions or assumptions that reduces the complexity of a particular slice of reality to easily
comprehensible terms and suggests an appropriate way of dealing with that reality.”14

Ideologies in this context are the varying and dynamic beliefs that enable the elite to exercise control with
the consent of the ruled through what Antonio Gramsci called cultural hegemony. By cultural hegemony
Gramsci meant the everyday narratives and ideas that make sociopolitical hierarchies and economic
inequities appear natural and commonsensical. These naturalized narratives are not static, and they do not
represent a conspiracy by ruling elites to hoodwink the poor and disempowered. Instead, they are deeply
held beliefs shared by many within a society, regardless of socio-economic status. They ultimately benefit
the ruling elites, but the leaders themselves find the ideologies compelling because they cannot be
“beyond” ideologies any more than they can be beyond their own cultures.” Dominant ideologies, then, are
a subset of culture, or a discursive system. This culture or discursive system shifts as a small number of
counter-hegemonic narratives succeed in challenging the veracity and “common sense” of dominant
ideologies.16

Space does not permit a wider discussion of this dynamism, and we will therefore focus on hegemonic
ideologies defined by cultural historian Susan Smulyan as “the ideas that serve the powerful” and help them
retain their power.17 I argue that we can understand the function of hegemonic ideologies during the cold
war most clearly by further analyzing how the ideology of modernization determined who was ready for
self-rule. Rather than showing how “modernization” was applied to a variety of locales, I explore
modernization's intellectual antecedents and offer some concluding remarks about its continuities.'® Both
David Ekbladh and Nils Gilman have suggested that modernization was a cold war variant of notions about
“development” that predated and outlasted the conflict."” What they point out has been echoed by both
Akira Iriye and Prasenjit Duara, who suggest in this volume that the salient features of the cold war that are
compelling to study today cannot be limited, indeed properly studied or understood, solely within the years
1945-89.

Therefore, this essay on “culture and ideology” during the cold war is informed by a postcolonial
perspective and examines the ongoing process of reproducing hegemonic knowledge. The narratives that
have shaped and buttress US policy derive from a longer genealogy of western imperialism that continues
today. My objective is to show how notions of modernity—especially in rationalizing capability of self-rule
—took shape L during the Enlightenment, inflected cold war policies, and continue to do so in our
contemporary moment. I will emphasize continuities over time, but do so without the intention of ignoring
or denying historic specificity. Ideologies are neither monolithic nor unchanging.20 At stake in highlighting
the continuities is a better understanding of the intellectual scaffolding on which state powers built their
comprehension of geopolitics and strategies to achieve or maintain cultural, economic, and political,
hegemony—that is, their ability to set the standards or rules which others must adhere to or resist. A variety
of ideologies regarding race, gender, and maturity were involved in this process, as well as other narratives
about revolution, political economy, and religion. I argue that the staying power of ideologies derives from
their personification into binary, anthropomorphic figures. This is how an entire country could be depicted
and acted upon as if it were a singular, developing human being.
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The origins of modernity

If competing notions of modernity provided the ideological framework for the cold war, we must discuss
briefly the origins of “modernity.” Since Christians in Europe during the fifth century began using the term
“modern” to distinguish their era from those of the pagan, pre-Christian era, the concept has been used to
differentiate the present times from the past. The term “modernity,” however, dates to the late 18th and
early 19th centuries and signifies both a rupture with the past and expectations for the future. According to
Jiirgen Habermas, the “project of modernity” emerged with Enlightenment thinkers and their efforts to
develop objective scientific methods of inquiry; to discern universal foundations in law and morality; and to
foster “autonomous art.” Enlightenment thinkers believed that the accumulation of this knowledge, along
with “the rational organization of social relations” and rational modes of thought, would liberate humans
from arbitrary abuses of power, superstitions, and myths. The “project of modernity” promised that “the
arts and sciences would not merely promote the control of the forces of nature, but also further the
understanding of self and nature, the progress of morality, justice in social institutions, and even human
happiness.”21
description.

In short, modernity functioned as ideology since it provided prescription, as well as

Although the concept of “modernity” emerged during the late 18th and early 19th centuries, the origins of
what we recognize as the “modern era” came centuries earlier. Habermas, referring to Hegel, posits that the
modern era began with “three monumental events around the year 1500”: (1) European contact with the
western hemisphere, (2) the Renaissance, and (3) the Reformation.”” These “three monumental events,”
moreover, were not discrete but interrelated phenomena, as scholars today are increasingly beginning to
realize. For instance, Europeans developed the scientific method as they sought to understand, control, and
extract resources from their overseas colonies. Historian Antonio Barrera-Osorio has demonstrated that the
absence of flora, fauna, and other features of the “New World” in classical scientific texts encouraged
Spanish L colonials to innovate empiricist methods that became the basis of the scientific revolution.”
Scholars of Spanish America, moreover, also predate the origins of a universalist project to the “long
sixteenth century” when the Spaniards attempted to Christianize the indios in the “new world.”** Thus
modernity has been coterminous with western imperialism. Empiricism, scientific systems of knowledge,
and projects of “civilizing” the natives developed in tandem with and in the service of imperialism.”

Also with the advent of the modern era came the new notion that some people were primitive or
underdeveloped. As Walter D. Mignolo points out, differentiating peoples according to chronology was
unknown in medieval Europe. During the medieval era, moreover, “Europe” was not considered a coherent
geopolitical and cultural entity, and the peoples living there saw themselves as inhabiting Christendom.
Differences among people—Christians, non-Christians—were defined spatially or geographically. Non-
Christians—whether Jews in their midst or the Muslim “infidels” living beyond the borders of Christendom
—were seen as residing in different spheres of belief.”® After coming to the western hemisphere,
Christians/Europeans noted differences with Amerindians, but they had not yet conceptualized a theory that
categorized the indigenous as underdeveloped. These notions of chronological lag became more fully
formed with secularizing impulses of the Enlightenment, after which religious difference no longer
remained the central factor differentiating peoples.”’ The thinkers of Enlightenment innovated the idea of
universal and linear development from a supposed state of brute primitivism to one characterized by
refinement, socio-economic structures, and wealth created through private property.28 At this moment of
European colonization and Enlightenment theorization, the colonized became seen as less developed or
behind in time in comparison with those of European descent. Just prior to and during the Enlightenment
(17th—18th centuries), colonized peoples and imported slave labor from Africa were being racialized in
increasingly rigid and totalizing ways.
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Therefore, differences since this imperial/modern age were measured not only geographically across space,
but also chronologically across time or “development.”*’ Western imperialists began to see existing and
potential colonies as pre-modern places in their contemporary world that needed to be brought forcibly into
the modern world with their intervention and guidance. This concept rested on the notion that some people
(whites) were considered more “developed,” advanced, or capable than others (non-whites). But
conveniently, the less advanced were deemed capable of the sort of menial labor required for colonial
enterprises; in fact, they were seen as fit only for such type of work. This sort of logic allowed John Locke to
expound on the “natural rights of man” and yet invest in the slave-trading Royal Africa Company. Slavery
existed prior to this time, of course. Africans enslaved Africans, and Europeans enslaved Europeans. But the
modern era of European overseas imperialism created the permanent, hereditary system of slavery by using
arandom (but useful) physical marker to separate free from unfree labor. Thus the “modern/colonial world
was founded and sustained through a geopolitical [and economic] organization of the world that, in the last
analysis, consisted of an ethnoracial foundation.”*® A central feature of racialization was to confer or deny
power, wealth, land, and/or opportunities.

Readiness for self-rule

Postcolonial critics have not ignored the liberating promises of modernity, among them self-determination
and freedom from arbitrary and oppressive rule. In fact, their criticism comes from how most in the Global
South have been largely denied these promises. This denial of political freedom and economic justice has
been possible with a series of rationalizations that have been sustained in one form or another since the age
of Enlightenment. Espousal of the “natural rights of man” did not hamper racial colonialization, because
westerners simply invented a range of rationalizations as to why some did not meet the qualifications of
manhood. Or, to put it another way, they came up with reasons as to why some humans weren’t really adults
capable of self-rule or ready to appreciate the social and political freedoms promised by modernity.

Apart from race, two other criteria to rate readiness for self-rule were also biologically based: gender and
maturity. By virtue of their gender, of course, women did not fit into the category of “all men.” But why
gender was and continues to be the basis for exclusion and disempowerment is less apparent. To talk about
gender does not mean a focus on women as subjects per se, but the perceived differences between the males
and females beyond biological differences. This perception of difference has been common throughout
many societies and eras—so common that the differences appear innate rather than as a consequence of
socialization. Magnifying the supposed differences in temperament and thus ability between the genders
signified relationships of power, as Joan Scott pointed out.”! Thus power differences among nations have
often been expressed through gendered references implying weakness, dependence, emotionality, and
irrationality on one side and strength, rationality, discipline on the other.

Gender is a malleable ideology—indeed this versatility is what gives any ideology its resilience and utility.
Pundits and policymakers have frequently resorted to gendered metaphors to explain differentials in power
and to argue for the subjugation of or guidance to another people. For example, the feminized rendering of
occupied Germany by Americans after World War II was relatively brief in comparison to American notions
of a feminized Japan or an effeminate India that predated the war and continued throughout the 20th
century.” By virtue of being non-western, the latter two nations were and are often orientalized as being
feminine in culture—and, by extension, as a people. Scholars who have expanded Said's original thesis with
a gendered analysis have demonstrated that gendered visions underlay notions about the exoticism (and
eroticism) of the “Other.”*®

Just as importantly, a gendered perspective frames what pundits and policymakers have thought not only of
other peoples, but also of themselves. Thus those who advocated war with Spain in 1898 derided William
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McKinley as an old woman when he hesitated about entering the conflict, while sixty years later, the
Kennedy and Johnson administrations favored “toughness” with disastrous consequences in Vietnam.** At
the same time, the gendered self-image included a conviction that one's own society treated women better
than other “less advanced” peoples. This notion can be seen in the Americas as early as Cabeza de Vaca's
observation in the 16th century that the indios L. worked their women too hard, but it was often repeated
during the cold war and beyond regarding Asian men's treatment of Asian women.> Since the end of the
cold war the trend is visible in American popular discourse about Muslim societies.”® This gendered
rationale helped justify wars on Iraq and Afghanistan, and has tragically brought more suffering,
particularly upon Afghani women.”’

Likewise, the ideology of maturity has helped to deny self-determination, usually to non-whites. Analogies
corresponding to the natural life cycle have long been used as conceptual devices to justify political privilege
and dominance. “Maturity” signified ability, wisdom, and self-control and entitlement to status and power.
Colonial powers have used the rhetoric of maturity to justify their rule over non-white peoples. Images of
the Filipinos, Cubans, Hawaiians, or Puerto Ricans as babies—often squalling—or as students in a
classroom led by “Uncle Sam” were abundant in American media at the turn of the 20th century.*® In the
words of William Howard Taft, the first governor-general of the Philippines, “our little brown brothers,”
would require “fifty or one hundred years” of US supervision “to develop anything resembling Anglo-Saxon
political principles and skills.”* This practice of depicting colonized or otherwise disempowered peoples as
immature or even helpless “dependents” needing the firm hand of American guidance continued into the
20th century and beyond (see Figures 3.1 and 3.2).

Unlike race or gender, however, immaturity could be a transitional stage, not a permanent fate. After World
War II, when the United States focused on exerting hegemonic power without formal colonial structures, it
took more seriously its and other imperial L. ist powers’ previously false promises to bestow freedom when
the natives “grew up.”

figure 3.1

“Not Yet Ready to Walk Alone”
Source: Jacksonville (Florida) Times, February 1949.
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figure 3.2

“Iraq's Baby Steps”
Source: Ventura County Star, February 2005. Courtesy of Ventura County Star.

American policymakers and media justified its occupation of Japan as necessary because the Japanese were
“not yet ready to walk alone.” Still, they were not expected to be under direct American “tutelage” forever,
and indeed, after seven years of occupation, the Japanese regained their national sovereignty. Contrasting
sharply with permanent colonial paternalism, this “liberal paternalism” was selectively applied during the
postwar period—again, according to a perceived sliding scale of readiness for self- rule.®

The ideologies of race, gender, and maturity were and are mutually reinforcing. Stereotypes or notions
about women, non-whites, and children not only overlapped, but also provided rationales for the others.
Women were considered weak, weepy, and emotional like children. Children enjoyed frivolities and were fey
like women. Non-whites were deemed undisciplined, unschooled, and ignorant like children. Children were
portrayed as “little savages” (and literally believed to be so, according to turn-of-the-century
recapitulation theory).41 On the other side of the binary, then, were notions of white adult men being cool,
levelheaded, responsible decision-makers. The interlocking characteristic of the ideologies explains their
strength and, indeed, can add up to a simplified worldview that bifurcates people into those who should be
in control and those who should be controlled.

Development, civilization, and American exceptionalism

Also constituting this simplified, binary worldview have been other ideologies in addition to those based on
biological differences discussed thus far. These include nationalism and fear of revolutions, as Hunt
discusses in Ideology and US Foreign Policy, as well L as free trade, Christianity, and western civilization or
modernity.42 That free trade and Christianity can be seen as an “interrelated set of convictions” about how
to understand and act in the world is self-evident and need not be explained further here.” Western
civilization or modernity functions as an ideology because it assumes that western civilization is the
historical apex of human achievement in the arts, the academy, jurisprudence, governance, economic
productivity, civic institutions, and society. It is the universal standard to which all other peoples should
aspire—and, indeed, be helped to do so under the direction and mentorship of westerners. This ideology,
from which modernization theory sprang, has deep historical roots that date, as discussed, to the period of
European overseas imperialism.44 Notions about development intrinsic to the ideology of civilization,
moreover, have underlain the nationalist narrative of the United States: American exceptionalism. It is
through the prism of this teleological narrative of destiny and progress that Americans—both leaders and
the broad public—have understood their nation's ascendancy to power and global role.

The ideology of American exceptionalism explained to Americans why they were particularly suited, even
destined, to be world leaders, but that they must be ever vigilant in maintaining their fitness. American
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exceptionalism held that America was founded by healthy, young, vital, and hardworking people who freed
themselves from the shackles of European/British imperialism and acquired control of a largely empty
continent that was abundant in natural resources. This settler-colonial narrative dates to the 1780s and
1790s when it offered an attractive national identity to counteract the centripetal forces pulling apart the
new nation after the successful revolution. The American Revolution became not simply the action of
aggrieved provincials, but “a shot heard around the world” —the first sound in a noble fight for human
liberty. Over time, “Americans—white Americans especially—came to see the founding of free and equal
people as their calling in the world.”* But Americans also believed that this exemplary status had to be
maintained—through constant movement, said Frederick Jackson Turner in 1893 —1lest they lapse into
senescence and enervation. Thus, John Foster Dulles stated in 1950: “There may come a time in the life of a
people when their work of creation ends. That hour has not struck for us. We are still vital and capable of
great endeavor. Our youth are spirited, not soft or fearful.”* Dulles’ statements demonstrate that notions
about the developmental lifespan of civilizations were also gendered and raced.*’ The “spirited” and “not
soft,” youth Dulles invoked were of a specific gender and race, not to mention age. Such notions help
explain why, a decade later, Sargent Shriver and the Kennedy administration fretted about American youth
and believed that the Peace Corps would help young Americans experience the “frontier” life-style and
retain what Theodore Roosevelt had called “the barbarian virtues” at the turn of the century.*® Stemming
from Jeffersonian republican fears of “overdevelopment” and effeminization of American society,
preserving “vitality” and “vigor” (usually at the expense of the indigenous) remained a concern among
policymakers since “the closing of the frontier.”*’

Thus the existential stakes in spreading the “blessings of our liberty” —i.e., spreading US liberal economic
systems and/or democratic institutions, especially to “Third L. World” natives—made the struggle with
the Soviet Union especially charged ideologically. The struggle symbolized not only the opposition of
capitalism and communism but also competing exceptionalist claims.”® Marxism and liberalism, both
economic and political, came from the same Enlightenment lineage. As such, adherents saw their chosen
way as universal and following a single trajectory of development over time. Although W. W. Rostow meant
his “Non-Communist Manifesto” to be the antithesis of Marx's, they both believed that there existed a
singular model of economic growth towards modernity.51 The Soviets and the Americans disagreed, of
course, over whether capitalism or socialism was the final epoch of history or the best way to attain
“modernity.” Yet both modernization theory and Marxist theory were universalist, secular, devoted to
science, and materialist. Both held that “men” could shape the world, and both believed that democracy was
best protected and run by elites—whether they be John F. Kennedy and the “best and the brightest” or
Nikita Khrushchev and the Communist Party. Moreover, they purported to champion anti-colonial
struggles and racial equality, a claim the United States became better at arguing as the civil rights
movement gained victories. Likewise, both the Americans and the Soviets viewed national governments that
either disagreed or resisted their particular favored path to modernity—communist or liberal capitalist—as
problems to be solved either through appeasement or elimination.”

The “tragedy of American diplomacy” according to William Appleman Williams was that the exceptionalist
narrative undermined US commitment to democracy and self-determination for the “Others.” He
recognized that Americans had a deep-felt commitment to democracy and wished to share this system with
the world, but that by also insisting that other people attain and practice democracy in ways sanctioned by
the United States, Americans undermined the very principle of self-determination they sought to promote.
This has meant either overthrowing or trying to overthrow “uncooperative” national leaders—including
those that were popularly elected—and often installing undemocratic leaders whose policies aligned with
the interests of the United States. American leaders were not always comfortable with the choices they had
made, but not uncomfortable enough to undo their decisions. JFK stated that while a best case scenario for a
Third World country was “a decent democracy,” he believed that if the United States were not given that
choice, “a Trujillo regime” had to be supported in order to prevent “a Castro regime.” And although the US
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State Department “blanched” at the bloodshed and sheer violence of their brutal clients in Guatemala, they
still did not recommend a policy change.53

Modernization theory failed to acknowledge what the peoples of Guatemala and elsewhere knew from
experience: exploitation from imperialism and capitalism. The word “justice” does not appear in Rostow's
“The Stages of Economic Growth.”** The theory denied the historical relationship between poorer and
richer countries, and instead looked at each state as if it were hermeneutically sealed in order to determine
when it was ready for “take-off.” Modernization theory was thus compatible with authoritarian governance
by drawing on a paternalist and racist rhetoric that categorized non-whites as children, needing a firm
strongman to maintain order.” And the grinding poverty L and cycles of violent political unrest
undergirded American perceptions that nations of the Third World/Global South needed guidance by the
“advanced” nations.

The continued poverty and “instability” persist as a legacy of colonialism, but in ways that appeared to
reaffirm the notions of the western and/or wealthy, industrial powers that the decolonized are not yet ready
for self-rule. In The Wretched of the Earth, Frantz Fanon explained that intractable problems ensue after the
achievement of state independence because the native leadership ended up reinforcing existing hierarchies,
sans the top colonialist layer. Natives (often interracial mestizos), who were given a slightly privileged place
in the colonial order, were the technicians, the teachers, the clerks, and the other low to middling
functionaries that made the colony run smoothly. They lacked the education, training, and most certainly
the capital resources to run a successful business enterprise—especially a new one based on a more
equitable model. They therefore simply repeated or tried to reproduce the same productive models from the
colonial days, and thus failed to diversify the economy, going by what had always worked in their
experience. Moreover, the new nation was now shut out from the reliable, if dependent and peripheral,
position in the colonial power's economic systern.56 Some, like Haiti, were impoverished by having to pay an
indemnity at gunpoint to its former colonial overlords for the losses they incurred with Haitian
independence. Haitian scholar Alex Dupuy has pointed out that, as a result of colonialism's social and
economic relations and structures, the new Haitian elites were thus unable to maintain the plantation
system, much less create an industrial infrastructure. Moreover, the ruling elites were not a homogeneous
monolith, but fragmented groups, constantly in competition, creating and perpetuating instability and
authoritarian rule.”’

Because most American policymakers have not been fully cognizant of the deep historical—and man-made
—roots of such poverty and cycles of violence, they have not trusted the colonized or decolonized to handle
liberalism, either economic or political. American leaders, and most American citizens, believe that
economic liberalism (the capitalist system) best fostered political liberalism (democracy), and vice versa.
The tricky question has always been: which one should come first? Lack of confidence in the
colonized/recently decolonized non-white peoples—and a healthy dose of vested material interests—has
meant that US policy almost invariably supports efforts to ensure that economic liberalism is fostered and
maintained, oftentimes at the expense of political liberalism. And the rationale to prioritize economic
liberalism over political liberalism has posited the former as a necessary developmental step: economic
liberalism (or “free trade,” or “globalization”) will bring investment; investments will create jobs; the jobs
will make the people industrious and create a strong civic society; the existence of a strong civic society will
lay the foundation for democracy. But forgotten or neglected in this logical scheme is that nothing requires
these jobs to be good jobs, with worker safety, good wages, and worker benefits—elements all necessary for
a strong civic society by creating a sizeable and prosperous middle class. Moreover, as we know, efforts to
make the jobs into good jobs were and continue to be brutally suppressed.58 Therefore, an essential link
from capital investment to democracy has often been missing. As workers of the Global South have been
telling us, democracy is needed first to ensure democracy L and the establishment of democratic
institutions. We in the Global North cannot seem to hear this message sufficiently, if at all.
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This essay has argued that ideological narratives, including nationalist founding myths, must be considered
in order to understand the worldviews that guided and continue to guide policy. This belief that America still
serves as a beacon to the world is manifest in the inaugural address of President Barack Obama:

And so, to all other peoples and governments who are watching today, from the grandest capitals

to the small village where my father was born: know that America is a friend of each nation and

every man, woman and child who seeks a future of peace and dignity, and we are ready to lead once
59

more.

Obama's address is a paean to American exceptionalism. The theme of “only in America” resounded in
Obama's addresses and in media commentaries leading up to the election and inauguration.60 To the
surprise of country music fans who recalled George W. Bush using the same song in 2004, Obama chose
Brooks and Dunn's song, “Only in America” to close his DNC nomination acceptance speech.61 For a
presidential nominee committed to uniting a “blue and red America” —and trying to get elected—this
strategy made sense. As the new president, however, he spoke to the wider, global audience and said: “To
the people of poor nations, we pledge to work alongside you to make your farms flourish and let clean
waters flow; to nourish starved bodies and feed hungry minds.”®

Every president since Truman has made a similar commitment. Some may argue that certain
administrations were more sincere in this commitment than others. As Williams recognized, the impulse to
help others spoke to a generosity among Americans, though this quality has hardly been exclusive to
Americans. What has been unique is the global reach or hegemonic power of the United States. There have
always been dissidents and moments of greater dissidence. Yet the majority of Americans have tended to see
their hegemony as benevolent. It is a conviction that comes from an exceptionalist ideology about the
nation's historic mission in the world. And it helps to explain how US policymakers and pundits can
moralize and dictate to poorer countries to embrace free trade when the United States and Europe have
more protectionist measures on their agricultural products than the entire Global South combined.”

After 9/11, Americans became more aware of a global current of hostility directed toward them. Uninformed
of cold war history, many remain confused as to why this might be so. Or perhaps informed by a cold war
history that focuses largely on the struggle with the Soviet Union, they forget the violence unleashed during
this period on the peoples of the poorer and poorest nations on earth. And they do not understand the
patterns of colonialism predating the cold war that created the “Third World.” To be sure, some Americans
are quite aware and critical of the US foreign policies that propel the current grievances.64 Yet many
Americans persist in thinking otherwise—that it might be “a clash of civilizations” or perhaps something
intrinsic to the United States. Obama reinforced this stance by pronouncing also at his inaugural address:
“We will not apologize for our way of life nor will we waver in its defense.” Saying that the United States will
be steadfast in defending the “American way of life” —a familiar phrase from the Cold L. War—continues
to deflect attention from actual US policies in the world. What's best for America or, more accurately, for
some Americans, has not been what's best for most people in America or the world. Most Americans do not
know this or, perhaps, do not want to know this. It does not fit the stories we have been telling about
ourselves.
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Abstract

This chapter explores the economic aspect of the Cold War. It analyzes historiographic debates on the
role of economic factors in the Cold War and discusses the nature and scope of the conflict between the
rival economic systems of Western capitalism and Soviet communism. The chapter describes the
structures of the Western and Soviet-led economic orders and the interaction between the two blocs
during the Cold War. It also examines contemporary research concerning the effectiveness of the
strategic embargo employed by the Western states against the communist nations and highlights the
role of economic issues in the ending of the Cold War.

Keywords: Cold War, economic factors, Western capitalism, Soviet communism, economic orders,
strategic embargo

Subject: Cold War, History

Series: Oxford Handbooks

In comparison to the political, diplomatic, and security aspects of post-1945 international relations, the
economic factors behind the cold war have received scant treatment in the literature. This is surprising
given the centrality of economics in the ideological conflict between Western capitalism and Soviet
communism. While economists have analyzed the dynamics of the cold war, their approach has been
ahistorical. Yet, there are only a handful of works on economics written by cold war historians. Indeed, at
the time of this writing a thorough overview of the economic dimension of the cold war remains to be
written.' The nature of the subject appears to have proved a major deterrent for historians. To the untrained
eye, economic history can be a highly technical, complex, and esoteric discipline. The primary source
material, moreover, requires a working knowledge of key macroeconomic concepts and principles.

Exacerbating the problem is the strict division of labor between historians in the writing of the cold war. The
orthodox school and the postrevisionists have concentrated on those aspects of the cold war concerned with
security and geopolitics, while economics has been the domain of revisionist scholars. There has been little
or no dialogue between the two approaches. In fact, as this chapter will elucidate, a more rounded and
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sophisticated understanding of the cold war can be gleaned from an awareness of the interplay of
economics, security, diplomacy, and the other factors that underpinned the East-West confrontation.

This chapter does not purport to offer a definitive survey of economics and the cold war. Rather, it focuses
on four themes in the literature, thereby providing a synthesis of current research and suggesting new
avenues of scholarly inquiry. The four themes are as follows. First, the chapter provides a brief survey of the
historiographic debates on the role of economic factors in the cold war. Second, it explores the nature and
scope of the conflict between the rival economic systems of Western capitalism and Soviet communism.
Third, the chapter evaluates recent research on the efficacy of the strategic embargo employed by the
Western states against the L communist nations. Finally, it examines the impact of economic issues on the
ending of the cold war.

Historiographical debates

Historians have long debated the role played by economic factors in the origins, course, and end of the cold
war. In the formative accounts of the conflict, written in the 1950s and 1960s, one can discern two divergent
perspectives in the literature. The orthodox school was concerned primarily with describing and explaining
the response of American officials to the breakdown in relations with the Soviet Union and the ensuing
confrontation with Moscow. Orthodox historians, for the most part, largely ignored economic issues in their
narratives save for occasional references to the economic and military assistance programs of the Franklin
Roosevelt and Harry S. Truman administrations. The focus of this orthodox school was on national security,
the international balance of power, and diplomacy.2 Unlike the orthodox perspective, revisionist scholars
placed economic considerations at the center of their analysis. Drawing on the insights developed by Charles
A. Beard, they argued that since the late nineteenth century the United States had been engaged in a crusade
to achieve global economic dominance. Successive generations of American leaders pursued foreign policies
based on the principles of the “Open Door” and economic expansionism. The rapid industrialization and
unprecedented growth of the American economy necessitated a strategy designed to seek out new foreign
outlets for US goods in order to alleviate domestic short-term economic and political crises created by
overproduction and market saturation. As the United States became the most powerful state after the
Second World War, this quest for global economic predominance intensified.’

In the mid-1980s Michael J. Hogan proposed a corporatist synthesis for understanding US foreign policy
during the cold war. Corporatism drew on the research of scholars of American foreign relations in the
1920s and historians concerned with the interaction of functional groups such as organized labor, business,
and agriculture in the organization and development of the US economy in the 20th century.* Hogan,
influenced by the earlier research of Thomas McCormick,’ argued that postwar American officials were
concerned with building a global order along the lines of the corporatist model that had emerged in the
United States during the New Deal era. The establishment of the Bretton Woods institutions and the creation
of an international trade regime under American leadership not only helped to formalize economic
cooperation between nations, but also became integral facets of a global corporatist order.® In his notable
study of the Marshall Plan, Hogan demonstrates how the United States strove to export the ideas of the New
Deal coalition overseas, especially to war-ravaged Western Europe.7 Critics of corporatism, however,
charged that the model could only be applied to specific periods in American history such as the 1920s and
could therefore not realize Hogan's ambitions for a comprehensive L synthesis for explaining US foreign
policy during the cold war.® The corporatist approach, moreover, downplayed critical geopolitical security
considerations.

Economic factors lie at the heart of Thomas J. McCormick's more recent attempt to explain post-1945
international relations from the perspective of American dominance of the international system.9
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McCormick's modified world systems theory of US foreign relations was inspired by the writings of the
eminent sociologist, Immanuel Wallerstein. One can also see the influence of revisionism on McCormick's
work, especially that of William Appleman Williams.'® In short, McCormick's framework for analysis
acknowledged the existence of both a global economy governed by the imperatives of the international
system and an inter-state system underpinned by nationalist impulses. The chief objective of US hegemony
during the cold war, McCormick maintained, was to reduce the underlying tensions of economic
internationalism and political nationalism that characterized these two systems after the Second World
War.

How did the United States achieve its hegemonic objectives? According to McCormick, hegemony endowed
Washington with the twin roles of world banker and global policeman. Containment of the Soviet Union
thus provided the rationale, and facilitated winning the support of the American public and Congress, for US
intervention in the core and periphery. Perhaps the greatest achievement of American hegemony, in
McCormick's eyes, was the integration of West Germany and Japan into the world system. These two
potential challengers to US hegemony were, in effect, rendered dependent on Washington for economic
assistance, secure access to global resources, and military protection. McCormick judged US hegemony to be
successful in the early postwar decades. This was a golden age of capitalism marking the economic revival of
Japan and Western Europe.

The long slump beginning in the 1970s, however, precipitated the demise of US hegemony. This was
inevitable, McCormick concluded, as Washington began to feel the effects of imperial over-stretch after the
Vietnam War. Together with the loss of its competitive edge in world markets to Japan and Western Europe,
overspending on military production hastened the economic decline of the United States at home as the
government failed to allocate adequate capital expenditure and invest in research and development in the
civilian goods sector. By the end of the cold war, Washington was forced to address its declining competitive
position and substantially cut back its political and military obligations overseas. Far from being a winner in
the cold war, McCormick finds that the United States was a major economic loser." But as a later section in
this chapter will illustrate, this evaluation of the end of the cold war has been disputed by historians.

McCormick has made a valuable contribution to cold war historiography. He provided the first truly global
analysis of the dynamics of the cold war system and underscored the importance of the economic dimension
of foreign policy. McCormick also highlighted the geopolitical tensions created by the accentuation of the
economic gap between the rich industrial countries and the poorer less-developed regions of Africa, Asia,
and Latin America in his analysis of “core-periphery” relations. In this regard his pioneering research
presages recent interest among scholars in the role of globalization L and the history of the cold war. The
world systems perspective, however, while offering a valuable prism through which to view post-1945
international relations, has tended toward economic reductionism. In other words, the approach has
prioritized economic factors at the expense of important diplomatic and security dimensions.

Competing global economic orders

The cold war economy that emerged after the Second World War consisted of three central features. First,
like the East-West political and military confrontation, it pitted two rival economic systems against each
other. The two economic systems were radically different in terms of character and design. The Western
capitalist order under the leadership of the United States was based on cooperation, compromise, and
shared mutual interests. By contrast the Soviets’ communist bloc was founded on coercion, control, and
dependency. Whereas the Western model sought to create an open, multilateral world economy, the Soviet
economic order shunned international trade and foreign investment in favor of a closed, state-controlled
autarkic system.
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Second, despite combining to defeat Nazi Germany, the Soviet Union and its capitalist allies discontinued
their cooperative relationship after the Second World War. While the United States had provided $11 billion
to Moscow through its lend-lease program during the war, the Soviet Union was refused further economic
assistance after 1945 and subsequently excluded from (although ostensibly invited to join) the Marshall
Plan. The resulting division of Europe and partition of Germany led to the outbreak of a political and
economic cold war between the former allies.

Third, both the West and the Soviet bloc experienced high levels of economic success during the early
postwar decades. Capitalism enjoyed a “golden era” in the 1950s and 1960s; the communist nations
registered unprecedented economic growth rates that surpassed those of their counterparts in the West.
However, both economic models experienced painful periods of adjustment and decline in the 1970s and
1980s. The West suffered from spiraling levels of inflation together with negative economic growth
following the collapse of the postwar international financial arrangements; the Soviet Union and its satellite
states encountered an array of shortcomings and inadequacies in the command economy model.”

The bedrock on which the Western economic order was built was the Bretton Woods financial system.
Conceived in 1944, the Bretton Woods arrangements were designed to produce international financial
stability, foster an open, multilateral trade system, and allow governments autonomy to pursue national
economic goals such as full employment and social welfarism. They established the International Monetary
Fund (IMF) and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD, later renamed the
World Bank) as global financial institutions. Given its vast economic and financial power, the United States
was to play the titular role in the new monetary and trade a1r1:angements.13 Currencies were tied to the
dollar, which was in turn linked to gold at L. $35 an ounce. The United States would act as world banker,
enabling countries to redeem gold in return for their excess dollars. Thus, the dollar became the leading
medium of exchange, bestowing on Washington the responsibility for ensuring the smooth operation of the
international payments system. In essence, this mirrored the security commitment the United States
assumed as the leader of the Western alliance over the course of the cold war.**

The Bretton Woods system did not become fully operational until the mid-1950s. This was due to the
perilous economic state of Western Europe and Japan after the devastation wrought by the Second World
War. In the short term the United States was forced to abandon its objective of establishing a multilateral
economic system in order to address the pressing problems of its allies.” The regional strategy it adopted
was two-fold. First, Washington strove to plug the “dollar gap” with Western Europe and Japan.
Governments were provided with much needed currency to purchase essential raw materials and
manufacturing goods from the United States with a view to stimulating economic recovery and reducing
chronic payments deficits. Second, American officials reasoned that the economic rejuvenation of its allies
would not only strengthen the capitalist system, but also act to curb Soviet expansion in Europe and
Southeast Asia. Western Europe and Japan recovered sufficiently to enable the Bretton Woods system to
begin to function in the late 1950s. While the Bretton Woods era only lasted a decade, it produced
international financial stability, high levels of domestic growth, and a previously unheralded explosion in
global trade."®

Just as soon as the Bretton Woods system had begun to function effectively, nevertheless, it began to
encounter difficulties. Undoubtedly, the chief problem with the system concerned the role played by the
dollar as the linchpin of the international financial arrangements. By the late 1950s the dollar gap had been
replaced by a dollar glut. As countries started to run sizable payments surpluses on an annual basis, they
sought to diversify their monetary reserves by redeeming gold from the United States in exchange for
dollars. American officials began to worry not only about the increasing gold drain, but also about the
impact overseas military expenditure and international liabilities were having on the balance of payments
position of the United States. The dual challenges of the gold drain and persistent payments deficits were
threats to Washington's position as international banker, the dollar as global reserve currency, and
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ultimately the Western capitalist order. From a position of dominating the world economy in the early
postwar period, the United States now found itself hamstrung by the burdens of international financial
leadership.17 Contrary to the arguments advanced by the world systems perspective, the Bretton Woods era
demonstrated the limits that the global financial system imposed on American power. Far from exercising
hegemony in the world economy in the 1960s, Washington was engaged in fighting a rearguard action to
preserve the crumbling edifice of Bretton Woods and maintaining costly American defense commitments
18
overseas.

By the late 1960s the United States was in an economic and security quandary caused by its leadership of the
Western capitalist order. While allies dependent on American military assistance in the struggle against
global communism, Western Europe and L Japan became economic rivals of the United States in the 1970s
and 1980s. Recognizing the shift in economic power in the world economy, President Richard Nixon ended
the Bretton Woods arrangements by devaluing the dollar and closing the gold window in August 1971. This
action liberated the United States from its financial obligations and paved the way for an international
monetary order which allowed currencies to float freely against each other. 19

By contrast the Soviet-led communist economic order evolved in a more piecemeal fashion. As noted above,
the Marshall Plan was pivotal in dividing Europe and triggering the ensuing conflict between East and West.
Stalin refused to participate in the program and compelled Poland and Czechoslovakia to withdraw from
negotiations with the United States regarding economic assistance. The Soviet Union signed a number of
bilateral barter agreements with its neighbors and extracted war reparations from Hungary and Romania.
During 1945-6 the barter agreements yielded the Soviet Union raw materials, equipment, and heavy
machinery to the value of $15—20 billion over the course of a decade.” Along with the deep penetration and
exploitation of the Eastern European economies, Stalin wanted to consolidate his dominance over the
region by creating a ring of satellite states that would act as a defensive buffer against encirclement by the
Western capitalist states. Over the course of the cold war, the Soviet Union confined its international
economic activity to its Eastern European sphere of influence. In response to the American-led campaign to
restrict East-West trade, Moscow sought to build commercial bridges in the developing world. As the cold
war thawed in the 1960s and 1970s, the Kremlin also engaged in trade with several Western nations.
Frustrated by the East-West trade embargo and anxious to avail themselves of Eastern European markets,
West Germany and the Scandinavian countries initiated lucrative commercial contacts with the Warsaw Pact
membership.21

The command economy model, which had first been instituted in the Soviet Union in the 1920s, was geared
toward heavy industrialization and military production. Eschewing free enterprise and the private sector,
the command economy model empowered the state to organize, manage, and direct economic activity.
Central bureaucracies staffed by state officials under the direction of the Communist Party allocated
resources, and labor, and operated the key economic and financial sectors of the economy including
banking, trade, and transport. The central bureaucracy was divided into a number of distinct departments
each responsible for the regulation of an aspect of the economy. Each ministry, moreover, was responsible
for setting and achieving the growth targets set out in the national five year plans, monitoring the
development of industries within the sector and allotting sufficient resources and labor for realizing the
objectives of the broader national plan.

During the cold war the Soviet Union devoted the bulk of its resources and labor to the goals of rapid
industrialization and conventional and nuclear military production at the expense of agriculture and civilian
goods. Stalin and his successors perceived themselves to be in an ideological conflict with the capitalist
states and strove to record higher growth rates than their counterparts in the West and defeat the United
States in the nuclear arms race. The Eastern European satellite states specialized in different sectors L of
industrial production such as iron, steel, chemicals, and electronics. In each case they were contributing
primarily to the development of the Soviet war machine.”
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Initially, the Soviet command economy yielded spectacular growth rates. It has been estimated that by 1970
the Soviet bloc was responsible for 30 percent of total world industrial output. Most strikingly, the Soviet
Union and its Eastern European allies achieved growth rates that were not only comparable with those of the
West but in many instances surpassed the levels of the capitalist nations.”® The Soviet economic model,
nonetheless, had within it the seeds of its own destruction. By the 1970s the exclusive concentration on
heavy industry and preoccupation with the superpower arms race had taken its toll on the centrally-planned
economies. With military expenditure in the region of 15 percent of GNP (gross national product), the
industrial, manufacturing, and agricultural sectors were critically short of investment.”* Agriculture was the
hardest hit and suffered a precipitous decline across the region. Inefficient state farms were unable to
produce the high levels of production required by the central bureaucracies to feed the population.
Shortages were also evident in the consumer and civilian goods sector.”’ Although the Soviet Union had
achieved nuclear parity with the United States by the early 1970s, it was apparent that this effort had put a
heavy strain on the Soviet economy. The relaxation of cold war tensions as a result of détente between the
superpowers promised a greater liberalization of East-West trade and a potential lifeline for the Soviet
economic model. East-West trade, however, merely highlighted the deficiencies of the command economy
model, as Soviet bloc countries became reliant on borrowing from Western banks and their imports failed to
keep pace with exports. High indebtedness and debilitating trade deficits had the effect of stalling the
growth of the Eastern European economics in the late 19705.26

While the cold war era was dominated by the East-West rivalry, a substantial number of “Third World” or
developing countries pursued an alternative economic model. This third way approach encompassed
political non-alignment and economic self —sufficiency.27 Eschewing both Western capitalism and the Soviet
command model, nations from Latin America, post-colonial Africa, and Asia erected barriers to trade and
closed their economies to foreign capital and investment. Inspired by import-substituting industrialization
first practiced in Latin America in the 1930s, developing countries concentrated their resources on the
creation of indigenous industries producing goods for the home market, nurtured by state subsidies and
protected from the vagaries of international trade.”® In the short term this approach proved successful, and
many developing countries recorded impressive economic growth rates, witnessed a noticeable
improvement in living standards, and experienced rapid industrialization. As Jeffrey Frieden has written,
“import substitution appeared a successful economic concomitant to national political independence” for
the Third World.”

Economic success, however, was short-lived. Almost as soon as developing world economies prospered, the
inherent flaws in the import-substituting industrialization model became apparent.30 Plagued by persistent
balance-of-payments deficits, budget shortfalls, and spiraling inflation, the more developing world
countries industrialized, the more they became reliant on imports. Far from eliminating the need for foreign
L trade, Third World countries were forced to buy essential imports of raw materials and machinery which
their national economies could not produce. In order to pay for these imports they needed to increase
exports. Although some finance was made available through loans from the IBRD and foreign aid, the
developing world governments did not have an adequate supply of hard currency to pay for imports.
Consequently, their economies lurched from one financial crisis to another. Astronomical inflation made
goods and basic foodstuffs highly expensive, depressing living standards and resulting in debilitating
poverty for millions of people. Despite economic autarky, the Third World was not immune from the effect
of the global recession and oil shocks that engulfed the capitalist world in the 1970s. Although a handful of
newly industrializing countries (NICs) in Southeast Asia were able to survive through export-orientated
strategies, the majority of the developing world suffered as the North-South economic divide widened.
There was an attempt to extract concessions from the West in the form of a G-77 of Third World nations
manifesto demanding technology transfer, financial aid, and industrial market access.”! These requests,
however, fell on deaf ears. Together with the East-West strategic competition, the latter decades of the cold
war were defined by a North-South conflict with an economic impact more devastating and far-reaching
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than that of the superpower confrontation. Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union would win the
battle for the hearts and minds of the Third World.

The economic cold war

Having considered the structures of the Western and Soviet-led economic orders, this section examines the
interaction between the two blocs during the cold war. Because the issue of economic warfare is discussed in
a subsequent chapter in this volume, only a short summary of recent scholarship outlining pertinent themes
in the literature is presented here.

From the outset, there was general consensus within the Western alliance that the restriction of strategic
exports to the Soviet Union was desirable from the standpoint of the cold war.” Both the United States and
its allies believed that a strategic embargo would help to maintain Western military superiority over the
Soviet Union and delay Moscow's program of military production. The Western Europeans, however,
clashed with Washington over the contents of the strategic embargo. They wanted the international export
control lists administered by the East-West trade group, CG-COCOM, to be limited solely to goods of
strategic value. The United States, on the other hand, understood strategic goods to include items of
potential “dual purpose” value to the Soviet bloc. Dual-purpose goods could be used both in civilian and
military production. The European objection to the control of dual-purpose goods rested squarely on the
conviction that for the purposes of economic recovery Western Europe needed access to Eastern European
markets for raw materials and foodstuffs.

The literature on COCOM has underscored the important role played by the Western European governments
in moderating American economic defense objectives. From the inception of the strategic embargo, Britain
in particular was keen to limit the scope of the export control program to items of a strictly military nature.
While supporting the strategic aims of the embargo, London steadfastly opposed restrictions on civilian
trade with Eastern Europe throughout the 1940s and 1950s. As the cold war appeared to thaw in the early
1950s, Prime Minister Winston Churchill stepped up the campaign for the liberalization of commercial
East-West trade and collaborated with President Dwight D. Eisenhower to push through a wholesale
revision of the international export control lists in August 1954. The August 1954 revisions removed from
the lists many of the dual-purpose items that had been a major bone of contention between the United
States and its allies. For many of the Western European governments, however, this radical overhaul of the
strategic embargo was unsatisfactory, and COCOM remained a source of friction in the Western alliance for
the remainder of the cold war.”®

The Western allies were at even greater odds over trade with the People's Republic of China (PRC). In
tandem with COCOM, a multilateral body known informally as CHINCOM had been formed in the early 1950s
to monitor and restrict strategic exports to the PRC. The CHINCOM lists imposed a much more stringent
embargo than those of COCOM. The so-called “China differential” proved an intractable source of tension
between the allies, especially after the August 1954 revisions of the COCOM lists. It was not until November
1957 that European and Japanese will prevailed in CHINCOM. Prodded by Parliament and domestic business
groups, Prime Minister Macmillan unilaterally declared that his government would no longer recognize the
China differential. Following Macmillan's lead the other Western European governments and Japan
followed suit, forcing the United States to agree to an amalgamation of the COCOM and CHINCOM
international export control lists.>*

How did the Soviet Union respond to COCOM? It is evident that the strategic embargo did not have the effect
hoped for by the United States. While it is difficult to estimate the real impact of the export control program
on the Soviet economy, the embargo did succeed to a certain extent in delaying the Kremlin's access to high
technology and strategic goods. By the late 1960s the Soviet leadership had become concerned about the
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huge gap that was developing between Moscow and its cold war adversaries. An expansion of East-West
trade, they believed, would enable Moscow to procure advanced technology and consumer goods necessary
to alleviate bottlenecks in the Soviet economy. The Kremlin's peaceful overtures were received positively in
Washington as the United States grappled with the challenges posed by American economic decline and the
diffusion of power across the globe.35

In return for trade, however, Washington sought political concessions from Moscow. The deterioration in
the American trade position in 1971 alerted the Commerce Department to the benefits that could be derived
from opening new markets in the East. More compelling in President Nixon's view was a signal from
Moscow that General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev would take part in a summit to discuss relations between
the two superpowers. Although the centerpiece of the Summit, which occurred in May L 1972, was the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) agreement, the two leaders indicated that they would be prepared to
explore trade contact in the spirit of détente. On October 18, the two countries signed a historic trade treaty
that conferred most-favored-nation (MNF) status on the Soviet Union and committed Washington and
Moscow to $2.5 billion worth of bilateral trade.*® But no sooner had the Nixon and Brezhnev governments
secured a new American-Soviet commercial relationship than it came under fire from critics of détente in
the US Congress. The (Henry) Jackson-(Charles) Vanik amendment to the Trade Reform Bill 1974, which
placed stringent political conditions on the Soviet Union in return for trade, was to sound the death knell for
the American-Soviet economic détente. Unwilling to be dictated to by the American legislature, in January
1975 Brezhnev announced that the Soviet Union was abrogating the 1972 trade agreement.37

Economic issues and the end of the cold war

There remains a dearth of declassified primary sources conducive to arriving at confident judgments about
the factors leading to the demise of the cold war. So far the literature has centered on two lines of inquiry.
First, it has been argued that enlightened policies implemented by the West, and especially the United
States, forced the Soviet leadership to negotiate an end to the nuclear arms race. Given that the Soviet
economy was on the verge of collapse, the Kremlin had no alternative but to seek a permanent truce in the
confrontation with the West. The second perspective contends that American policies during the Reagan
administration of the 1980s were costly, misguided, and ultimately prolonged the life of the cold war. This
hard-line approach diverged sharply from that of its allies and the Soviet Union under the leadership of
Mikhail Gorbachev. Gorbachev perceived a future in which Soviet communism could coexist peacefully with
capitalism and enjoy the fruits of commercial exchange within an integrated world economy.

For some historians Ronald Reagan was responsible for winning the cold war. In seeking to show the
influence of President Reagan's economic defense policies within the overall strategy of defeating the Soviet
Union, they argue that the Reagan administration's decision to pursue economic warfare against Moscow
brought the Soviet economy to the verge of collapse and compelled the Kremlin to seek negotiations with a
view to halting the superpower arms race. Such commentators focus particularly on Washington's adoption
in 1981 of a two-pronged economic warfare strategy. First, the United States restricted the Soviet Union's
access to hard currency, particularly with respect to its earnings from natural gas. Second, the Reagan
administration resumed the comprehensive export control program in COCOM that had been substantially
reduced during the 1960s and 1970s. The embargo would specifically target items with a high L technology
component and raw materials in critically short supply in the Soviet Union. The export prohibitions were
also extended to bank credits, which would now be subject to high interest repayments.

The economic warfare strategy was essentially guided by two National Security Decision Directives (NSDD).
NSDD 54, signed by President Reagan in September 1982, had as its central goal to break the dependence of
Eastern Europe on Moscow and encouraged the splintering of the Soviet bloc through financial, commercial,
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and diplomatic instruments. NSSD 66 was even more ambitious. Authorized by Reagan in November 1982,
this directive provided for more than a strategic embargo on East-West trade. It committed the United
States, with the assistance of its allies, to identify economic vulnerabilities and undermine the industrial
capacity of the Soviet Union. This was to be achieved through an extensive embargo on critical technologies
and equipment, the cancellation of contracts to purchase Soviet natural gas, and wide-ranging restrictions
on the provision of government credits to Moscow.>®

It is debatable whether the Reagan administration's policies amounted to economic warfare against the
Soviet Union. Neither the president nor the more moderate officials in the State Department ever spoke
publicly about economic warfare. Further, the influence of the hard-line faction on Reagan peaked in 1982,
and tapered off as George Shultz succeeded Alexander Haig as secretary of state and began to assert his
authority over foreign policy. A critic of economic sanctions, Shultz strongly believed that the COCOM
embargo was more a source of disunity in the Western alliance than an effective strategic weapon against
the Soviet Union.>

Another problem for the historian in determining the effectiveness of the Reagan economic defense strategy
is quantitative. Since American-Soviet trade was minimal, it is difficult to discern the extent to which export
controls on technology and equipment helped to undermine the Soviet economy. Moscow had achieved high
levels of economic growth and managed to achieve parity with the United States during the period in which
COCOM had been founded and Washington had operated a strategic embargo on East-West trade. During
1981-3, furthermore, the Reagan administration failed to rally multilateral support behind a campaign of
economic warfare against the Soviet Union. The Western European governments refused to consider
American proposals for a substantial increase in export controls on East-West trade. They stood firm
against American demands for significant extensions to the COCOM lists in exchange for assurances that a
$10 billion pipeline project they had previously negotiated with the Soviet Union would not be subject to the
embargo. Although Reagan imposed sanctions against the subsidiaries of American corporations in Europe
in response to this defiance in July 1982, his more moderate advisors prevailed upon him to remove these
punitive measures the following November.*

Another more convincing explanation for the end of the cold war focuses on developments in the Soviet
Union. Despite high growth rates in the 1950s and 1960s, the Soviet economy experienced a difficult period
of stagnation and decline in the 1970s. In fact, by the early 1980s the Soviet economy was growing at a feeble
rate of less than 2 percent. Expenditure on military outlays reached 20 percent of GNP and Soviet troops
were L embroiled in an intractable war in Afghanistan. In March 1985 Gorbachev came to power with
radically new ideas on how to deal with these problems. He realized that Moscow could not expect to sustain
the arms race with the United States without grave consequences for the future sustainability of the Soviet
economy. Gorbachev, therefore, believed that the two superpowers should begin negotiations toward an
arms control regime. The Soviet leader was also anxious to dissuade Reagan from embarking on the
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) as this would force the Kremlin to devote more of its limited financial
resources to building an equivalent defense system. Gorbachev, moreover, was convinced that the
liberalization of East-West trade would be a panacea for the Soviet Union's economic ills. Diplomatic
engagement with the West, he hoped, might yield technologies in critically short supply in the Soviet Union
as well as bank credits to enable Moscow to purchase essential manufacturers and consumer goods from the
capitalist states.”

Together with his ambitious foreign policy objectives, Gorbachev embarked on far-reaching internal
reforms in the Soviet Union's political system and economy. In an unprecedented departure from his
successors, Gorbachev introduced a policy of glasnost. While stopping well short of establishing a
democratic, liberal polity, Gorbachev's reforms partially opened Soviet society by making government more
accountable and less corrupt. It was in the realm of political economy, nevertheless, that Gorbachev made a
lasting mark. Although he did not want to dispense with the command economy model, Gorbachev
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concluded that the future economic success of the Soviet Union lay with full integration into the world
economy. Thus, his restructuring program, perestroika, revolved around trying to make domestic industries
more competitive with their counterparts in the West and preparing the Soviet economy for international
trade and, he hoped, export-led growth.

Ironically, Gorbachev's valiant efforts to modernize the economy may have hastened Soviet economic
decline. Undeniably, the internal contradictions of the command economy model inhibited the Soviet
economy's efforts to adapt to the harsh realities of world trade. As Western states enthusiastically
welcomed greater access to Soviet markets, they were rather more reluctant to purchase what they
considered the inferior products of the Eastern bloc countries. The net effect was to turn the terms of trade
against Moscow, increasing domestic economic malaise and increasing the levels of hardship experienced
by the Soviet people.42 Unwavering in its faith in the command economy model, the Soviet leadership
shunned the palpable benefits of trade and foreign capital that economic globalization yielded to the
Western nations in the 1960s and 1970s. By refusing to open the economy to international trade and
investment, Moscow only succeeded in further isolating the Soviet Union and accelerating the country's
economic decline. Keenly aware of the fruits to be derived from economic interdependence, the Eastern
European countries began to seek greater engagement with the West and disengagement from the Soviet
orbit. Since the late 1970s relations between the Soviet Union and its satellites had deteriorated. The Eastern
European governments vehemently opposed the bellicose nature of Soviet Union in its foreign policy and
resented Moscow's demands for a 5 percent increase in their military budgets. As their economies began to
falter, the Eastern L Europeans looked to open new commercial contacts and sign trade deals with Western
Europe.43

The contribution of the United States to the final winding down of the cold war should not be
underestimated. By the time Gorbachev had assumed the reins of power in Moscow, the moderates had
gained the ascendancy in the battle for the control of foreign policy in Washington. President Reagan, too,
had a change of heart. Under the astute leadership of Shultz in the State Department, the Reagan foreign
policy team responded positively to Gorbachev's peaceful overtures. On his visits to Moscow, Shultz helped
to sow the seeds of economic engagement between the Soviet Union and the West by pointing out to
Gorbachev the great commercial opportunities open to Moscow in world trade. Shultz was preaching to the
converted.* After the two superpowers signed the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty in
September 1987, the relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union moved from one of
military competition to one of economic cooperation. In 1988, as Gorbachev pulled the remaining Soviet
troops out of Afghanistan, the United States agreed to a substantial relaxation of the COCOM embargo. As
the Soviet economy teetered on the brink of collapse in the early 1990s, Gorbachev continued to push for
MFN status from the United States.*”
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Conclusion

The first issue that the chapter discussed was the existing literature on the economic dimension of the cold
war. It was noted that there is little consensus between historians over the role of economic factors in the
cold war. As each of the contrasting perspectives has merit, there is a need for a synthesis which would
enable a better understanding of the dynamics of political economy in post-1945 international relations.
The world systems model could perhaps be successfully blended with approaches emphasizing national
security, economic diplomacy, and corporatism. To this end, economic developments would be studied
within a global framework, with greater weight to political and strategic considerations than is currently
evident in world systems analyses. Such a synthesis, while acknowledging the primacy of the United States
in the international system, would help shed new light on the limits imposed on American hegemony by
allies, adversaries, as well as multilateral organizations, central banks, and transnational non-
governmental actors such as corporations and trade unions.

Further research is also urgently required on the nature of the economic conflict between the Western
alliance and the Soviet bloc. The picture is decidedly clearer on the Western economic order, but less so on
the communist one. Given the divergent nature of the two economic systems, it appears that conflict was all
but inevitable after the creation of the Marshall Plan. The cold war was thus an ideological confrontation.
Future studies should build on the insights of international economic history in explaining how
policymakers on both sides of the “iron curtain” conceived, created, L. and managed their respective
capitalist and communist orders over the long haul of the East-West conflict.

The area of East-West trade has been the subject of increasing interest from scholars in recent years. This
work has demonstrated the significance of economic statecraft in the cold war. The West, in particular,
deployed a strategic embargo as part of its containment strategy against the Soviet bloc throughout the
course of the cold war. The embargo was constantly modified, i.e., expanded or reduced, during the conflict
in line with Western perceptions of Soviet behavior at a given time period. Yet, the question of the efficacy of
economic sanctions will benefit from more sustained reflection. Is it fair to dismiss COCOM as merely an
irritant in relations between the United States and its allies or was the embargo a potent strategic
instrument in the containment of global communism?

This leads on to the final area addressed by this chapter: economic factors and the end of the cold war. The
available evidence suggests that the Reagan administration's campaign of economic warfare in the early
1980s had a minimal impact on the Soviet Union. By the late 1970s the Soviet economy was in a precarious
position crumbling under the weight of capacious military spending and the inflexibility of the command
economy model. Far from resolving these economic problems, Gorbachev's modernization plans had the
adverse effect of hastening the Soviet Union's decline. Had the Kremlin initiated reforms of the command
model much earlier and responded positively to the process of globalization, like its communist counterpart
the PRC in the late 1970s, it is arguable that, at least in economic terms, the Soviet Union might have
survived longer.
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Abstract

This chapter examines the geopolitical aspect of the Cold War. It discusses the origin of the term
“geopolitics,” and investigates how and why relations between the United States and the Soviet Union
deteriorated so rapidly after the World War 2. The chapter highlights the incompatibilities between the
ideologies of the two superpowers, and explains that communism and free-market capitalism are
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On March 12, 1947 President Harry S. Truman, alerting the American people to an alleged communist threat
to Greece and Turkey, told Congress, “I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to support free
peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures.”1 More than
21years later, on September 26, 1968, an article in the Russian newspaper Pravda justified the invasion of
Czechoslovakia by Soviet-led Warsaw Pact forces the previous month. “Without question,” it read, “the
people of the socialist countries and the communist parties must have the freedom to determine their own
path of development. Any decision they make, however, must not be inimical either to socialism in their
own country or to the fundamental interests of the other socialist countries....The sovereignty of individual
socialist countries cannot be set against the interests of world socialism and the world revolutionary
movement.””

Both these statements gave birth to a foreign policy “doctrine”: the Truman Doctrine and the Brezhnev
Doctrine. Both were couched in ideological terms and represented the cold war as an ideological conflict:
“democracy” versus “totalitarianism” on the one hand; “socialism” versus “capitalism” on the other.
Ideological differences, nevertheless, were only a part of the conflict known as the cold war. With regard to
the threat to Turkey, for example, a joint memorandum from the US Departments of State, War, and the
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Navy in August 1946 stated that should the Soviets succeed in obtaining control over Turkey, it would be
“extremely difficult, if not impossible, to prevent the Soviet Union from obtaining control over...the whole
Near and Middle East,” a region which was “strategically important from the point of view of resources,
including oil.”? In the case of Czechoslovakia, Brezhnev told the Czech leaders “about the sacrifice of the
Soviet Union in the Second World War: the soldiers fallen in battle, the civilians slaughtered, the enormous
material losses, the hardships suffered by the Soviet people. At such a cost the Soviet Union had gained
security, and the guarantee of that security was the postwar division of Europe, and, specifically, the fact

that Czechoslovakia was linked with the Soviet Union ‘forever.”””

This chapter examines the geopolitics of the cold war. The term “geopolitics” is highly elastic. Originally
coined in 1899 by Sweden's Rudolf Kjellen, the German geographer Karl Haushofer eagerly embraced it in
the period of Adolf Hitler's ascendancy. Concurrently in the Anglo-American world, geographers like Sir
Halford Mackinder and Nicholas Spykman conceptualized a global conflict between an Atlantic-based sea
power and a Eurasian land mass dominated first by Germany and then by Russia.” Mackinder and Spykman
are sometimes cited as inspiring the American doctrine of “containment,” and the former is actually quoted
in a British cabinet paper of March 1948 that reads, “... physical control of the Eurasian land mass and
eventual control of the whole World Island [Europe, Asia and Africa] is what the [Soviet] Politburo is aiming
at—no less a thing than that.”® Contemporary scholars such as Saul Cohen (in the United States), Neville
Brown and Colin Gray (in the United Kingdom), and Aymeric Chauprade and Yves Lacoste (in France)
continue to publish valuable studies of international relations which develop and move on from the insights
of Mackinder and Spykman, but this chapter adopts a broader definition of geopolitics, akin to that set out
by Raymond Garthoff, namely, “a synonym for realistic ‘power political’ factors or approaches. It thus
corresponds closely to the traditional term in historical and political science analysis: Realpolitik.”7

The global balance of power changed dramatically during the second half of the 20th century. On the eve of
the Second World War, there were seven major powers: the United States, the Soviet Union, the United
Kingdom, France, Germany, Italy, and Japan. The League of Nations estimated that, between them, these
countries were responsible for just over 80 percent of the world's industrial output in 1936—8.2 All of them
possessed, actually or potentially, sizeable armed forces, and all but the Soviet Union ruled overseas
territories. The Second World War was a confrontation between rival, albeit shifting alliances of these
powers: the United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and France versus Germany, Italy, and
Japan.

The end of the war in 1945 saw a new configuration of power. Both Germany and Japan were defeated and
occupied countries. Of the five remaining pre-war powers, France and Italy had suffered catastrophic
declines, although the former was accorded a permanent seat on the Security Council of the United Nations
and an occupation zone in Germany. Despite its own Security Council seat, large armed forces, extensive
overseas empire, and Commonwealth, as well as its status as one of the “Big Three” at the wartime
conferences of the victorious powers, the United Kingdom was also seriously weakened.

This left the United States and the Soviet Union. Both were powers of continental proportions with more
than twice the forces of their nearest rival, the United Kingdom, deployed on land, sea, and in the air. But
there the parallel ends. Economically, the United States far outclassed the Soviet Union, and the difference
between the two powers had grown as a result of the Second World War (27 million Russians died in the
conflict compared to half a million Americans). Soviet GDP, which had been half that of America in 1938,
was only 20 percent of it in 1945.9 It was a similar story with respect to the main sinews of mid-2o0th-
century industrial power. The Soviet Union's steel output L was 63 percent of that of the United States in
1938 but only 17 percent in 1945. In the case of coal the proportions were 37 percent and 26 percent and, for
oil, 18 percent and 8 percent.lO These facts and figures signal an extremely uneven rather than bipolar
balance of power in 1945.
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On the military side, too, there was a considerable imbalance between what became known as the two
superpowers. Although postwar demobilization left the United States with much smaller conventional
forces than the Soviet Union, an intelligence report presented to US Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal in
early 1946 stated, “The present Soviet capabilities may be considered to be restricted to land operations
within Eurasia... The Red Fleet is incapable of any important offensive or amphibious operations...[and
the] Soviet air effort is confined to ground support; a strategic air force is practically non-existent either in
material or corlcepts.”ll None of these limitations applied to the United States. In addition, of course, as
Hiroshima and Nagasaki had demonstrated, the latter possessed the atomic bomb and a means of delivering
it.

Why, then, did relations between the United States and the Soviet Union deteriorate so rapidly? One
explanation is that the ideologies of the two superpowers were incompatible. Free-market capitalism and
communism are polar opposites, and both the United States and the Soviet Union promoted their extension.
Looked at from a different point of view, however, the origins of the cold war are much the same as those
identified by Thucydides in his history of the Peloponnesian War: “The growth of the power of Athens, and
the alarm which this inspired in Sparta, made war inevitable.”"? This war took place within the confines of
Ancient Greece. Later, similar rivalries occurred on a broader canvas. The German historian, Ludwig Dehio,
brilliantly analyzed the international history of Europe from the 16th century to 1945 in terms of a series of
struggles for hegemony in which first Spain, then France, and finally Germany sought overall control.”® The
cold war can be seen as a similar phenomenon.

On the eve of the Second World War the Soviet Union shared borders with seven different European
countries: Norway, Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and Romania. Virtually all these frontiers
were fluid, and Russia had attacked or been attacked across them over the previous two centuries. For
example, Russian troops reached Berlin in 1760 as well as in 1945, and, as Stalin boasted at the Potsdam
conference in 1945, they had got as far as Paris in 1815. On the other hand, Russia had suffered invasion by
western powers in 1708, 1812, 1854, 1914, 1918, and 1941.

This to-ing and fro-ing was facilitated by the absence of natural barriers and the weakness and instability of
many of the states. Estonia (then a Swedish province) was ceded to Russia as early as 1721. Latvia, Lithuania,
and Poland had similarly disappeared from the map between 1772 and 1795 following three successive
partitions by more powerful neighbors, namely Prussia, Austria, and Russia. The checkerboard of nation
states which appeared following the defeat of Austria-Hungary, Germany, and the Ottoman Empire in the
First World War and the collapse of the Russian empire in 1917 was, therefore, unlikely to survive intact once
Germany and Russia regained their strength. And so it proved. The entire area—and more—fell under
German control by the end of 1941 and, following the German defeat in 1945, the Soviet Union moved in to
fill the vacuum. L It reabsorbed the three Baltic states and a large part of Poland, so that its own frontier
now abutted those of Czechoslovakia and Hungary. Since Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania were once more part
of Russia, however, the Soviet Union's postwar European boundaries now totaled six instead of the pre-war
seven.

The Soviet Union used its victory in 1945 to extend its influence further southwards and westwards into
Europe. The states of Eastern Europe (Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovkia) became Russian satellites, as
did the Balkan states of Romania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and Albania, although the last two managed to
extricate themselves from this predicament—while remaining under communist rule—in 1948 and 1961
respectively.

The Soviet Union was determined to hold on to its East European “empire.” In addition to invading
Czechoslovakia in 1968, its forces intervened in Hungary in 1956 and came close to doing so in Poland that
same year. Plans were also drawn up to invade Yugoslavia in 1948. Perhaps because of Stalin's caution, they
were never implemented. Albania was too small and too far away to merit attack.
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What of Germany, the country primarily responsible for the Second World War and the potential economic
powerhouse of the whole of Europe? Since 1945 it had been jointly occupied by the four victorious powers
(the UK, France, the Soviet Union, and the US), with each allocated a separate zone. Negotiations to
establish a unified government faltered because the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet
Union could not agree on a formula which ensured that a united Germany could not throw its sizeable
weight behind either of the rival power blocs which were already forming. France favored permanent
dismemberment. The outcome was the division in 1949 of Germany into the Federal Republic of (West)
Germany and the (East) German Democratic Republic.

A geopolitical time-bomb was situated at the heart of Germany in the shape of its former capital, Berlin.
Divided, like Germany as a whole, into four “sectors,” Berlin was an enclave within the Russian zone of
occupation. In 1948 the Russians instituted a blockade of rail, road, and canal traffic into West Berlin in
order to remove the embarrassing allied presence from their zone altogether. They even hinted at an
exchange of territory which would achieve this peacefully. The Americans, British, and French, however,
succeeded in supplying their garrisons and the people of West Berlin by air. Once the winter of 1948-9
ended, the Russians recognized that their tactic had failed and lifted the blockade.

The geopolitical time-bomb remained ticking, nevertheless. Another crisis erupted over Berlin in 1958,
when the Russians threatened to hand over control of the access routes to West Berlin to East Germany,
which Britain, France, and the United States did not recognize. Its later phase coincided with the desperate
step taken by the Russians and their East German ally to build a wall between East and West Berlin in August
1961 to stem the ever-increasing flow of refugees. This move heightened tension and for a few days in
October there was a brief stand-off between American and Russian tanks at “Checkpoint Charlie,” the main
crossing-point between the two halves of the city.

Western Europeans often said after the Second World War that all the Red Army needed to reach the Channel
coast was decent boots. Was that the Soviet intention? The United States and its allies thought it was,
although they believed that the more immediate threat to Western Europe came from its own communist
parties, particularly those of France and Italy. Barriers were soon erected to stem the Red tide: the Marshall
Plan of 1947, which was designed to bolster West Europe's economies, and the North Atlantic Treaty of
1949, which was primarily a military alliance. The Soviet Union responded in 1949 with the formation of
COMECON, and, after it had failed to prevent the rearmament of West Germany and its integration into
NATO in 1955, the Warsaw Pact.

As in Europe there had been a history of great power rivalry in the Middle East. Throughout most of the 19th
century “the great game” was played between Britain and Russia over the fate of the Ottoman Empire,
Persia (Iran), and Afghanistan. To address their joint anxieties concerning Germany, an agreement between
the two countries in 1907 produced a de facto partition of Iran, and during the First World War one of the
notorious “secret treaties” had conceded control of the Turkish Straits to Russia, allowing it free access to
the Mediterranean.

Both agreements lapsed as a result of the Russian Revolution of 1917. Indeed, the British sought
unsuccessfully to secure territorial changes in the Caucasus and Caspian areas, while the Turks seized the
provinces of Kars and Ardahan which the Russians had occupied in 1875. The Second World War changed the
situation once again. In 1941 Britain and Russia once more partitioned Iran after intervening to put an end to
the pro-Axis intrigues of the then Shah, and in 1945—6 the Soviet Union demanded control of the Turkish
Straits and the restoration of Kars and Ardahan while refusing to withdraw from northern Iran ostensibly to
support Azerbaijani autonomy.

This time oil affected the outcome. The Axis powers had been plagued by a shortage of oil during the Second
World War. Although the United States was self- sufficient in oil during the war, its government and
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industry knew that the situation was not permanent, and they regarded the Middle East as the most
potentially productive alternative source. They were right. On the eve of the Second World War, the Middle
East produced less than 5 percent of the world's oil supplies. By 1955, however, that proportion had risen to
20 percent."* Its reserves, moreover, had grown even faster.

0il thus figured prominently in American thinking about the Middle East. The Joint Chiefs of Staff pointed
out in October 1946 that Iran was “an area of major strategic interest to the United States” because of its oil.
It was also an important defensive position against possible attacks upon other oil producing countries in
the region. Denial of Middle East oil resources to either side would force it to fight “an oil-starved war;”
therefore, it was “to the strategic interest of the United States to keep Soviet influence and Soviet armed
forces removed as far as possible from oil resources in Iran, Iraq, and the Near and Middle East.”"

The Soviet Union was indeed interested in gaining access to Iranian oil. As a result of the destruction
brought about by the Second World War, its own output had fallen from 31.1 million tonnes in 1940 to 19.4
million tonnes in 1945. Moreover, the Russians had as much reason to fear the presence of potentially
hostile powers in the Middle East as the L, Americans, for they knew that during the brief period of the
Nazi-Soviet pact (1939—41), Britain and France had drawn up plans to bomb Russian oil fields in the
Caucasus from bases in the area. Similar plans were drawn up by Britain and the United States after the
Second World War.

Stalin felt too weak to pursue his objectives in the face of American and British opposition. He withdrew his
forces from Iran and his threats from Turkey. The latter became a bastion of American influence in the
Middle East. The United States sixth fleet was in effect established when President Truman sent the
battleship Missouri to Turkey in 1946. Turkey joined the North Atlantic Alliance in 1952 and agreed to host
American Jupiter intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) targeted at the Soviet Union in 1957.
Master-minded by the CIA and MI6 in 1953, a military coup overthrew Iran's prime minister, Mohammed
Mossadegh, whom the Americans and British considered sympathetic to communism. For the next 26 years
Iran was a reliable American ally, becoming a founder-member of what became known as the Central Treaty
Organization (CENTO)—an eastern extension of NATO—in 1955.

The key to cold war geopolitics in East Asia was China. The total length of the Soviet Union's land borders
was 19,923 km. Almost two-fifths of this length is accounted for by China. Add the length of the frontier
with Mongolia (3,441 km) and the proportion comfortably exceeds one-half. Contrast this with the 4,254
km (one- fifth) which the Soviet Union shared with European states, add China's population and size, and
its importance becomes clear.

China ended the Second World War in a sorry state. It had been fighting the Japanese since 1937, four years
longer than Britain and the United States and almost eight years longer than the Soviet Union. According to
one estimate, “[t]he country lost over three million soldiers in combat, and an additional eighteen million
civilians as casualties of the war.”*® To make matters worse, the end of the war with Japan did not mean a
return to peace. A civil war between the Nationalist government of General Chiang Kai-shek and the
Communist People's Liberation Army under Mao Zedong soon broke out and lasted until the victory of the

People's Republic of china (PRC) in October 1949.

The Soviet Union was primarily concerned with the possible resurgence of Japan, whose attitude toward
both the Czarist regime and its successor had been hostile throughout the first four decades of the 20th
century and which failed to join in the German invasion of 1941 only because it was preoccupied elsewhere.
Thus Stalin signed a treaty with Chiang Kai-shek's government in August 1945. As the civil war developed,
the Russians gave some aid to the Chinese communists, but Stalin remained cautious. There is evidence that
he urged the communists not to cross the Yangzi River in 1949, a course of action which could have led to a
divided country.'’ The Soviet ambassador remained accredited to the Nationalist regime until after it had
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withdrawn to the island of Taiwan. Stalin refused to receive Mao until after the official proclamation of the
PRC in October 1949, and a new Sino-Soviet treaty, which was signed in February 1950, granted the
Russians a privileged position in Manchuria, China's most highly industrialized region, and gave the
Chinese no satisfaction in respect to their claim to Mongolia or their desire to “liberate” Taiwan.

In the United States bitter divisions emerged over policy. On the one hand, the Joint Chiefs of Staff argued in
a paper of June 9, 1947, that “the military security of the United States will be threatened if there is any
further spread of Soviet influence and power in the Far East.” Given that Japan was disarmed and occupied,
“the only Asiatic government at present capable of even a show of resistance to Soviet expansion in Asia is
the Chinese Nationalist Government.” The Chiefs recommended, in terms redolent of traditional
geopolitical discourse, that “United States assistance to those nations on the periphery of Soviet-controlled
areas in Eurasia should be given in accordance with an over-all plan...[which] should take into account the
necessity for the maintenance of the Chinese National Government and should eventually provide sufficient
assistance to that Government to eliminate all communist armed opposition.. »is

On the other hand, when Secretary of State George C. Marshall went before Congress in February 1948, he
expounded an alternative geopolitical narrative derived from the thinking of one of the most influential US
diplomats of the early postwar period, George Kennan. “China,” he said, “does not itself possess the raw
material and industrial resources which would enable it to become a first-class military power within the
foreseeable future. Furthermore...we cannot afford, economically or militarily, to take over the continued
failures of the present Chinese Government to the dissipation of our strength in more vital regions...that is,
in the vital industrial area of Western Europe with its tradition of free institutions.” "

Events in neighboring areas of East Asia helped to crystallize positions. Russia and Japan had competed for
Korea at the end of the 19th century, and it was annexed by the latter in 1910. Liberated in 1945 by the Red
Army and American forces, it was divided into two zones of occupation at the 38th parallel. These two zones
soon evolved into separate states, the Communist Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) to the
north and the pro-American Republic of Korea to the south. Both governments desired reunification, albeit
on their own terms.

On June 25, 1950, after persuading a wary Stalin that it would be a walkover, the DPRK's leader, Kim Il Sung,
launched his forces across the 38th parallel. The US government interpreted the move as a Soviet-inspired
attempt to seize the initiative in the cold war and mobilized its allies in the United Nations. In October 1950,
after the US/UsN forces halted the enemy advance and rolled it back across the 38th parallel until they
approached the Manchurian border, the PRC sent in its own armed forces, eventually totaling 1.45 million
“volunteers.” The Soviet Union, too, intervened on the side of the DPRK, but clandestinely and on a much
smaller scale. After three years of bitter fighting, a ceasefire was concluded on July 27, 1953 on the basis of
the status quo ante. The Korean War turned the cold war into an armed conflict, albeit one in which the
United States and the Soviets confronted each other through allies and proxies.

The United States and the Soviet Union were thus locked into a confrontation along the Eurasian periphery.
In order to gain the advantage, both parties built up huge nuclear arsenals. The Soviet Union had tested its
first nuclear device in 1949, four years after the United States. The gap between the two countries’ first
thermonuclear (hydrogen bomb) tests was less than a year, from October 1952 to August 1953. The number
of nuclear L weapons held by each superpower rose from 365 (for the United States) and five (for the Soviet
Union) in 1950, to 20,434 and 1,605 in 1960.20 This does not take into account the power of individual
weapons or the means of delivery. The latter multiplied from strategic bombers to various kinds of missiles:
the land-based medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs), intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs),
and intercontinental -range ballistic missiles (ICBMs); and the submarine-launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs) of various ranges. In 1970 it is estimated that the United States possessed 1,054 ICBMs, 656 SLBMs,
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and 1,710 nuclear warheads to the Soviet Union's 1,465, 229, and 1,694.21 This relative parity lasted until the
end of the cold war.

The Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies enjoyed a continuing superiority on the ground in Europe. In
1989, for example, Warsaw Pact forces in Europe possessed an estimated 58,000 main battle tanks
compared to 21,900 in the opposing NATO forces.”” The Soviet navy also expanded. As early as 1968, its
commander-in-chief, Admiral Sergei Gorshkov, was quoted as saying, “The flag of the Soviet navy now
proudly flies over the oceans of the world. Sooner or later, the US will have to understand that it no longer
has mastery of the seas.””* Twenty years later the strategic geographer Hugh Faringdon wrote, “By the
1980s the Soviet Union had accomplished an historic breakout from its geopolitical boundaries as a land
power, and acquired the capacity to challenge the interests of the west in every corner of the globe.”24 It had
bases or port-of-call facilities in Vietnam, South Yemen, Ethiopia, Mozambique, Angola, and Syria. The
United States had its third fleet, based in the eastern Pacific, its sixth fleet in the Mediterranean, and its
seventh fleet in the western Pacific. Still, the increased Russian naval presence far from home waters was
both impressive and threatening.

This maritime expansion must be seen in the context of another cold war dimension: the rise of the Third
World. One of the most significant developments in world politics after 1945 was decolonization. While
autonomous from the cold war, decolonization is also inextricably linked to it. This was spelled out as early
as September 1948 by analysts of the fledgling US Central Intelligence Agency. “The growth of nationalism
in colonial areas,” they concluded, “which has already succeeded in breaking up a large part of the European
colonial system and in creating a series of new, nationalistic states in the Near and Far East has major
implications for US security, particularly in terms of possible world conflict with the USSR. This shift of the
dependent areas from the orbit of the colonial powers not only weakens the probable European allies of the
US but deprives the US itself of assured access to vital bases and raw materials in these areas in time of war.
Should the recently liberated and currently emergent states become oriented toward the USSR US military
and economic security would be seriously threatened.””

There were fifty-one founding members of the United Nations in 1945. By the end of the cold war the
organization's membership stood at 159. More than three-quarters of the additional members were former
colonial dependencies. Seventeen newly independent African states became members in 1960 alone. What
had been an American-dominated world organization in the early postwar period gradually turned into one
in which the United States could no longer be sure of getting its own way. The use of the veto in the UN
Security Council is revealing in this respect. Although the Soviets cast 117 L vetoes to America's seventy-
two between 1946 and 1990, the United States cast none before 1972 and the Soviet Union only eight after it.
American disillusionment with the UN during the Reagan administration was reflected from 1983 onwards
in the withholding of funds from the organization which was seriously damaging to it.

The Soviet Union seized the opportunity to “leapfrog” its opponents by intervening in the developing world,
where the process of decolonization, resentment at the arrogance of the western powers, and chronic
political instability offered plenty of scope for making mischief. This was doubly so because the United
States was instinctively hostile to European colonialism, although its own behavior in the Third World,
especially in Latin America, looked to many suspiciously like a form of colonialism. This attitude provided
the Russians with a wedge to drive between the United States and its European allies.

Soviet intervention began in the Middle East in the mid-1950s, when the United States and Britain were
trying to form an anti-Soviet regional alliance in the area. The Egyptians, who had suffered from British
interference in their affairs for three-quarters of a century, turned to the Russians for support. They
concluded an arms agreement with Czechoslovakia in 1955, and the anti-Soviet Baghdad Pact had to be
restricted to the so-called “northern tier” of Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and Pakistan. Even then the Americans
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refused to join it because they thought that, without Egypt, the pact had become more a vehicle to extend
British and Iraqi influence in the Middle East than a defensive alliance against the Soviet Union.

Syria followed Egypt into the Soviet orbit, and Iraq drifted in and out after the revolution of 1958 got rid of
the pro-British monarchy. Since both Egypt and Iraq treated their own communist parties with varying
degrees of severity, this new alignment with the Soviet Union was hardly ideological. The existence of the
new Jewish state of Israel, established in 1948, further complicated the situation. The Arab countries were
implacably opposed to the existence of Israel and the Soviet Union ended up supplying weapons and
expertise for the Arabs to engage in three Arab-Israeli wars: the Suez war of October 1956, the Six Day War
of June 1967, and the Yom Kippur War of October 1973. The United States, which had been sympathetic
toward Israel from the start, became even closer to it the more the Russians sided with the Arabs.
Eventually, the Americans succeeded in prising the Egyptians apart from the Russian embrace, and a peace
agreement between Egypt and Israel was signed, under American auspices, in 1978.

If the British were something of an embarrassment to the Americans in the Middle East, so were the French
in North Africa and Southeast Asia. President Roosevelt had opposed France regaining its overseas empire at
the end of the Second World War, but events and the United Kingdom's solidarity with its fellow-colonial
power helped it to do so. The tension between the United States and France caused by the long struggle
(1954—62) for Algerian independence was nothing compared to that produced in Indochina, where the
French fought a war against a communist-led nationalist movement from 194 6. While pushing the French
to grant the Indochinese colonies (Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia) some form of independence, the United
States extended aid to France in its war. By 1954 it was paying three-quarters of the cost.

There were two reasons for this. The first was France's importance to the defense of Western Europe. The
second was a belief in the so-called “domino theory,” publicly enunciated by President Eisenhower in April
1954. As Eisenhower explained, “You have a row of dominoes set up, you knock over the first one, and what
will happen to the last one is the certainty that it will go over very quickly.” In other words, if Indochina fell
to communism, the rest of Southeast Asia would likely follow, adding its large population and considerable
natural resources (rubber, tin, and tungsten) to those of the communist world. Strategically, it would mean
the outflanking of “the so-called island defensive chain of Japan, Formosa, and the Philippines,”
constituting a danger to Australia and New Zealand. It would also threaten Japan by depriving it of the
essential markets it needed. Japan would therefore “have only one place in the world to go—that is, toward
the Communist areas in order to live.”*®

This apocalyptic geopolitical vision brought the United States close to intervention in Indochina in 1954. A
settlement was, however, reached at Geneva in July, whereby Vietnam was temporarily partitioned and Laos
and Cambodia neutralized. The United States, after maneuvering the French out of their former colony,
turned Vietnam into an anti-communist bulwark under the aegis of the South East Asia Treaty Organization
(SEATO), a hollow counterpart to NATO.

The communist North Vietnamese were dissatisfied with the partition of their country, especially as the
promised elections of 1956 to pave the way for reunification never occurred. Guerrilla warfare broke out
again toward the end of the decade and spilled over into Laos. The French could not be blamed on this
occasion for the weakness of the non-communist governments in South Vietnam or Laos, and the United
States once more faced a dilemma over what to do. This time it chose to intervene militarily, first with
advisors, then, in 1965, with air power and ground forces. The proximity of China figured prominently in its
rationale. As Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, a principal architect of intervention, wrote in a
memorandum to President Johnson on November 7, 1965, “The February decision to bomb North Vietnam
and the July approval of Phase I [troop] deployments make sense only if they are in support of a long-run
United States policy to contain Communist China. China—like Germany in 1917, like Germany in the West
and Japan in the East in the late 30s, and like the USSR in 1947—looms as a major power threatening to
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undercut our importance and effectiveness in the world and, more remotely but more menacingly, to
organize all of Asia against us.””” By 1968 the United States had over half-a-million troops in Vietnam.

Africa, too, became an arena of geopolitical rivalry. The most serious contests occurred in the former
Belgian Congo, which became independent in 1960, in the former Portuguese colony of Angola, which
gained independence after the Portuguese revolution of 1974, and in the Horn of Africa, where Marxist or
quasi-Marxist regimes in Ethiopia and Somalia battled for supremacy in 1977—-8. The Soviet Union was
backing both regimes in Somalia and Ethiopia when war broke out between them in 1977, but switched its
support to the latter. “Its motives,” according to Christopher Andrew and the former KGB archivist Vasili
Mitrokhin, “had more to do with realpolitik than with ideology. Ethiopia had ten times the population of
Somalia and an even more important L strategic location commanding sea-lanes for oil shipments from
the Persian Gulf to the West.”*®

Briefing the National Security Council in May 1976 on his return from a visit to Africa, Secretary of State
Henry Kissinger may have stressed the need to prevent “the radicalization of Africa,” but he was not fussy
about America's allies in the region. The United States supported the brutal military dictator Joseph Mobutu,
who ruled Zaire (the former Belgian Congo) for over thirty years. “Africa,” Kissinger said, “is important to
us, many key products—coffee, cocoa, cobalt, chrome, iron ore, diamonds—come from Africa, thirty to
sixty percent of our consumption; and for our European allies, the figures are even higher.”” If any state
intervened in Africa for ideological reasons it was Fidel Castro's Cuba, which sent thousands of troops to
Angola and Ethiopia.3° A Caribbean island state only 90 miles from the coastline of the United States, Cuba
had undergone a revolution in 1959 which placed in power a regime that quickly adopted communism. This
touched a particularly raw US nerve, for as early as 1823 President Monroe had warned other powers “that
we should consider any attempt on their part to extend their system to any portion of this hemisphere as
dangerous to our peace and safety.”*"

Cuba had already been the victim of a botched American-backed invasion by Cuban exiles in 1961. In October
of the following year it was the scene of the cold war's most potentially dangerous crisis when the Russians
attempted a daring geopolitical coup by deploying intermediate-range and medium-range ballistic missiles
on the island to offset the intercontinental and submarine-launched missiles with which the United States
could at that time attack the Soviet Union with comparative immunity. But the CIA detected the missile sites
by aerial reconnaissance. The United States initiated a naval blockade to prevent further weapons from
entering Cuba, and proclaimed that it would take any necessary steps to remove those already there. After a
tense few days the Russians removed their missiles. The quid pro quo was the removal of some obsolescent
American missiles from Turkey and, more important, a US pledge not to invade Cuba, which still remains a
thorn in America's side.

Cuba was not the only target of the so-called Monroe Doctrine. Covert and/or overt measures were taken by
the United States against several regimes in Central and South America which looked as though they were,
or might become, communist. Such interventions occurred in Guatemala (1954), British Guiana (1963),
Brazil (1964), the Dominican Republic (1965), Chile (1970—1973), Nicaragua and El Salvador (1981), Grenada
(1983) and Panama (1989). President Ronald Reagan spelled out the geopolitical stakes in his memoirs:

“Almost half of US exports and imports, including close to half of our essential petroleum imports, travelled
through this region,” he wrote. “Two out of three ships transiting the Panama Canal carried goods to or
from the US Central America was not only a source of imports, but a customer for our products...If the
Soviet Union and its allies were allowed to continue subverting democracy with terrorism and fomenting
so-called ‘wars of national liberation’ in Central America, it wouldn’ts stop there: It would spread into the
continent of South America and north to Mexico. Then, L asIwas told that Lenin once said: ‘Once we have
Latin America, we won’t have to take the United States, the last bastion of capitalism, because it will fall into

. . . 32
our hands like overripe fruit...””
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The cold war's climactic Third World conflict, however, occurred in Afghanistan. Britain and Russia had
competed for influence in Afghanistan for much of the 19th century and the two great powers came close to
war in 1886. The Anglo-Russian Entente of 1907, concluded more with Europe in mind than Asia,
temporarily ended the rivalry, but in 1919 the Afghan ruler Amir Amanullah's brief war with the British left
Afghanistan free to manage its own foreign affairs. The Afghan government steered a mainly neutral course
before, during, and after the Second World War, but the situation changed dramatically in April 1978 when a
group of communist army officers seized power. Although not responsible for the coup, the Soviet Union
signed a Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation with the new regime in December 1978.

The new Afghan government wasted too much time and effort in political infighting and not enough in
consolidating its control over outlying areas. Bands of Islamist rebels soon emerged, and Kabul appealed for
Russian support. While willing to supply weapons and advisors, the Kremlin did not wish to get too deeply
involved by sending troops. Following another coup in September 1979, Afghan President Noor Mohammad
Taraki was killed and his followers ruthlessly purged. Reports began to circulate that the new president,
Hafizullah Amin, was secretly cosying up to the Americans. This time the Russians moved. On December 27,
1979 Soviet troops crossed the border and Amin was killed when Russian special forces stormed his palace.

These events occurred in juxtaposition with developments in neighboring Iran. In January 1979 the pro-
American regime of the Shah had been overthrown and replaced by an Islamic republic under Ayatollah
Khomeini. This might have been a positive development for the Soviet Union, since the new Iranian regime
was fiercely anti-American, dubbing the United States “the Great Satan.” However, the Iranian Islamists
were as opposed to the Russians as to the Americans, and the former feared the influence they might bring
to bear on both the Afghan rebels and the millions of Muslims who lived in the Soviet Union.

The Russian invasion of Afghanistan was in fact essentially a defensive move.” But that is not how it was
perceived in the United States. Describing Soviet behavior as “the greatest threat to peace since the Second
World War,” in January 1980 President Jimmy Carter, influenced by his geopolitically-minded National
Security Advisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski, raised the specter of a Soviet thrust toward the Indian Ocean and
even the Persian Gulf, the source of “[m]ore than two-thirds of the total exportable oil that supplies the rest
of the world.”* The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan became the backdrop to the final phase of the cold war,
during which the Americans and their Pakistani allies armed and equipped the mujahidin, who tied down
the Red Army for the best part of a decade and who spawned both the Taliban and al-Qaeda.

Another power which the Russians accused of supporting the anti-communist Afghan rebels in 1979 was
China. This hostility between the two communist powers can be traced to the aftermath of the Korean War
0f 1950—3 and the Russian denunciation of L Stalin at the 20th Congress of the Soviet Communist Party in
1956. Notwithstanding the progressively more intense ideological disputes that followed Stalin's death,
geopolitical dynamics lay at the core of the Sino-Soviet split.

The long frontier between the two countries had been settled over the centuries as much by force majeure as
by negotiation. One source suggests that no less than 36,000 sq. km remained in dispute, and this did not
include the frontier with Mongolia, a Soviet satellite, which involved another 17,000 sq. km.*

The Kremlin also conspicuously failed to provide much backing for the Chinese in territorial disputes which
did not directly involve them. The Chinese considered Soviet support for a forward policy over Taiwan,
which remained under the control of Chiang Kai-shek's Nationalist government, to be lukewarm. When a
dispute broke out between the Indian and Chinese governments over their common frontier in the
Himalayas in 1959, the Russians “told the Chinese government frankly that the aggravation of the
dispute...and the development of this dispute into a large armed conflict was undesirable and fraught with
negative consequences, not only for Chinese-Indian relations but for the whole international situation.”*®

Worried by these “negative consequences,” the Soviet Union cancelled its nuclear cooperation program
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with China in 1959; the following year it withdrew all its technical advisors. When India actually attacked
China in October 1962, the Russians blamed the Chinese for provoking it and for “leaguing together” with
Pakistan, India's principal rival, which was also a member of both CENTO and SEATO. Following the public
disclosure of their disagreements in 1963 and the explosion of China's first nuclear device in October 1964,
relations between the two countries deteriorated further. Soviet forces in the border region were reinforced
and strategic missiles were deployed to the area. In the spring and summer of 1969 a number of clashes
occurred between Russian and Chinese troops along the Sino-Soviet border, and rumors circulated of a
planned nuclear strike against China.

The Sino-Soviet rift arguably made possible the most important geopolitical development of the cold war:
the United States’ rapprochement with the PRC. It was facilitated by the accession to power in 1969 of
perhaps the most geopolitically minded of American presidents, Richard M. Nixon. As he said in a 1972
interview, “We must remember the only time in the history of the world that we have had any extended
periods of peace is when there has been balance of power....I think it will be a safer world and a better world
if we have a strong, healthy United States, Europe, Soviet Union, China, Japan, each balancing the other, not

playing one against the other, an even balance.”’’

It did not matter to Nixon or his closest foreign policy
advisor, Henry Kissinger, what the domestic political structures of these various political entities were.

What counted were their relations with each other.

Nixon was perfectly willing to “play one against the other” in order to achieve his objective. “We’re doing
the China thing,” he told Kissinger on July 22, 1971, “to screw the Russians and help us in Vietnam and to
keep the Japanese in line, get another ball in play. And maybe way down the road to have some relations
with China.”*® “The China thing” involved a secret mission to China by Kissinger in July 1971, a public one in
the following October and a very public one by Nixon himself in February 1972, following L which the two
countries embarked upon a gradual process of normalizing their previous glacial relationship.

It is difficult to assess the precise extent of the influence the US rapprochement with China had on the cold
war, but a lull in the conflict did attend the Nixon presidency. At the end of 1971 representatives of West and
East Germany signed an agreement guaranteeing free access to West Berlin. The following year the United
States and the Soviet Union concluded a treaty limiting various kinds of nuclear delivery systems, and in
1975 the Americans succeeded in extricating themselves from Vietnam. Although the Soviet Union reached
an agreement with China on frontiers in November 1988, the Chinese leader, Deng Xiaoping, told President
George H. W. Bush in February 1989 that the greatest threat to China still came from the Soviet Union and
that it was unlikely that Sino-Soviet relations would ever be as close as they were in the 1950s.”’ China had,
in fact, become a great power in its own right. By 1989 its GDP had surpassed that of the Soviet Union,
whereas in 1970 it had been less than half.

China's position was, of course, made even stronger by the collapse of the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe
and the subsequent dissolution of the Soviet Union itself. In 1980—1 a crisis had arisen in Poland when the
labor organization, Solidarity, challenged the Communist Party's monopoly of power. In December 1980 the
Warsaw Pact powers were poised to intervene, but the Polish leaders begged them not to. “Even if angels
entered Poland,” one of them said, “they would be treated as bloodthirsty vampires.”*’ The Russians
relented and urged the Polish communists to solve the problem themselves. A year later the Polish
government imposed martial law and requested that the Warsaw Pact powers intervene if its own forces
were not strong enough to enforce it. The Russians refused. As Yuri Andropov, who took over as Soviet
leader the following year, told his Politburo colleagues: “We do not intend to introduce troops into
Poland....[E]ven if Poland falls under the control of Solidarity, that's the way it will be. And if the capitalist
countries pounce on the Soviet Union, and you know they have already reached agreement on a variety of
economic and political sanctions, that will be very burdensome for us. We must be concerned above all with

our own country and the strengthening of the Soviet Union.”**
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After Mikhail Gorbachev became General Secretary of the Soviet Communist Party in March 1985 he told
leaders of the Warsaw Pact countries that “we [the Russians] were in favour of relations on an equal footing,
respect for the sovereignty and independence of each country, and mutually beneficial co-operation in all
spheres. Recognition of these principles also meant all parties taking full responsibility for the situation in
their own countries.”* This, in effect, sounded the death knell of the Brezhnev Doctrine.

Underlying this shift in Russian policy was the economic weakness of the Soviet Union. Although its output
of steel and oil had surpassed that of the United States in 1971 and 1974 respectively, the Soviet economy
remained backward; per capita GDP in the Soviet Union was still only 35 percent of that in the United States
as late as 1980. The chaotic state of Soviet agriculture presented an even more fundamental problem. Before
the First World War Russia had been the world's No. 1 grain exporter. In the 1980s it was the No. 1 importer.
Moreover, its efforts to keep up with the United States militarily had L become cripplingly expensive.
Gorbachev discovered in 1987 that military expenditure accounted for 20 percent of GDP instead of 6
percent as previously believed and that the Soviet Union was spending four times as much on defense as the
United States.” Thanks to the personal rapport he built up, first with President Reagan and later with
President Bush, Gorbachev was able to achieve a reduction in this huge amount. Notable steps included the
signature in the December 1987 treaty to eliminate intermediate-range nuclear missiles, the
commencement in May 1988 of the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan, and a unilateral pledge by
the Soviet Union in December 1988 to reduce its armed forces by 500,000 and cut back on conventional
weapons.

In the absence of Soviet willingness to enforce the Brezhnev Doctrine, communist rule in Eastern Europe
first crumbled and then collapsed. The one-party regime in Poland ended following the election of June
1989 and by the end of the year Hungary, Czecholsovakia, Bulgaria, Romania, and East Germany had
followed suit. Except in Romania, the transition was peaceful. In 1991 the Soviet Union itself disintegrated
into fifteen separate states, based mostly on ethnic identity. The new states had been conquered during the
course of Russia's long period of expansion between the 16th and 19th centuries and three of them—the
Baltic states of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia—had recently enjoyed a brief period of independence between
the two world wars. In all, the Soviet Union lost about one-quarter of its territory and the remainder became
the Russian Federation.

In 1989-90, however, it was events in East Germany which posed the most serious threat to the Russians
because the likely consequence—the reunification of the two Germanies—could be viewed as tantamount to
areversal of the Soviet victory in the Second World War. The situation looked all the more dangerous since
the United States insisted that a reunified Germany should be free to join NATO.

The reason for this insistence was that a united Germany might revert to the “Rapallo politics” of the 1920s,
when it had attempted to play off the western powers against the Soviet Union. The latter, on the other
hand, was equally concerned about the prospect of a united Germany in the western camp, an outcome it
had consistently sought to avoid since 1945. Only after East German elections in March 1990 returned the
Christian Democrats with a huge majority did the Russians bow to the inevitable. The pill was sweetened by
the West German offer to take over all East Germany's economic obligations to the Soviet Union and a
sizeable financial credit. The two Germanies formally became one on October 3, 1990.

Arguments about the extent to which the cold war was based on ideological as opposed to geopolitical
factors persisted throughout the conflict. Originally these arguments related mainly to the Soviet Union and
studies stressing either the role of Marxism-Leninism or the traditional aims of the Czars regularly rolled
off the presses. It sometimes seemed that the United States was far too sophisticated to base its foreign
policy on anything as one-dimensional as ideology until scholars like Michael Hunt began to remind us
otherwise.* The fact is that ideologies change and even disappear altogether, but geopolitical factors
remain, or more accurately, change more slowly. The fragmentation of both Eastern Europe and the Soviet
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Union after the end of the cold war L has restored a situation akin to that of the 1920s and 1930s in the case
of the former and even earlier in the case of the latter. Regardless of the ideologies of the governments
involved, it is more than likely that there will be a contest for influence between larger powers in the areas
concerned. For example, even though it is peaceful, the expansion of the European Union into the former
Eastern European communist bloc is seen by some as a renewed Drang nach Osten on the part of Germany,
the most influential power in the EU, and the Russians are perturbed by US plans to erect a missile defense
system on Polish soil, even though it is ostensibly intended to deter “rogue” states like North Korea and
Iran which might be tempted to develop and employ nuclear weapons.

At the global level the United States remains the single most important power, but there is no guarantee that
it will remain in that position. China is generally considered as the most likely candidate for superpower
status, and it is significant that the Obama administration in Washington decided in 2012 to move the bulk
of the US navy to the Pacific. Russia, too, remains a power to be reckoned with. It is still the world's sixth
largest economy, has one of the biggest military establishments, and is still level pegging with the United
States in terms of its nuclear arsenal. India, too, can be expected to play a larger part in world affairs in
future. The balance of power can and almost certainly will change, but the actions of those involved will
continue to be influenced as much by geography, economics, and historical precedent as by the clash of
ideologies.
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Abstract

This chapter examines the role of the imperialism of nation-states in the Cold War. It suggests that the
Cold War rivalry provided the “frame of reference” in which the historical forces of imperialism and
nationalism interacted with developments such as decolonization, multiculturalism, and new
ideologies and modes of identity formation. The chapter also argues that while the equilibrium of Cold
War rivalry generated an entrenched political and ideological hegemony limiting the realization of
political, economic, and imaginative possibilities in much of the world, the developing world
represented significant weak links and played an equally important role in its collapse.
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I wish to grasp the cold war in terms of the historical forces of imperialism and nationalism that have
characterized the globe for over a century. Within that long century the cold war may be seen as a distinct
historical period shaped, as the name suggests, by a rivalry between two nuclear superpowers or hegemons
that threatened global destruction. As a period, the cold war is characterized not only by events,
personalities, and policy decisions, nor even by the paradigm of international relations alone. Rather its
historical significance arises from the re-configuration of long-term historical structures. The cold war
rivalry provides the frame of reference within which the historical forces of imperialism and nationalism
interact with developments such as decolonization, multiculturalism, and new ideologies and modes of
identity formation, thus producing a novel configuration. The evolving configuration transforms and is
affected by other historical processes regarding race, gender, class, religion, and rights among others. Of
course, we come to recognize the configuration more surely only at the point when it begins to unravel —at
dusk when Hegel's Owl of Minerva takes flight—marking the end of the period.

While the cold war hardly began or went out with a bang, superpower rivalry is customarily said to have
begun in 1947, when the Truman Doctrine sought to contain communism and the expansion of Soviet
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influence, and ended with the decline and fall of the Soviet Union and the Eastern bloc in the late 1980s. I
want to view the period as a heuristic device, a provisional enframing that allows us to make sense of the
events and developments taking place between two dates. Periods in history always make sense from a
particular point of view, especially that of political power, and there are many areas of life that are relatively
untouched by the dominant historical structure. Further, as our historical perspective changes, we may see
other longer-term trends both pre-dating and outliving the cold war that may well be L. more significant; if
so, we may hope that our hypothesis would have enabled that view. Note also that this enframing provides
the terms of reference; it says little about agency regarding whether the two superpowers were the only
important actors or whether other powers or subaltern states could not play the system or test its
boundaries.

While the equilibrium of cold war rivalry generated an entrenched political and ideological hegemony
limiting the realization of political, economic, and imaginative possibilities in much of the world, there
were several weak links in the system that contributed to its breakdown. While many look to America and
Europe for the causes, I argue toward the end of this essay that the developing world represented significant
weak links—or relative autonomy in the system—and played an equally important role in its collapse.

Historical conditions of the cold war

The end of World War II is thought to mark the end of an epoch. Not only were ultra-nationalist ideologies
of fascism, Nazism, and racism defeated, but 1945 also marked the beginning of the end of imperialism. The
last was not fully accepted by European imperialists, who made several last-ditch efforts to retake their
colonies, especially in Southeast Asia and Africa. But by 1960 there were few Europeans who believed in the
need for colonies.” The decolonization movement had triumphed, and the postwar world order was
enshrined in the United Nations ideal of national self-determination and global development. Yet whereas
the UN world order was enshrined in theory, the real world order was determined by the two superpowers
and their rivalry. I turn to the longer-term history in which this real order ought to be seen.

While the nation-state (or at least those that were not ultra-nationalist or fascistic) was deemed in the UN
ideal to be a model of self-governance, through most of its history the nation-state had been inseparable
from imperialist domination of other peoples and societies. By the 19th century the nation-state was
already established in the major imperialist societies of Britain and France. Together with the national
capitalists, the nation-state became the principal player in the inter-imperialist rivalry for colonies and
resources. British imperialism dominated the world for much of the 19th century, but from the last third of
the century this dominance came to be increasingly threatened by the rise of new nation-states with
imperialist ambitions, including Germany, Italy, Russia, Japan, and the United States. Most of these states
sought to modernize and compete globally by creating and mobilizing the nationalist—even hyper-
nationalist—sentiments of its citizenry.

The end of World War I led to yet another change in imperialism undertaken not by the old European
imperialist powers but by new powers such as Japan, the United States, and the Soviet Union. This is an
imperialism that I call the “imperialism of nation-states,” and its first expression may be seen in the
Japanese puppet state of L Manchukuo established in northeast China (or Manchuria) from 1932 to 1945. In
part responding to the increasing demands for economic and political parity made by the new anti-
imperialist movement in the colonies, and in part because of economic competition with and between the
new imperialists, imperialists sought to create regional formations or economic blocs. These colonies or
subordinate territories were often re-constituted as nominally sovereign nation-states, although they
remained militarily in thrall to the metropole. The imperialism of nation-states reflected a strategic
reorientation of the periphery to be part of an organic formation designed to attain global supremacy for the
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imperial power. As Albert Lebrun declared after World War I, the goal was now to “unite France to all those
distant Frances in order to permit them to combine their efforts to draw from one another reciprocal
advantages.”’

With the simultaneous rise of rights consciousness in the colonies and dependencies and the increased need
for resource and social mobilization within them, it was more efficient for the imperialists to foster modern
and indirectly controlled institutions in them. The aim was to control these areas by dominating their
institutions of mobilization, such as banks, the transportation infrastructure, and political institutions,
which were created to resemble those of the metropole (such as legislative councils, institutions of political
tutelage, and political parties like the communist parties or the Concordia in Manchukuo). In short, unlike
British free trade imperialism, several interwar imperialists attended to the modernization of institutions
and identities. They often espoused cultural or ideological similarities—including sometimes anti-colonial
ideologies—even while racism and nationalism accompanied the reality of military-political domination.

Subordinate states were militarily dependent upon and economically mobilized for the sake of the
metropole. Nevertheless, it was not necessarily in the latter's interest to have them economically or
institutionally backward. This imperialism thus occasionally entailed a separation of economic and
military-political dimensions. In some situations, as in the Japan—Manchukuo relationship (and later, as we
shall see, in the Soviet case), massive investments and resources flowed into the client-states, thereby
breaching the classical dualism between an industrialized metropole and a colony focused on the primary
sector common to colonial imperialisrn.4

Imperialism and the cold war

In its ideal expression, the cold war represented a logical culmination of the new imperialism. Two
superpowers sought to gain the loyalty of theoretically sovereign nation-states that would be militarily
dependent upon the hegemonic power and subject to its political, economic, and ideological strategies. Of
course, reality was much messier; first there were rivalries within each camp, and the British did not give up
hope of superpower status until the Suez crisis of 1956 and the Taiwan Straits crisis of 19 58.5 In this L
respect, the Soviet- People's Republic of China (PRC) split was much more consequential in realigning the
balance of power. Second, there was the historical force of nationalism operating not only within each bloc
but also outside it through the non-aligned movement (the rhetoric of which was more powerful than its
politics), which resisted the hegemons and their strategies. Finally, the very polarization of the hegemons
themselves permitted a few key players like Hong Kong or Ghana to leverage their status as intermediaries
between the two powers.

During the post-World War II era, the Soviet Union's creation of a regional system of militarily dependent
states in Eastern Europe reflected many features of the new imperialism. A shared anti-imperialist and
anti-capitalist ideology sanctioned a centralized economic and political system. The Soviet Union combined
economic leverage and military threat to integrate states that were often more economically developed than
itself into a regional economy. In some ways the imperialism of the Soviet Union revealed the counter-
economic consequences of this logic of empire. Not only were the client-states of the Soviet Union in Europe
often more developed, but also the USSR may have subsidized their economies by supplying them with
cheap oil and raw materials while importing finished products from their economies. This was the price paid
by the imperial power to create and maintain dependence and assure its security.6

In part because of the consciousness of its own colonial past, and with the exception of a few places (most
notably, the Philippines), the United States had long practiced imperialism without colonialism. After the
Spanish—American War in 1898, the United States created a system of client-states around the Caribbean
basin in Central America. These nominally independent states became increasingly dependent on the United
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States, which accounted for more than three-fourths of the region's foreign trade as well as the bulk of
foreign investment. During the decade of the 1920s, when Japan was experimenting with indirect
imperialism in Manchuria, the United States too was seeking to develop and refine informal control over
Central American countries, especially as it faced revolutionary nationalism in the region. Officials,
diplomats, and business groups stressed means such as US control of banking, communication facilities,
investments in natural resources, and the development of education—particularly the training of elites in
American-style constitutions, “free elections,” and orthodox business ideas. But the threat and reality of
military intervention remained close at hand.’

American imperialism was characterized not only by the Monroe Doctrine but also by the Open Door policy.
Although there were contradictions and tensions between the two approaches, there were also continuities,
most importantly in the practice of using sovereign or nominally sovereign polities to advance American
interests. In 1917 President Woodrow Wilson pointed to the continuities when he declared that the nations
of the world should “with one accord adopt the doctrine of President Monroe as the doctrine of the world...
no nation should seek to extend its polity over any other nation or people.” But this clearly did not exclude
using military force upon recalcitrant nations. Just two weeks before Wilson had sent troops to the
Dominican Republic and L, committed US military forces in Haiti and Mexico as well.® The United States
sought to foster an ideological and economic hegemony among its client-states by creating them as reliable
emulators subject to external economic and military constraints. Note, however, that this imperialism did
not become developmentally oriented until the early 1960s, when it was forced to respond to the Cuban
revolution.

The tensions between American interests and global enlightenment were to be contained not only by
military power, but perhaps more importantly also by the notion of a limited self-determination—the idea
of tutelage. As Secretary of Interior Franklin Lane wrote in 1922: “What a people hold they hold as trustees
for the world....It is good American practice. The Monroe Doctrine is an expression of it.... That is why we
are talking of backward peoples and recognizing for them another law than that of self-determination, a
limited law of self-determination, a leading-string law.”” Little wonder then that the Japanese
representative at the League of Nations hearings on Manchukuo repeatedly insisted on the Asiatic Monroe
Doctrine as Japan's prerogative in Asia.

In the post-World War II period, this combination of interest, enlightenment, and military violence
developed into what Carl Parrini has called “ultraimperialism.” The latter refers to US efforts to maintain
cooperation and reduce conflict among imperialist nations who were busily scrambling to create
monopolistic or exclusive market conditions in various parts of the world during the first half of the 20th
c:entury.lo “Ultraimperialism” is secured by a chain of military bases around the globe—and structures such
as the International Monetary Fund, General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, and World Bank—to enable
the conditions of cooperation among advanced capitalist powers and to facilitate the new (developmental or
modernizing) imperialism in the decolonized world. With the cold war, the US developed a global empire
employing, in the words of Arrighi, Hui, Hung, and Selden, a vast system of “political and military
vassalage” and fostering a “functional specialization between the imperial and vassal (nation) states ....” In
this respect, the postwar United States represents the apogee of the imperialism of nation-states.""

My point is not that the cold war represents the essence of imperialism. Rather, we cannot understand the
cold war fully without analyzing how the historical relationship between imperialism and nationalism came
to be configured anew in the postwar circumstances. Imperialism no longer emphasized conquest on the
basis of innate differences among peoples and their inevitable destinies of superiority and exploitation. As
noted, moreover, it was development oriented, and there were considerable opportunities for states and
societies to move up the economic ladder. The imperialist factor lay in the imposition of designs for
enlightenment upon emergent nations by an enormously superior national power backed by military force.
These enlightenment designs were shot through with paternalism, national interests, and covert racist
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prejudices that constantly produced contradictions and tensions. Indeed, one could argue that it was this
configuration of national imperialism that led to resistance to both the Soviet Union (contributing to its
decline) as well as the United States in many parts of the world.

The cold war and nations

We will explore this cold war configuration through the analysis of the three camps often identified in the
literature: the mature capitalist world allied to the US, the socialist camp dominated by the Soviet Union,
and the developing world of decolonizing nation-states. Although it was the rivalry between the first two
camps that shaped the global landscape, the relations among the first two camps were not symmetrical. The
description by Arrighi et al. of the US Empire as “political and military vassalage” indicates a hierarchical
coalition around a military hegemon rather than pure clientage. Thus Britain, Japan, France, and Germany
developed a close partnership of interests and were important beneficiaries of US strategies and
investments.

The reduced power and severe indebtedness of the British as produced by World War II not only increased
the dependence of the British upon the US but also renewed its need for empire to service the American debt.
The chief mechanism used was to increase the dollar earnings of British colonial and dependent states and
exchange these at an imperially mandated, lower than market, pound sterling rate. Although the US was not
necessarily keen on the imperialist sterling zone, the onset of the cold war made it much more favorably
disposed to maintain the status quo with regard to the old empires. Roger Louis and Ronald Robinson have
detailed the ways in which the British Empire was rescued and transformed as part of the Allied front in the
cold war, especially in the Middle East and in Southeast Asia.

During the Suez crisis in 1956, the US refused to back British and French military efforts to prevent
nationalization of the Canal by Egypt's Nasser. Particularly after a brief exchange of nuclear saber-rattling
between the two superpowers, Britain saw the virtue of the American perspective on independence of the
colonies. It settled into its role as junior partner to the US in order to maintain its economic interests in
Africa, the Middle East, and Southeast Asia by seeking to control the independence movements and keep
them away from Soviet influence. Britain and the European powers increasingly began to rely on American
finances, investments, and most of all, strategic concerns in Africa to protect their own interests."

US dominance within its camp was characterized first and foremost by a chain of about 1,700 military bases
in over a hundred nation-states that had varying degrees of clientelist ties to it. These garrisons were
strategic enclaves supervised by the Pentagon and sustained by—as much as they sustained—a vast
military industrial complex. The bases were often highly privileged enclaves that frequently fostered
arrogant attitudes toward the surrounding population, particularly in the non-European regions.13 For
instance, entire townships or camptowns in the Philippines and Korea composed of the sex trade as the
main industry sprung up around the bases.**

Economically, the principal client-states in Asia, such as Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, and Turkey, benefited
handsomely and grew rapidly from their ties with the US. US economic and military aid to South Korea and
Taiwan was among the greatest L. and undoubtedly contributed to the economic miracle that these two
societies performed from the 1960s. For instance, between 1946 and 1979 (although mostly until the mid-
1960s), South Korea received about $7 billion in military and $6 billion in economic aid. Taiwan was also the
recipient of similar magnitudes of aid. Privileged access to US markets and US tolerance of protected
domestic markets made South Korea under military dictator Park Chung Hee, which by the late 1940s had
become one of the poorest countries in the world, into the 12th largest economy by the late 1970s. At the
same time, this backing strengthened the capacity of authoritarian development and the national security
state in most of these client-states."
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Thus, while the economies of US allies and client-states in Asia developed rapidly, subservience to US
military power and interests did not work out smoothly in the wider society. In Japan, a popular, ethnic
nationalism identified with an anti-imperialist stance came to be directed against the US.'® Here the extent
of popular disaffection with US policies and ideology became visible during certain periods, for instance
during the renewal of the unpopular 1951 Security Treaty in 1960 and the Vietnam War, but was limited in
duration and spread. South Korea, South Vietnam, Taiwan, the Philippines, and other smaller allies were not
only heavily garrisoned with military bases, but also suffered local military dictatorships through much of
the period. The resistance in Vietnam across a wide spectrum of the population is of course well known.
Although the economic strategies and ready access to the consumer markets of the developed world in the
West enabled considerable economic growth in some of the other societies, the population became deeply
alienated from the highly repressive governments. In Korea and the Philippines (and to a lesser extent in
Taiwan), popular resistance contributed to the democratization of these states in the last decade of the cold
war.

Solidarity within the socialist camp was much weaker within society and across nations. From the early
period, there was considerable disaffection with the tight state controls of life and economy produced by the
generalization of the Soviet state's Stalinist model which was built not only in Soviet republics and Eastern
Europe but also in Asian countries like China, Mongolia, North Vietnam, and North Korea. There were many
outbursts of resistance in these societies, and the severe and violent repression that followed ensured that
disaffection would continue to fester. But this did not apply to all areas of society. Socialist revolution had
brought large classes of the poor and disenfranchised a better material life, especially in the Soviet Union
and China, and the all-pervasive ideology of socialist personhood and moral superiority over capitalism
constituted an important source of identity for many people. But socialist egalitarianism and collectivism
were not the only ideological instruments fostered to build solidarity. The other powerful ideology of the
time developed and utilized by the Soviet state was the idea of nationality rights.

While the idea of national rights goes back to the French Revolution, Bolshevik theorists developed the idea
of a federated state of nations in the Soviet Union as an alternative to the imperialist domination of
“backward” peoples or races (note, however, the Chinese Republic of Five Nationalities was instituted five
years before, in 1912)."" In the process, what developed was an idea of nationhood as constituted by the
cultures of L, different nationalities and could also be seen in opposition to assimilative ideas of
nationhood, such as for instance, in the model of the “melting pot” in the US. Interestingly, the US was to
develop its version of this idea—multiculturalism and respect for the variety of national cultures both
within and outside the US—only with the advent of the cold war.

In contrast to the European socialists of the Second International, the Bolsheviks, and even Stalin, who
would famously work from the 1920s to curtail their autonomy, were theoretically committed to the rights
of nations to self-determination based on the right to secede.'® The Bolshevik position on national self-
determination entailed territorial autonomy without party autonomy. Communist parties in the non-
Russian territories were not particularly nationalized, and the Soviet goal was to subordinate national
loyalties to “proletarian” (i.e., party) interests. Japanese empire builders in the 1930s were quick to study
the Soviet model of the multinational state for Manchukuo. To these observers Soviet nationality policy
fulfilled the goals of federalism and protected minority rights while at the same time strengthening the
power of the Soviet state and the military in relation to separatism. Thus, nationalism was not suppressed
but utilized positively for the goals of the state.” Although for different reasons, the strategies of utilizing
nationality policy for state control failed in both Manchukuo and the Soviet Union.

Of course, the Soviet Union practically prevented secession until the very end. But, according to Rogers
Brubaker, it did a great deal to institutionalize territorial nationhood and ethnic nationality as fundamental
categories of political and personal understanding. The Soviet strategy was to contain, control, and even
harness different sources of dissent by creating national-territorial structures of administrative control and
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fostering loyal national elites. The Soviet state may have been said to have produced both quasi-nation-
states and ethnic nationalities where there were often none before.” Ironically, it ended up fostering
national consciousness in places where it had been very weak or non-existent, often at the expense of
identification with the Soviet Union which never succeeded in generating its own narrative or symbolism of
nationhood.

Although official nationalities existed only in the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia (after 1968),
as Katherine Verdery argues, ethnic nationalism intensified and became closely intertwined with socialism
in all the other East European socialist republics. Despite the official ideology of trans-ethnic class politics,
in the absence of other civic organizations, ethno-nationalism mirrored the monolithic nature of the party-
state. Just as the party's image of the “People-as-One” cast all who disagreed with it as enemies of the
People, so, too, ethno-nationalists could depict those outside the pure nation as its potential enemy. This
kind of politics became particularly nasty with the collapse of the system, when ethnic leaders scrambled to
create new states dominated by their group, thus reproducing through still more vicious ways—such as
ethnic cleansing—the close connection between (imperialistic) domination and nationalism.”*

The imperial national configuration in which national culture was utilized in the Soviet republics for
purposes of the Soviet state and socialist interests affected many dimensions of social life. For instance, in
the Central Asian socialist republic of L. Uzbekistan, the Soviet party-state sought to “enlighten” society by
seeking the support of Muslim women both to reform such practices as polygamy and bride-price and
simultaneously establish the power of the party-state in this region. In turn, these policies generated
resistance from Uzbek men. Not surprisingly, Uzbek national identity emerged in their resistance to such
enlightenment campaigns, particularly over the symbolism of veiled women. Uzbek women, whose stories
are archived by Douglas Northrop, found themselves painfully caught between their patriarchal society and
the Soviet state.”

The new imperial national configuration in the US—though by no means identical to the Soviet Union—also
had important social ramifications within the US and in its attitudes and policies abroad. While the US had
distanced itself from European racial imperialism since at least the war, it continued to erect racist barriers
to citizenship—for instance against Asian immigrants—until 1942. Moreover, the decolonizing world noted
a distinct ambivalence of the US toward the ability of darker-skinned people to govern themselves through
the early postwar decades and sometimes also became implicated in the efforts of European powers to
restore their imperial claims in the colonies. Once the doctrine of containment became fully developed and
anti-communism hit fever pitch —particularly with the McCarthy hearings in the 1950s—the US began to be
seen increasingly as a neo-imperial power, especially in the non-aligned nations of the decolonizing world.

In fact, US attitudes toward race and the colonial world in the era of United Nations multi-nationalism
underwent a fundamental change. Although the roots of change were probably connected to wartime
developments, especially the alliance with China, the postwar attitudes were influenced by the decolonizing
movement in the context of the rivalry with the Soviet Union for the allegiance of these nations. In other
words, the circumstances of the cold war itself induced many of these changes. Christina Klein has shown in
her exploration of “middle-brow culture” in the US how the fear of the loss of Asia to communism,
especially after the Korean war and wars in Southeast Asia, led to radical changes in the image of American
nationhood as premised upon a multicultural society. She uses the idea of cultural hegemony to show how
representations of Asia and the Pacific reinforced the “cold war consensus” which supported US expansion
of power across the world through the 1950s. Through these representations, “structures of feeling” were
created, which worked to channel ideological configurations into the field of emotions, experience, and
consciousness of ordinary people. What Klein calls “Cold War Orientalism” did not merely seek to contain
communism, it sought to sentimentally integrate Americans with the Orientals who had not yet been made
communist, both within the US and internationally.23
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The image of the US as “the nation of nations” comes through particularly well in the enormously
successful historical novel by James Michener (1959), Hawaii. As a land of diverse cultures, Hawaii could
emerge as the model of racial utopia with its flows and mingling of Polynesian, Japanese, Chinese, and New
England whites. It is perhaps not too surprising that the civil rights movement also began to develop in this
environment. At the same time, this new-found appreciation continued to be channeled through the L
paternalistic designs of enlightenment for the misfortunate and child-like Asians and other backward
peoples. Klein also notes that the image of Asians as metaphorical children to American parents—as well as
the postwar phenomenon of adoption of many Asian children pioneered by Pearl Buck's organization—
justified American intervention in Asia”

Notably, during the Pacific War the Japanese had also appealed to their Asian “brethren” to resist the US
and European imperialists. This appeal, which had justified Japanese intervention in East Asia, extended the
imperial Japanese metaphor of the family-state to all Asians as part of a family of nations. The Russians also
sought to reinforce their solidarity in the second world by appealing to their younger socialist brothers in
China and elsewhere during the 1950s. Toward China this kind of patronizing attitude was accompanied by a
communist evolutionary narrative of history in which the Chinese were seen as backward and in need of
help because they had been caught for so long in the stagnant Asiatic mode of production. Needless to say,
these euphemisms of dominance backfired most surely in a newly resurgent and proud China.

Hegemony and counter-hegemony

In the developing world the hegemonic cold war configuration and decolonizing and anti-imperialist
movements came to be shaped by each other. On the one hand, the anti-colonial struggles had a major
impact on the nature of the cold war, influencing the responses of the superpowers and their future in some
cases. The best example is, of course, the Vietnam War, which strained the financial and moral power of the
US and contributed to the relative weakening of US economic strength vis-a-vis Japan and Europe. On the
other hand, by and large the cold war had a deeply divisive impact on the developing world, weakening what
counter-hegemonic potential it possessed.

One of the cruellest ironies of the cold war was that, while the US and its allies championed democracy and
freedom as their goals, more often than not in the developing world they ended up supporting undemocratic
military regimes, dictators, and monarchies alienated from the aspirations of the ordinary people. The
frequent intervention of Western powers to protect their interests in Africa, the Middle East, and Southeast
Asia, and the covert and overt US operations in Latin America, polarized and radicalized large segments of
the population in these societies. Driven by the need to secure oil supplies in the Middle East, Anglo-
American interests sought to develop the pre-war system of mandates and protectorates by establishing
military bases and reliable clients who were both anti-Soviet and anti-democratic. In 1953, the CIA
engineered the coup in Iran that overthrew the elected government of Muhammad Mossadeq which had
nationalized Iranian oil, and restored the Shah as an American protégé.

Even in South Asia, seemingly quite distant from the lethal cold war rivalries, the US involvement with
Pakistan considerably affected the nature of that society. Hamza Alavi has shown that the strong military
alliance with Pakistan—including a highly secretive L US military base in Pakistan near the Persian Gulf —
did not, contrary to Indian views, have to do with its rivalry with India. Rather it was part of a new Anglo-
American strategy for the defense of oil interests in the Gulf. Around the time the CIA overthrew the
Mossadeq government in August 1953, there was a flurry of negotiations between the Pakistani government
and military and the US and a military alliance between the two countries was concluded in May 1954. In
1955, Pakistan became a signatory to the Baghdad Pact.” Through these treaties Pakistan (and Turkey, the
other trusted ally in the region) undertook to provide military service whenever an allied regime (such as
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the Shah's) was threatened internally or externally. The extent of American involvement with the Pakistani
military was so great that it completely marginalized the civilian government even before the first military
coup in that country in 1959. The US-Pakistan relationship and the deteriorating relations between India
and China as well as the Soviet Union and China led India, despite its official non-aligned stand, to tilt
toward the Soviet Union. It received considerable military and industrial support from the latter. Although
the US has been careful not to overtly support Pakistan in the wars against India, it is nonetheless ironic that
it found itself allied with the wrong side when it came to democracy and the national aspirations of
Bangladeshis.26

The most dramatic intervention in Africa took place after Congo (Katanga) won its independence from
Belgium in 1960. Patrice Lubumba, who tried to build an independent nation-state on the socialist model
and align his nation with the Soviet Union, was removed from power and finally murdered by his opponents,
backed militarily by the Europeans and the Kennedy administration. Congo became a vast client-state of the
United States with huge investments in its mineral resources. Similarly the coup directed against Sukarno
and the communists in Indonesia, where hundreds of thousands—perhaps even a million—people were
killed in 1965, had the tacit backing of the cia?

As 0dd Arne Westad has shown, Soviet intervention in the developing world was not as extensive or
committed until the 1970s and 1980s. While the Soviets supported radical movements in Africa, Latin
America, and Asia, these were largely home-grown Marxist or leftist movements which sought the support
of the Soviet bloc. The early Soviet leadership was not quite convinced that revolution could be truly
successful in these societies even though it was important for Soviet superpower status to be influential in
the emerging nation-states and utilize them for the goals of Soviet socialism. Communist victory in
Vietnam among other developments in the 1970s, however, emboldened the Soviet leadership to intervene
more actively in places such as Ethiopia, Angola, and finally, with disastrous effects, in Afghanistan from
1979 to 1989. Afghanistan also represented the spread of Islamist radicalism as an alternative to the
ideologies of socialism and capitalism and to the legitimacy of the national unit as the boundary of cold war
politics.28

Even while the cold war represented a new type of imperialist or hegemonic domination of other nation-
states and intervention in nation-states belonging to the other camp, the principle of national sovereignty
remained the exclusive basis of legitimate and legal power. The rest was informal, covert, and real. This
interface between the national and the imperial was a crucial factor in the cold war configuration. I hesitate
to L call this interface a “structural hypocrisy,” because both parts, the legal/legitimate and the
illegal/illegitimate—the imperialism of nation-states—were essential to cold war politics. Born in the
circumstances of competition, the nation-state generated and required domination of others for self-
fulfillment. “Spy versus spy” was paradoxically only the most visible dimension of the novelty of the cold
war.

The importance of the national form in the cold war should not be underestimated. The legal charter of
nations was sanctioned by the United Nations and other multinational forums, including the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), which regulated trade ties between sovereign nations in the non-
socialist world. The nation was the only bearer of rights in international society, and this recognition was a
critical resource for states, whatever their real status. We have already indicated the importance of the
national principle in the Soviet camp. But the equilibrium sustained by cold war rivalry tended to congeal
the political terrain of nation-states organized in the two camps. The territorial boundaries and the
institutional and political arrangements established to the superpower's advantage in the new nation-
states had its military support.

The superpowers sought to preserve or acquiesce in the dominant groups that had formed the client nation-
state because any change or destabilization might strengthen the other side. Since these arrangements had
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often not evolved historically—as they had in the West—but had been hastily put together by urban or
military elites (including Eastern and Central Europe) in highly contested terrains, the new states in both
camps were frequently repressive and partisan. This often led to an interesting variant of the national-
imperial configuration whereby the dominant ethnic group or military leaders or a combination were able to
use tacit or overt hegemonic support to suppress other ethnic or subaltern classes within the new nation-
state. The number of separatist, irredentist, and popular—religious and civic—movements that broke out
with the weakening or collapse of the cold war is evidence of this suppression.29

Another area in which the cold war affected the decolonizing nations was the pattern of national economic
development, which was modeled on those of one or the other superpowers. Even the non-aligned
movement, led by countries such as India, which sought to develop a new economic development model,
ended up combining elements from the Soviet and free-market system (arguably gaining the advantages of
neither). The theories of its founding fathers like Mahatma Gandhi, based as they were on autarkic, self-
sufficient rural communities, were shelved even before they saw the light of day as Nehru sought to develop
a Soviet-style planned economy with elements of free enterprise. Indeed, the non-aligned movement per se
was not sufficiently unified or strong to upset the power equilibrium that sustained the cold war.

While patterns of economic development largely followed those of the hegemons, the state form typically
adopted in the new nations was the form of territorial (though often military and not civic) citizenship in a
centralizing, developmental, and sometimes, redistributive state. To be sure, the origins of the
developmental state can be traced to the interwar period, but the dynamics of the cold war reinforced the
pattern. Both the socialist state and the welfare state in Europe reinforced the anti-colonial movement's
rhetoric of the need for a strong state to achieve the goals of social justice. In Asia, even L among nations
most influenced by American strategies of economic development, such as the export-oriented strategies of
Japan, Korea, and Taiwan—in contrast to the import-substitution strategy of the rest—the centralizing
state played an increasingly important role in society. In part, the US concurred with this model of the
strong state because of the undemocratic nature of many of its allies and clients, such as Park Chung Hee in
Korea and Chiang Kai-shek in Taiwan. Note that while “modernization theory,” which represented the
academic and developmental paradigm for non-revolutionary and non-socialist economic development, is
well-known for minimizing problems of class and stratification, at the same time it did not seek to
minimize the role of the state—a phenomenon that was to become much more pronounced in the post-cold
war neo-liberal ideology. This kind of state-building and penetration in the new nations also produced a
massive societal backlash.

It is important to understand how the developmental state came to play an important role in the cold war
configuration. In the roughly hundred-year history of the modern nation-state prior to the cold war,
nation-making took place in an external environment driven by competition, imperialism, racism, or ethnic
chauvinism and warfare, and domestically by homogenizing populations and developing resources for
economic growth. The cold war stand-off permitted decolonizing elites some breathing room to develop
their nation-states in somewhat artificially delimited spaces, free from external competitive pressures, but
not from internal challenges.

Faced with the challenge of creating a nation from its diverse, sometimes warring communities, state
builders in the new nations utilized the prevailing territorial model of the nation-state, which granted equal
citizenship to all its inhabitants regardless of ethnicity, gender, or religion, as a means of creating a
homogenized citizenry. Other military and administrative means of centralizing power, often sanctioned by
the relevant superpower, were more commonly utilized to impose local designs of enlightenment upon an
often unwilling population whose life-worlds were being destroyed even as tangible benefits from the
changes were not readily evident. James Scott's insights into the high-modernist authoritarian state in the
developing and East European “second” world are relevant here. The state which sought to administratively
reorder society as “legible” by abstract, measurable, and large-scale scientific and engineering means was
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responding as much to the perceived backwardness as to the recalcitrance of the population, who often did
not cooperate with its centralizing and modernizing projects.”

Although economic growth was relatively sluggish outside the zone of US client-states in East Asia, through
the development and control of education, media, and cultural policies many of the new states succeeded in
controlling the means of identity creation in their societies. Take, for instance, religious policies during the
cold war period. Many new Asian states sought to monitor the religious practices of their population by
enhancing the visibility of these practices in the eyes of the state. It did so by destroying uncontrollable
religious groups, co-opting religious leadership, and segregating religious communities to better control
their activities. This seemed to work in large part not only in East Asia but also in regions which had seen
religious volatility earlier such as Indonesia and South Asia. It is remarkable that since the end of the cold
war this ability L to channel or subordinate religious identities to national goals has come rapidly undone
in many parts of the world.**

We cannot undertake to study the post-cold war world dominated by a single hegemon and ideology here.
Suffice it to say that the redistributive state and even the civic territorial state model are considerably
weaker than before. With the entrenchment of a global market society, the state is no longer the exclusive
creator of identity. Globalization may not have weakened the state per se—and in some areas it may even
have strengthened it—but state nationalism is now only one among several identities created by

globalization and localization. We see the transition quite clearly in the flourishing of transnational religion.

The globalization of Islam, to which I will return below, is the most evident phenomenon. The rise of Hindu
nationalism is in fact a transnational phenomenon. It had been largely contained during the cold war but
has flourished since, in part as a response to the resurgence of Islam. In China the tremendous growth of
religious affiliation and identity is testimony to the vastly changed political and social circumstances since
the cold war. While the reasons for its emergence can doubtless be found in the rampant spread of
capitalism in China, the transnational and local orientations of religious life are equally significant.
Christianity, mostly built around house churches, is the most rapidly growing religion, and native Chinese
religions, most famously—but by no means exclusively—the Falungong, also have universalist aspirations.

I have indicated the hegemonic power of the cold war configuration upon much of the developing world by
looking at national modes of control (both internally and externally) and statist models of development
which also channeled much of the ideological identifications of the period. In these concluding pages I will
recount two cases of counter-hegemonic forces emerging from the weak links and the reactions to this
domination from the developing world that contributed significantly to the end of the cold war. The first
case is the People's Republic of China. After it successfully conducted its nuclear weapons test in 1964,
China, which was equally estranged from the United States and the Soviet Union, not only was able to play
off each power against the other, but it arguably also contributed to the ultimate collapse of the system.
During the ideologically and politically polarized Cultural Revolution (1966—9), the Soviet Union came to be
seen as a greater threat than the United States. China's overtures to the Nixon administration were, some
argued, a direct response to the fear of Soviet attack—even nuclear attack—in 1969.% One could thus argue
that the nuclear threat not only acted as a deterrent from first attack but also influenced important shifts in
the balance of power that ultimately undermined the principal superpower rivalry itself. The Reagan
administration, with its heightened ideological fervor —and emboldened by the neutralization of China—
ultimately raised military spending to such high levels that the Soviet Union could no longer match it and
continue to supply the consumer needs of its population.

But was it only the acquisition of nuclear power that permitted China to play the relatively independent role
it did? Nuclear power was certainly a necessary factor, but it was not a sufficient one. In many ways the
Chinese rural revolution, which was independent of the Soviet pattern, produced a mighty party-state that
was able to break away early from Soviet dependence. This was a sufficient factor as well as the precondition

p.100 driving L China to acquire the bomb. There is now debate as to how much the fledgling PRC had to concede
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to the Soviet Union in the Sino-Soviet Treaty of Friendship of 1950, which enabled cooperation of the two
during the Korean War and Soviet aid to China through the 1950s.” Although the Chinese gained a great
deal, the treaty was also alleged to have perpetrated Soviet imperialist-style special interests in the border
regions of Xinjiang, Mongolia, and, to some extent, Manchuria. Whatever the merits of the debate, it is clear
that Chinese independence was not compromised for long. The independence and power of the Chinese
revolutionary state was the historical condition for the emergence of one of the crucial disequilibrating
factors in the cold war. Agency in such hegemonic systems as the cold war emerges not only from the
attractive power of consumer capitalism but also from alternative and momentous historical developments.

The second case is the globalization of Islam. Indeed, the globalization of Islam is not simply a post-cold
war phenomenon. In many ways it was a result of, even a backlash against, the cold war configuration. From
the early 1980s the mujahidin, militarily supported by the US and its Muslim allies, played the major role in
driving out the Soviets from Afghanistan and bringing the Taliban to power. In turn the mujahidin were
encouraged by the success of the Islamic revolution in Iran. Even though these events preceded the end of
the cold war, they represented disenchantment with the two Western options of capitalist and socialist
modernity.34

It is instructive in this context to explore the writings of a relatively obscure Iranian Marxist turned Islamist
Jalal Al-i Ahmad (1923-69), who died a decade before the Islamic revolution but whose work was
immensely popular among the youth in Iran at the time of the revolution. Al-i Ahmad's early Marxism
furnishes him with a radical critique of the contemporary imperialism of industrialized nations—including
Europe, North America, and also Soviet Russia—which not only exploited the people and resources of the
rest of the world but also patronized the people as objects of knowledge and “raw material for every sort of
Western laboratory.” In Al-i Ahmad's view, the socialist camp is no less materialist and greedy and
represents “would-be corporate colonists” who can sit quite comfortably at the same table as their
capitalist counterparts. What gall him particularly are the hypocritical designs of enlightenment that strip a
people of their culture and identity. “Thus only we in our Islamic totality, formal and real, obstructed the
spread (through colonialism, effectively equivalent to Christianity) of European civilization, that is, the
opening of new markets to the West's industries.” (61—2). Note how the Marxist materialist critique is no
longer sufficient to counter the outrages against morality and identity.35

Conclusion

My argument for figuring the cold war as a period began with the emergence of superpower rivalry as a
framework for containment. The effort to contain communism and capitalism (and covertly subvert the
other), however, entailed a larger containment or L, channeling of the flow of possible change in various
areas of political, social, and cultural life within its political imagination. The cold war rivalry sustained an
equilibrium which tended to congeal not only the power relations between hegemonic and client-states but
also the political contours of nation-states in the two camps backed by economic inducements, military
power, and nuclear threat. The models of development, structures of clientage and dominance, including
designs of enlightenment, and even many gender and racial-cultural relationships followed tracks that
were similar within and often between the two camps. This configuration was the hegemonic form that
characterized the period.

To what extent was the cold war configuration responsible for the imposition of the nation-state model, in
particular, the model of the centralizing, and often authoritarian, developmental state in the developing
world? To be sure, many of the features of this state model appeared in the pre-war era. Yet equally, the
advantages found by hegemonic powers in the nation form to control, incentivize (key sectors usually of the
elite), and mobilize support for the goals of the hegemon played a key role in the spread of the model.
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Indeed, the end of the cold war appears to have significantly transformed the model of the centralizing,
developmental state in favor of the “Washington Consensus,” which emphasized state withdrawal and
redeployment, privatization of public goods, and the model of the consumer citizen. The displacement of
national regulatory frameworks by a relatively unregulated global financial system has produced its own
crisis. While the nation-state and nationalism have certainly not gone away, our present crisis reveals the
replacement of one configuration by another.

And what about the counter-hegemonic forces that played an important role in bringing changes to the cold
war? China's role was disruptive of the rivalry and political order, but it turned out to have been counter-
hegemonic only in this limited sense. Indeed, the centrality of capitalism and nationalism in China affiliates
it with the victorious capitalist side in which it has become a key player today, albeit with its own
developmental path. Whether we like it or not, the role of global Islam may be more powerfully counter-
hegemonic. Both of these forces emerged in regions of the non-Western world that were able to recover
confidence from their relatively independent historical paths—whether revolutionary or tradition-directed.
Does this portend the beginning of the end of a long period of Western hegemony?

Notes

1. | develop these themes at further length in “The Cold War as a Historical Period: An Intepretive Essay,” Journal of Global
History 6 (November 2011): 457-80.

2. William Roger Louis and Ronald Robinson, “Empire Preserv’d: How the Americans put anti-Communism before Anti-
imperialism,” in Prasenjit Duara, ed., Decolonization: Perspectives from Now and Then (London: Routledge, 2004), 155-7.

3. As quoted in D. Bruce Marshall, The French Colonial Myth and Constitution-Making in the Fourth Republic (New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press, 1973), 44. See also Prasenjit Duara, “The Imperialism of ‘Free Nations’: Japan, Manchukuo and the
History of the Present” in LL Ann Stoler, Carole McGranahan, and Peter Perdue, eds., Imperial Formations and their
Discontents (Santa Fe, NM: School of American Research Press, 2007).

4. The OED defines the client in the Roman Empire as, “A plebeian under the patronage of a patrician, in this relation called a
patron (patronus), who was bound, in return for certain services, to protect his client's life and interests.” Oxford English
Dictionary, <http://dictionary.oed.com>. See also Prasenjit Duara, Sovereignty and Authenticity: Manchukuo and the East
Asian Modern (Boulder, CO: Rowman and Littlefield, 2003).

5. Steve Tsang, The Cold War's Odd Couple: The Unintended Partnership between the ROC and the UK, 1950-1958 (London: I.B.
Tauris, 2006), 10, 194.

6. See Paul Marer and Kazimierz Z. Poznanski, “Costs of Domination, Benefits of Subordination,” in Jan F. Triska, ed.,
Dominant Powers and Subordinate States: The United States in Latin America and the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1986), 371-99.

7. Robert Freeman Smith, “Republican Policy and the Pax Americana, 1921-1932,” in William Appleman Williams, ed., From
Colony to Empire: Essays in the History of American Foreign Relations (New York: John Wiley, 1972), 273-5.

8. Andrew J. Bacevich, American Empire: The Realities and Consequences of US Diplomacy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2002), 115-16.

9. Quoted in Smith, “Republican Policy and the Pax Americana,” 271.
10.  Carl Parrini, “The Age of Ultraimperialism,” Radical History Review 57 (1993): 7-9.

11.  Giovanni Arrighi, Po-keung Hui, Ho-fung Hung, and Mark Selden, “Historical Capitalism, East and West,” in G. Arrighi, T.
Hamashita, and M. Selden, eds., The Resurgence of East Asia: 500, 150 and 50 Year Perspectives (London: Routledge, 2003),
259-333; the quote appears on p. 301.

12.  William Roger Louis and Ronald Robinson, “Empire Preserv’d: How the Americans put Anti-Communism before Anti-

220z Jaquieldag 90 UO Jasn 3aylol|gIgsIar)ISIaAIUN ‘Ulliag NZ 1o.)ISISAIUN-IPloquINH AQ 9/ 121 6262/181dBYd/SZGHE/aWn|oA-palipe/woo dno olwepeoe//:sdiy woll pepeojumod


http://dictionary.oed.com/

p. 103

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

imperialism,” in Duara, ed., Decolonization. For the nuclear saber-rattling exchange, see p. 157.

Chalmers Johnson, The Sorrows of Empire: Militarism, Secrecy, and the End of the Republic (New York: Henry Holt, 2004),
23-37.

Linda Carty, “Imperialism: Historical Periodization or Present-day Phenomenon?” Radical History Review 57 (Fall 1993):
38-45; Katherine H. S. Moon, Sex among Allies: Military Prostitution in US-Korea Relations (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1997), 17-18.

Mark Berger, Battle for Asia: From Decolonization to Globalization (London: Routledge, 2004), 225-9.

Curtis Anderson Gayle, “Progressive Representations of the Nation: Early Post-War Japan and Beyond,” Social Science
Japan Journal 4 (2001): 9.

For the Soviet Union, see Ronald Grigor Suny, “Nationality Policies,” in Edward Action, Vladimir Cherniaev, and William G.
Rosenberg, eds., Critical Companion to the Russian Revolution, 1914-1915 (Bloomington and Indianapolis, IN: Indiana
University Press, 1997), 659-66. For China, see Edward J. M. Rhoads, Manchus and Han: Ethnic Relations and Political
Power in Late Qing and Early Republican China, 1861-1928 (Seattle, WA: University of Washington Press, 2000), 226-7.

J. V. Stalin, Marxism and the National Question, transcribed by Carl Kavanagh. Prosveshcheniye, Nos. 3-5 (March-May
1913),
<http://intersci.ss.uci.edu/wiki/eBooks/Russia/BOOKS/Stalin/Marxism%20and%20the%20National%20Question%?20Stali
n.pdf>.

L Tominaga Tadashi, Manshikoku no minzoku mondai (Shinkyo, 1943), 43-5.

Rogers Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National Question in the New Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996), 18-24.

Katherine Verdery, “Nationalism and National Sentiment in Post-socialist Romania,” Slavic Review 52 (Summer 1993): 179-
203.

Douglas Northrop, Veiled Empire: Gender and Power in Stalinist Central Asia (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2004).

Christina Klein, Cold War Orientalism, Asia in the Middlebrow Imagination, 1945-1961 (Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press, 2003), 7-16.

Klein, Cold War Orientalism, 253-63.

Hamza Alavi, “The Origins and Significance of the Pakistan-US Military Alliance,” Hamza Alavi Internet Archive,
<http://hamzaalavi.com/?p=102>. See also Robert J. McMahon, The Cold War on the Periphery: The United States, India and
Pakistan (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996), 160-76.

Alavi, “Pakistan-US Military Alliance.”

Jussi M. Hanhimaki and Odd Arne Westad, The Cold War: A History in Documents and Eyewitness Accounts (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2003), 167.

0dd Arne Westad, The Global Cold War: Third World Interventions and the Making of Our Times (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2007), chapters 7 and 8.

For some examples from Southeast Asia, see Anthony Reid, “Cultural Revolution and (Southeast) Asian Cultures,”
unpublished paper.

James C. Scott, Seeing Like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition have Failed (New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press, 1998). See also Michael Szonyi, Cold War Island: Quemoy on the Front Line (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008).

Richard Madsen, “Secularism, Religious Renaissance, and Social Conflict in Asia,” in Martin Marty Center Web Forum,
September 1, 2008.

220z Jaquieldag 90 UO Jasn 3aylol|gIgsIar)ISIaAIUN ‘Ulliag NZ 1o.)ISISAIUN-IPloquINH AQ 9/ 121 6262/181dBYd/SZGHE/aWn|oA-palipe/woo dno olwepeoe//:sdiy woll pepeojumod


http://intersci.ss.uci.edu/wiki/eBooks/Russia/BOOKS/Stalin/Marxism%20and%20the%20National%20Question%20Stalin.pdf
http://hamzaalavi.com/?p=102

32.

33.

34.

35.

This was the view in the CIA and State Department in 1969. See Yukinori Komine, Secrecy in US Foreign Policy: Nixon,
Kissinger and the Rapprochement with China (Aldershot Ashgate Publishers, 2008), 118, 130.

Dieter Heinzig, The Soviet Union and Communist China 1945-1950: The Arduous Road to the Alliance (Armonk, NY: M.E.
Sharpe, 2004).

Steve Coll, Ghost Wars: The Secret History of the CIA, Afghanistan, and Bin Laden, from the Soviet Invasion to September 10,
2001 (New York: Penguin Press, 2004).

Jalal Al-i Ahmad, “Diagnosing an Illness,” in Duara, ed., Decolonization, 56-63.

220z Jaquieldag 90 UO Jasn 3aylol|gIgsIar)ISIaAIUN ‘Ulliag NZ 1o.)ISISAIUN-IPloquINH AQ 9/ 121 6262/181dBYd/SZGHE/aWn|oA-palipe/woo dno olwepeoe//:sdiy woll pepeojumod



p. 104

Select Bibliography

Arrighi, G., T. Hamashita, and M. Selden, eds. The Resurgence of East Asia: 500, 150 and 50 Year Perspectives. London: Routledge,
2003.
Google Scholar Google Preview WorldCat COPAC

Bacevich, Andrew J. American Empire: The Realities and Consequences of US Diplomacy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 2002.

Berger, Mark. Battle for Asia: From Decolonization to Globalization. London: Routledge, 2004.
Google Scholar Google Preview WorldCat COPAC

Brubaker, Rogers. Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National Question in the New Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996. L
Google Scholar Google Preview WorldCat COPAC

Duara, Prasenjit. Sovereignty and Authenticity: Manchukuo and the East Asian Modern. Boulder, CO: Rowman and Littlefield, 2003.
Google Scholar Google Preview WorldCat COPAC

Duara, Prasenijit, ed. Decolonization: Perspectives from Now and Then. London: Routledge, 2004.
Google Scholar Google Preview WorldCat COPAC

Johnson, Chalmers. The Sorrows of Empire: Militarism, Secrecy, and the End of the Republic. New York: Henry Holt, 2004.
Google Scholar Google Preview WorldCat COPAC

Klein, Christina. Cold War Orientalism, Asia in the Middlebrow Imagination, 1945-1961. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press,
2003.
Google Scholar Google Preview WorldCat COPAC

McMahon, Robert. Cold War on the Periphery: The United States, India and Pakistan. New York: Columbia University Press, 1996.
Google Scholar Google Preview WorldCat COPAC

Northrup, Douglas. Veiled Empire: Gender and Power in Stalinist Central Asia. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2004.
Google Scholar Google Preview WorldCat COPAC

Scott, James C. Seeing Like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have Failed. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1998.
Google Scholar Google Preview WorldCat COPAC

Stoler, Ann, Carole McGranahan, and Peter Perdue, eds. Imperial Formations and their Discontents. Santa Fe, NM: School of
American Research Press, 2007.
Google Scholar Google Preview WorldCat COPAC

Westad, Odd Arne. The Global Cold War: Third World Interventions and the Making of Our Times. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2007.
Google Scholar Google Preview WorldCat COPAC

220z Jaquieldag 90 UO Jasn 3aylol|gIgsIar)ISIaAIUN ‘Ulliag NZ 1o.)ISISAIUN-IPloquINH AQ 9/ 121 6262/181dBYd/SZGHE/aWn|oA-palipe/woo dno olwepeoe//:sdiy woll pepeojumod


http://copac.ac.uk/search?ti=The%20Resurgence%20of%20East%20Asia%3A%20500%2C%20150%20and%2050%20Year%20Perspectives.
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=The%20Resurgence%20of%20East%20Asia%3A%20500%2C%20150%20and%2050%20Year%20Perspectives.&author=%20&author=%20&author=%20&publication_year=2003&book=The%20Resurgence%20of%20East%20Asia%3A%20500%2C%20150%20and%2050%20Year%20Perspectives.
https://www.google.com/search?q=The%20Resurgence%20of%20East%20Asia%3A%20500%2C%20150%20and%2050%20Year%20Perspectives.&btnG=Search+Books&tbm=bks&tbo=1
https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=ti:The%20Resurgence%20of%20East%20Asia%3A%20500%2C%20150%20and%2050%20Year%20Perspectives.&qt=advanced&dblist=638
http://copac.ac.uk/search?ti=Battle%20for%20Asia%3A%20From%20Decolonization%20to%20Globalization
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Battle%20for%20Asia%3A%20From%20Decolonization%20to%20Globalization&author=%20&publication_year=2004&book=Battle%20for%20Asia%3A%20From%20Decolonization%20to%20Globalization
https://www.google.com/search?q=Battle%20for%20Asia%3A%20From%20Decolonization%20to%20Globalization&btnG=Search+Books&tbm=bks&tbo=1
https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=ti:Battle%20for%20Asia%3A%20From%20Decolonization%20to%20Globalization&qt=advanced&dblist=638
http://copac.ac.uk/search?ti=Nationalism%20Reframed%3A%20Nationhood%20and%20the%20National%20Question%20in%20the%20New%20Europe.
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Nationalism%20Reframed%3A%20Nationhood%20and%20the%20National%20Question%20in%20the%20New%20Europe.&author=%20&publication_year=1996&book=Nationalism%20Reframed%3A%20Nationhood%20and%20the%20National%20Question%20in%20the%20New%20Europe.
https://www.google.com/search?q=Nationalism%20Reframed%3A%20Nationhood%20and%20the%20National%20Question%20in%20the%20New%20Europe.&btnG=Search+Books&tbm=bks&tbo=1
https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=ti:Nationalism%20Reframed%3A%20Nationhood%20and%20the%20National%20Question%20in%20the%20New%20Europe.&qt=advanced&dblist=638
http://copac.ac.uk/search?ti=Sovereignty%20and%20Authenticity%3A%20Manchukuo%20and%20the%20East%20Asian%20Modern.
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Sovereignty%20and%20Authenticity%3A%20Manchukuo%20and%20the%20East%20Asian%20Modern.&author=%20&publication_year=2003&book=Sovereignty%20and%20Authenticity%3A%20Manchukuo%20and%20the%20East%20Asian%20Modern.
https://www.google.com/search?q=Sovereignty%20and%20Authenticity%3A%20Manchukuo%20and%20the%20East%20Asian%20Modern.&btnG=Search+Books&tbm=bks&tbo=1
https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=ti:Sovereignty%20and%20Authenticity%3A%20Manchukuo%20and%20the%20East%20Asian%20Modern.&qt=advanced&dblist=638
http://copac.ac.uk/search?ti=Decolonization%3A%20Perspectives%20from%20Now%20and%20Then
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Decolonization%3A%20Perspectives%20from%20Now%20and%20Then&author=%20&publication_year=2004&book=Decolonization%3A%20Perspectives%20from%20Now%20and%20Then
https://www.google.com/search?q=Decolonization%3A%20Perspectives%20from%20Now%20and%20Then&btnG=Search+Books&tbm=bks&tbo=1
https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=ti:Decolonization%3A%20Perspectives%20from%20Now%20and%20Then&qt=advanced&dblist=638
http://copac.ac.uk/search?ti=The%20Sorrows%20of%20Empire%3A%20Militarism%2C%20Secrecy%2C%20and%20the%20End%20of%20the%20Republic.
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=The%20Sorrows%20of%20Empire%3A%20Militarism%2C%20Secrecy%2C%20and%20the%20End%20of%20the%20Republic.&author=%20&publication_year=2004&book=The%20Sorrows%20of%20Empire%3A%20Militarism%2C%20Secrecy%2C%20and%20the%20End%20of%20the%20Republic.
https://www.google.com/search?q=The%20Sorrows%20of%20Empire%3A%20Militarism%2C%20Secrecy%2C%20and%20the%20End%20of%20the%20Republic.&btnG=Search+Books&tbm=bks&tbo=1
https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=ti:The%20Sorrows%20of%20Empire%3A%20Militarism%2C%20Secrecy%2C%20and%20the%20End%20of%20the%20Republic.&qt=advanced&dblist=638
http://copac.ac.uk/search?ti=Cold%20War%20Orientalism%2C%20Asia%20in%20the%20Middlebrow%20Imagination%2C%201945%E2%80%931961
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Cold%20War%20Orientalism%2C%20Asia%20in%20the%20Middlebrow%20Imagination%2C%201945%E2%80%931961&author=%20&publication_year=2003&book=Cold%20War%20Orientalism%2C%20Asia%20in%20the%20Middlebrow%20Imagination%2C%201945%E2%80%931961
https://www.google.com/search?q=Cold%20War%20Orientalism%2C%20Asia%20in%20the%20Middlebrow%20Imagination%2C%201945%E2%80%931961&btnG=Search+Books&tbm=bks&tbo=1
https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=ti:Cold%20War%20Orientalism%2C%20Asia%20in%20the%20Middlebrow%20Imagination%2C%201945%E2%80%931961&qt=advanced&dblist=638
http://copac.ac.uk/search?ti=Cold%20War%20on%20the%20Periphery%3A%20The%20United%20States%2C%20India%20and%20Pakistan
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Cold%20War%20on%20the%20Periphery%3A%20The%20United%20States%2C%20India%20and%20Pakistan&author=%20&publication_year=1996&book=Cold%20War%20on%20the%20Periphery%3A%20The%20United%20States%2C%20India%20and%20Pakistan
https://www.google.com/search?q=Cold%20War%20on%20the%20Periphery%3A%20The%20United%20States%2C%20India%20and%20Pakistan&btnG=Search+Books&tbm=bks&tbo=1
https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=ti:Cold%20War%20on%20the%20Periphery%3A%20The%20United%20States%2C%20India%20and%20Pakistan&qt=advanced&dblist=638
http://copac.ac.uk/search?ti=Veiled%20Empire%3A%20Gender%20and%20Power%20in%20Stalinist%20Central%20Asia
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Veiled%20Empire%3A%20Gender%20and%20Power%20in%20Stalinist%20Central%20Asia&author=%20&publication_year=2004&book=Veiled%20Empire%3A%20Gender%20and%20Power%20in%20Stalinist%20Central%20Asia
https://www.google.com/search?q=Veiled%20Empire%3A%20Gender%20and%20Power%20in%20Stalinist%20Central%20Asia&btnG=Search+Books&tbm=bks&tbo=1
https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=ti:Veiled%20Empire%3A%20Gender%20and%20Power%20in%20Stalinist%20Central%20Asia&qt=advanced&dblist=638
http://copac.ac.uk/search?ti=Seeing%20Like%20a%20State%3A%20How%20Certain%20Schemes%20to%20Improve%20the%20Human%20Condition%20Have%20Failed
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Seeing%20Like%20a%20State%3A%20How%20Certain%20Schemes%20to%20Improve%20the%20Human%20Condition%20Have%20Failed&author=%20&publication_year=1998&book=Seeing%20Like%20a%20State%3A%20How%20Certain%20Schemes%20to%20Improve%20the%20Human%20Condition%20Have%20Failed
https://www.google.com/search?q=Seeing%20Like%20a%20State%3A%20How%20Certain%20Schemes%20to%20Improve%20the%20Human%20Condition%20Have%20Failed&btnG=Search+Books&tbm=bks&tbo=1
https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=ti:Seeing%20Like%20a%20State%3A%20How%20Certain%20Schemes%20to%20Improve%20the%20Human%20Condition%20Have%20Failed&qt=advanced&dblist=638
http://copac.ac.uk/search?ti=Imperial%20Formations%20and%20their%20Discontents
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Imperial%20Formations%20and%20their%20Discontents&author=%20&author=%20&author=%20&publication_year=2007&book=Imperial%20Formations%20and%20their%20Discontents
https://www.google.com/search?q=Imperial%20Formations%20and%20their%20Discontents&btnG=Search+Books&tbm=bks&tbo=1
https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=ti:Imperial%20Formations%20and%20their%20Discontents&qt=advanced&dblist=638
http://copac.ac.uk/search?ti=The%20Global%20Cold%20War%3A%20Third%20World%20Interventions%20and%20the%20Making%20of%20Our%20Times
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=The%20Global%20Cold%20War%3A%20Third%20World%20Interventions%20and%20the%20Making%20of%20Our%20Times&author=%20&publication_year=2007&book=The%20Global%20Cold%20War%3A%20Third%20World%20Interventions%20and%20the%20Making%20of%20Our%20Times
https://www.google.com/search?q=The%20Global%20Cold%20War%3A%20Third%20World%20Interventions%20and%20the%20Making%20of%20Our%20Times&btnG=Search+Books&tbm=bks&tbo=1
https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=ti:The%20Global%20Cold%20War%3A%20Third%20World%20Interventions%20and%20the%20Making%20of%20Our%20Times&qt=advanced&dblist=638

The Oxford Handbook of the Cold War

Richard H. Immerman (ed.), Petra Goedde (ed.)

https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199236961.001.0001
Published: 2013 Online ISBN: 9780191750328 Print ISBN: 9780199236961

CHAPTER

7 Soviet-American Relations Through the Cold War @

Vladimir O. Pechatnov

https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199236961.013.0007 Pages 107-123
Published: 28 January 2013

Abstract

This chapter analyzes the dynamics of the United States—Soviet Union relations during the Cold War. It
describes the evolution of the “strategic codes” on both sides, and how they perceived the nature and
prospects of the conflict. The chapter suggests that this relationship can be divided into a number of
distinct stages. These include the assessment of the nature and possible prospects of the protracted
conflict in 1945-1953, the growing competitiveness of the Soviet Union in the mid-1950s to the late
1960s, the slackening of Soviet economic growth in the late 1970s to the early 1980s, and the economic
crisis and economic stagnation of the Soviet Union in the mid-1980s to 1991.

Keywords: Soviet Union, Cold War, strategic codes, conflict, competitiveness, economic growth, economic
stagnation, economic crisis

Subject: Cold War, United States History, Contemporary History (Post 1945), History
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Soviet-American relations were central to cold war history and have been studied from many different
perspectives. The story is being constantly revised as new documents from both sides become available. Yet
despite this ever-expanding sea of literature, there has been little comparative analysis of Soviet and
American strategies during this critical period.l

One under-explored way to analyze the dynamics of the Soviet-American relationship during the cold war is
to compare the evolution of “strategic codes” on both sides: i.e., how each perceived the nature and
prospects of this conflict, their respective goals, and means to achieve them. For these purposes one can
divide the period of 1945—-91 into five distinctive stages: the early cold war (1945-53), competitive
coexistence (mid-1950s—late 1960s), détente (1969—76), the late cold war (late 1970s—early 1980s), and the
end of the cold war (mid-1980s—1991).

It was during the first stage that both sides began to assess the nature and possible prospects of the
protracted conflict into which they were descending.
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In the United States that assessment was soon fleshed out in the strategy of containment. According to its
logic, the conflict was rooted in the nature of a Soviet system that combined deep hostility toward and fear
of the West with a huge military potential. Yet the system was also seen as based on distorted principles and
thus having basic flaws—economic inefficiency and political disconnection from its own people. Given
these vulnerabilities and continued pressure from the West, the Soviet system eventually was likely to
collapse or reform itself. Externally, the main weakness of the Soviet “empire by coercion” was considered
by Washington to be Moscow's inability to ensure the lasting loyalty of its allies against the pressures of
nationalism.

With these calculations in mind, the founders of containment—especially George Kennan and his
successors at the State Department—believed that the long-term L advantages in this struggle between
the two systems favored the West, provided the latter adopted the right strategy. The twofold goals of that
strategy were (1) to contain and reverse Soviet expansion; and (2) to force the Soviet leadership into giving
up its class-based ideological worldview in dealing with the outside world. In the key documents of
American strategy of 1948 —NSC 20/1 and NSC 20/4—those goals (which were also the terms of victory in
the cold war) were “retraction of Soviet influence” and “basic change in the Soviet approach to

»? By 1950—following the “loss of China” and the first test of a Soviet A-bomb—a
more alarmist and militarized version of containment was articulated in NSC 68. While retaining the

international relations.

previous basic goals, NSC 68 portrayed a more threatening and powerful enemy bent on world conquest.
The mission of the “free world” was now seen as disrupting this “grand design” by accumulating a
preponderance of power and employing a wide variety of means, with the main emphasis on a huge military
build-up. “Without superior aggregate military strength, in being and readily mobilizable,” the directive
went on to say, “a policy of ‘containment’ which is in essence a policy of calibrated and gradual coercion, is
no more than a policy of bluff.”*

The requisite change in Soviet behavior could come either through the “mellowing” or “break-up” of the
Soviet system (to use Kennan's famous words), the former being preferable from a security point of view.
This mellowing was seen as an extended process of de-ideologization in the course of gradual adaptation to
diminishing opportunities for growth and expansion. The more hawkish elements in the Truman and the
early Eisenhower administrations were very skeptical of this option and thought in terms of a rapid Soviet
collapse under intense Western pressure by overt and covert means (the rollback strategy in Eastern Europe
and the western part of the USSR).* In either case it was presumed that a radical change in Soviet intentions
would hardly be possible without a basic change in the nature of the Soviet political regime. In this sense
containment became a giant experiment in modification of the enemy's behavior and —ultimately—in
regime change. This transformation was also expected to be of fairly short duration with a timeframe of ten
to fifteen years.

The main risk of containment implementation was assessed as a possible Soviet overreaction to Western
pressure: faced with the prospect of losing its hard-won positions (particularly in Eastern Europe), the
Soviet leaders might “slam the door,” so to speak, instead of absorbing their defeat and quietly retiring to
the “ashbin of history.” “The danger exists,” the special committee of SWNCC stressed in one of its early
reports, “that our successful diplomatic efforts to check Russian expansionism may produce a feeling of
intense frustration in the Soviet leadership, leading to an outbreak of war....If Russia then possesses the A-
bomb, the inevitable use of this absolute weapon by both sides will bring at once the holocaust which we are
striving to avoid.”” That risk was to be minimized by a careful calibration of Western pressure combined
with an Anglo-American belief in the rationality of Soviet policy and personal behavior of Stalin, known for
his inner caution in contrast to Hitler's suicidal risk-taking. Both military and political planners in
Washington based their calculations on the flexibility and patience of Soviet policy, its inclination to avoid
extreme risks and yield to a superior force.’
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As for the Soviet leadership, it had not formulated a consistent strategy of waging and winning the cold war
primarily because long-term planning in general had never been a part of the Soviet decision-making
process. That process was much more personalized and much less institutionalized than in the American
case. Consequently, historians have searched Russian archives in vain for a Soviet equivalent of NSC 20/1 or
NSC 68. Yet, the Kremlin did develop some general assumptions and guidelines which amounted to a much
more primitive and crude version of containment. It had a similar image of the opposite system as
inherently hostile and expansionist, but also unstable, generating economic crises and imperialist wars.
Moscow likewise had a similar goal of containing and thus allowing for the “mellowing” of the enemy,
counting on prospective favorable changes in an overall correlation of forces caused by capitalist crises,
“imperialist contradictions,” and wars. After all, for Bolsheviks of Stalin's generation the history of the
20th century seemed to have been working in their favor: World War I paved the way for the emergence of
the Soviet state, World War II led to the break-up of the colonial empires and the creation of a world
socialist system, so that “fighting capitalism has become much more cheerful,” as Stalin said in 1952."

A sense of having history on their side did not prevent Kremlin rulers from trying to help its hidden hand by
supporting friendly regimes and forces all over the world. Yet, as the more ideologically deterministic and
weaker side in the enveloping struggle, they were more patient and flexible in their cold war timetable.
Another difference was that the Soviet leadership did not associate its victory in the cold war with a regime
change in the US. It simply made a clear distinction between “pacifist” and “aggressive circles” of
capitalists, hoping that redressing the power imbalance between the US and the USSR would cut the ground
from under the latter, thereby removing the danger of American aggression. Ultimately, “the socialist USA”
was seen as the most desirable outcome of the systemic struggle, but that vision was too far beyond the
horizon to have any operational meaning.

Both sides had to mobilize all available resources for waging and winning the cold war. But in the Soviet case
this task was much more imperative given the preponderance of American power. It was also more natural
for a Soviet system based on constant mobilization, militarized priorities, and central planning. Besides, the
cold war environment was conducive to preserving the dictatorship at home: the external imperialist threat
served to bond the Kremlin with its subjects and could be blamed for economic hardships, thus masking the
system's chronic inefficiencies. In short, both Moscow and Washington during the first stage thought in
terms of victory over the other—victory in a classical sense, meaning a defeat of the enemy or abandonment
of its main goals.

The second stage (mid-1950s to late 1960s) was characterized by the growing dynamism and
competitiveness of the Soviet system, demonstrated in post-Stalin political liberalization, the rise of living
standards, enhanced economic growth, rapid progress in science and technology, and the increased appeal
of the Soviet model in the third world. The successful detonation of a Soviet thermonuclear device in 1953
meant the narrowing of the gap between strategic arsenals on both sides and generated increasing nuclear
stalemate. Instead of collapsing under the strain of its internal contradictions, the USSR L was becoming a
more powerful, stable, and increasingly non-revolutionary state. It also became clear that despite outbursts
of resistance in East Germany (1953), Poland (1956), and Hungary (1956), the Soviet Union had established
control over the region and could not be forced out by the West. That finally put the rollback/liberation
option to rest. Coupled with the growing realization of the suicidal nature of a nuclear war, these changes
gradually led the US to replace its initial cold war victory goals with a modus vivendi in the spirit of
“competitive coexistence.”®

The Soviet Union, in turn, de facto gave up its early hopes of a collapse of capitalism in the foreseeable
future. Instead of a new round of depressions and wars, Western capitalism entered a period of political
stabilization and economic boom. At the 20th Congress of the CPSU (February 1956), the Soviet leadership
explicitly revised the Stalinist dogmas of the inevitability of world wars and “hostile encirclement,”
embarking upon “peaceful coexistence” as a safer and more regulated form of competition between the two
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systems. The Stalinist pattern of total mobilization and Spartan self-sacrifice was also revised in favor of
material incentives and consumer needs. To facilitate new budget priorities, between 1955 and 1958 deep
cuts were made in conventional forces and the defense budget. A new notion of victory in the cold war
emerged: “catching up and overtaking” the United States in per capita production of basic food staples in
the process of building up an idealized communist society by 1981 (“we will bury you”). This extension of
the cold war competition into mass consumption (albeit Soviet style) had lasting implications: while in the
short run it helped to energize the population after the long period of constant mobilization and sacrifice of
the Stalin years, it was fraught with the danger of the frustrations and resentment bound to be produced by
the system's inability to deliver the promised abundance.

Encouraged by Soviet dynamism and new opportunities for an expansion of the Soviet model created by
national liberation movements in Asia, Middle East, Africa, and Latin America, Khrushchev and his
colleagues made a breakthrough in the developing world by supporting non-aligned and anti-Western
nationalist regimes. This departure from Stalin's, homeland defense strategy was also a way to bypass the
SEATO-Baghdad pact ring of hostile blocs around Soviet borders and strike at the rear of “Western
imperialism.”

The globalization of Soviet ambitions and commitments turned the USSR into a truly worldwide power and
widened the scope of Soviet-American competition. Cognizant of this new role, the Kremlin leadership on
the one hand felt it was becoming “a member of the world club” (in Khrushchev's words before his
Colleagues).9 On the other hand, the Soviet Union became entangled in a new protracted and very expensive
rivalry with the United States, the benefits of which ultimately proved far less than its costs and initial
expectations.

High hopes for a “socialist orientation” and loyalty on the part of new allies proved to be illusory'®—in part
because of the Soviets’ inferiority vis-a-vis the United States in exercising economic and cultural influence
over those countries." The intensifying struggle over the developing world poisoned Soviet-American
relations and endangered the rest of Khrushchev's foreign policy agenda—détente with the West.

Faced with a lack of reciprocity from skeptical Western capitals and frustrated by continuing US strategic
superiority, an impatient Khrushchev resorted to “détente by intimidation.”"* He tried to force presidents
Eisenhower and Kennedy into concessions on Berlin (1958-61) and Cuba (1962). But Washington called his
bluff, and he had to retreat in both crises. No wonder the Dulles brothers, unnerved by his “deviation from
the usual Soviet caution,” felt nostalgia about the “chess playing” style of Stalin.” Recent research based on
newly declassified documents makes it clear that in all those cases Khrushchev had no calculated crisis
strategy. He basically relied on Western concessions to Soviet pressure, built according to what he called the
“meniscus principle” —“to increase pressure” but stopping short of “liquid flowing over the edge, so that it
is kept by the force of surface stretching.”**

Having approached the brink of nuclear war, both Moscow and Washington chose to improve relations in a
short-lived détente of 1963—4. By then the initial optimism of the Khrushchev years had been eroded by
growing problems in the socialist world. Soviet allies in East and Central Europe were becoming more of an
economic burden than an asset. The Warsaw Treaty Organization and Comecon (Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance) structures remained rigid and hierarchical even though Khrushchev admitted
privately that “socialist friends” had grown out of their “boy scout pants” and should be freed from “petty
supervision.”15 Even more serious in its strategic implications was the Sino-Soviet split. It meant a radical
shift in the global geopolitical landscape, led to a schism in the world communist movement, and presented
a potential security threat along the vast Soviet-Chinese border.

The main lesson drawn by Khrushchev's successors from his policies was a need to narrow the gap between
new Soviet global ambitions and capabilities by building up its strategic potential while avoiding risky
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brinkmanship and grand promises. Yet there were also considerable continuities: globalism, continued
development of economic and cultural ties with the West (leading to new Soviet dependence on imported
food and exported fuel), and the emphasis on mass consumption.

The Soviet struggle for the third world likewise continued unabated, albeit in different forms. Following the
first round of failed regimes of ambiguous “socialist orientation” (Zaire, Ghana, Guinea, Indonesia, Mali),
an emphasis was placed on setting up loyal communist parties and providing military assistance in order to
establish more radical and effective regimes able to defend themselves (a la Cuba and North Vietnam).16
Summing up the results of Soviet expansion in the third world by the end of 1971, CIA analysts wistfully
concluded, “The Soviets must feel that, over the past 15 years, they have accomplished a great deal in the
third world. They have broken the ring of containment built by the West, ... have established the USSR as the
most influential great power in most radical Arab states, have gained acceptance of their right to concern
themselves closely with the affairs of all the Middle East and South Asia, and have extended their influence
into parts of Southeast Asia, Latin America and Africa.”"’

Both sides by then had discovered some additional advantages in the regulated cold war regime. Internally,
this rivalry, with its ever looming foreign threat, helped US political elites mobilize public support and
material resources for a global foreign policy, L. while the Soviet nomenklatura used it to maintain
ideological controls and justify a low standard of living for its people. Externally, a bipolar confrontation
made it easier for each power to control its allies, dependents, and spheres of influence. Besides, on both
sides of the great divide, there emerged a powerful institutional infrastructure of the cold war—a military-
industrial-scientific complex which acquired a huge momentum of its own. A whole new generation of
military and civilian cold war managers came on the scene, and for them managing this rivalry became the
name of the game even as its initial goals (i.e., liquidation or transformation of the enemy) were forgotten
or postponed indefinitely. This process of means becoming ends, described so well by John Gaddis for the
US, had its counterpart on the Soviet side.’

The third stage for the USSR was a period of slackening economic growth and creeping social conservatism,
accompanied by a massive military build-up and attainment of rough strategic parity with the US. The latter
entered a period of relative decline, caused by the failure in Vietnam, mounting economic difficulties, the
Watergate political crisis, and domestic constraints on the use of military power abroad. In this new context,
the main initiative in rethinking policies and programs came from the American side. Spurred by German
and French rapprochement with the Soviet Union, the team of Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger
undertook a reassessment of US cold war strategy. The USSR was now seen as a “status quo” and even
“legitimate” power—a highly stable authoritarian system which had lost its former dynamism and
messianic zeal but firmly retained its power status and was here to stay. The old line of isolating and
undermining the Soviet Union was now replaced by Franklin Roosevelt-like containment through gradual
integration. In more liberal circles there was a rebirth of convergence theory, which envisioned an
incremental closing of the political-ideological gap between the two systems and, thus, the end of the cold
war itself.

The US and its allies agreed to a long-standing Soviet request to legitimize the post-World War II status quo
in Europe (The Helsinki Final Act of 1975) and stabilize the German problem by affirming the USSR-FRG
treaty of 19770, the Quadripartite treaty on Berlin of 1971, and the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG)-
German Democratic Republic (GDR) treaty of 1972. A new arms control regime was created in the early
1970s to reduce the danger of a nuclear war and make the nuclear arms race more predictable. The ABM
Treaty, SALT I and SALT II, and the Agreement on Prevention of Nuclear War laid the ground for strategic
stability that lasted into the next century.

In the Soviet Union détente was perceived as a Rubicon if not the end of the cold war. The Soviet leaders felt
that they had finally caught up with the US in the key strategic dimension and forced Americans to
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recognize the legitimate security interests of the USSR. The United States was seen as having abandoned its
efforts to destabilize the Soviet system and “undo” the results of World War II. “Our foreign policy,” stated
Andrey Gromyko at a staff meeting of senior Soviet diplomats in the early 1970s, “is now conducted in a
qualitatively new environment of a genuine equilibrium of power. We have really become a world power
even though it took hard work of two generations of Soviet people to reach that goal.”19 The new global role
of the USSR as a guarantor of national security and superpower status became an increasingly important
source of legitimacy L for a Soviet system that was facing growing domestic difficulties. The Kremlin
leaders sensed this connection well: “We are now clearly bolstered by our foreign policy on a grand scale,”
said Leonid Brezhnev at a staff meeting of the CPSU Central Committee.”” A growing security challenge from
China was another powerful incentive for cooperation with the US as well as Soviet interest in American
trade and economic assistance to alleviate its mounting economic problems.

Yet détente proved to be fragile and short-lived. For the Soviet Union—a weaker side engaged in a catching-
up operation—détente as a sort of “draw” in the cold war was close to victory. However, for many in
America, which historically led the race, it looked more like a defeat. Recognition of strategic parity with the
Soviet Union bordered on moral equivalence with an alien and vicious system. Liberals were insulted by the
cynicism of Nixon-Kissinger realpolitik, while conservatives never really accepted strategic parity and
regarded détente as a short breathing space in the cold war that worked to the benefit of the Soviets. The
American public was incensed by the Soviet restrictions on Jewish emigration and repression of a
courageous dissident movement. US policy makers were increasingly concerned about growing Soviet
penetration in the third world. The intensifying opposition to détente from both right and left emasculated
containment. The administration could no longer offer the Soviets the positive incentives on which its
strategy depended. For example, the Jackson-Vanik amendment aborted efforts to extend to the Soviets
most-favored nation status in return for its “good behavior.” **

In the Soviet Union détente was also full of contradictions. Proponents of US-Soviet cooperation were soon
outnumbered by those who saw détente as a chance to fill the vacuum left by America's weakening power
and expand the sphere of Soviet influence in Africa, the Middle East, and Central America. Key Politburo
statements of 1971 directed the Soviet foreign policy apparatus “to seek, without disclosing it publicly, a
weakening of USA role in international affairs, including its position in Western military-political alliances,
as well as in strategically important regions of the world (Europe, Middle East, Asia), by facilitating
manifestations of contradictions between the USA and its allies.”*” This new assertiveness was soon
reinforced by the energy/economic crisis in the West and a huge influx of petrodollars into the Soviet
treasury, as well as by newly developed power projection capabilities. American diplomats registered
concern with the new arrogance of their Soviet counterparts, who advised them “to get accustomed” to the
situation in which the Soviet Union had lived for many years— “life under preponderance of the other
side.””

The developing world remained the main target of the new Soviet assertiveness. As the Soviet model was
losing its former attraction, Moscow's policy became increasingly geopolitical and militarized. Soviet
military aid to almost thirty developing countries reached $35.4 billion for 1978—-82 although this aid
brought more losses than profits.** Behind this surge was neither internationalist ideology nor security
concerns but a reflexive zero-sum game with the United States, which became a self-generating enterprise
with little connection with the national interests of either country. “The more that could be taken away
from Washington, the better,” admitted in retrospect one of the L architects of this policy. This way of
thinking, natural for the cold war mentality, often prompted acquisitions regardless of their true value or
capacity to “digest” them.”

Perceived by many Western experts as a consistent “grand strategy,” this expansion in reality was little
more than an inchoate combination of group, agency, and even personal interests, deprived of “genuine
meaning and central goal.” “In Latin America and the Third World as a whole the Soviet leadership,”
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continued the former chief analyst of KGB foreign intelligence, Nickolai Leonov, “did not have planned,
strategically oriented policy, backed up by sufficient human, technical, and material resources.””®
Domestically the climate of détente created new problems for the Soviet authorities—an erosion of
ideological controls in the milieu of expanding contacts with the West and the emergence of a dissident
human rights movement.

The fourth stage opened with a deepening systemic crisis in the Soviet Union characterized by an economic
slowdown, a growing science—technological gap between Russia and the West, negative demographic
trends, and socio-political stagnation. This crisis was exacerbated by the extreme militarization of the
economy and growing “imperial overstretch” accumulated over the cold war years. The Soviet decline led to
growing American optimism about the prospects of bilateral confrontation.

Its first signs became noticeable during the Carter administration, which drifted from accommodation to a
more adversarial posture by the late 1970s. This drift was accelerated by new Soviet intervention in the
African Horn, support for the Sandinistas in Nicaragua, and Moscow's decision to introduce a new class of
IRBMs (SS-20s) in Eastern Europe. This step (which Gromyko would soon call “a grave mistake”) reflected
more the inertia of a Soviet military-industrial complex in seeking to utilize its accumulated production
capacity than a deliberate aggressive posture.27 Soviet intervention in Afghanistan (December 1979) became
the final straw. Washington interpreted the defensive move to save an inept client regime as a strategic
offensive aimed at the Persian Gulf. For its part, Moscow was deeply concerned about Carter's human rights
policy (seen by the Kremlin as a flagrant interference in its domestic domain), US growing rapprochement
with the PRC, decreased influence in the Middle East as a result of the Camp David agreement of 1978, and
NATO's “two track” decision of December 1979.

This escalation of tensions buried ratification of a newly signed SALT II treaty in the US Senate and drove
the Soviets to walk out of arms control negotiations in Geneva and Vienna. The Americans also instituted an
economic embargo on the USSR and a boycott of the 1980 Olympic Games in Moscow. Most ominously, the
Carter Doctrine called for repelling Soviet efforts to gain control of the Persian Gulf region “by use of any
means necessary, including military force.”*®

The cold war was reviving, but it took a transfer of power to the Republican right, which was never
reconciled to competitive coexistence, to resurrect the original maximum goal of containment—destruction
of Soviet power. On the rhetorical level this shift was reflected in the negation of the Kremlin's legitimacy
and re-consignment of Moscow to the dustbin of history. On the policy level it included rolling back
communism in the third world (“Reagan Doctrine”) and attriting the Soviet economy through L the
intensified nuclear arms race and the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), popularly known as “Star Wars.”
Yet even Reaganites did not fully understand how fragile the Soviet system was. Their obsession with the
Soviet threat (“window of vulnerability”) made the USSR seem stronger than it really was; so conservatives
too, despite their subsequent claims to have buried the “evil empire,” were poorly prepared for radical
changes in the Soviet system.

The initial Soviet reaction to the new surge of the cold war under Leonid Brezhnev's short-lived successors,
Yuri Andropov and Konstantin Chernenko, was symmetrical: stepped up military preparations, intensified
ideological warfare, tightening the screws at home, and reanimation of the old bogey of the “aggressive
nature of imperialism.” In the context of new Soviet vulnerabilities, it only enhanced the Kremlin's
inferiority complex and widespread fears of a major war with the US. The new Soviet-American
confrontation reached its peak in 1983 with the shooting down of KAL 103 and the alarm of the Soviet
intelligence network over preparations for a nuclear attack by the US provoked by a misperception of
NATO's Able Archer military exercise. The primary Soviet strategic goal was now downscaled to holding the
line against the new American offensive.
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Fifth stage. By the early 1980s a systemic crisis engulfed not only the Soviet Union, but also its European
allies. Their economies were stagnant and increasingly dependent on Western loans and credits, and social
discontent and anti-Soviet protest were on the rise. The introduction of martial law in Poland in 1981
demonstrated the fragility of Moscow rule—its “intervention limit” (Yuri Andropov's words) was
exhausted.”® The preservation of the residual loyalty of East European regimes required growing economic
and financial assistance, further straining the Soviet economy that was increasingly unable to feed its own
people.30 The total costs of the Soviet empire at the beginning of the decade reached 20-25 percent of its
GNP, far exceeding the American ratio.”! The drastic fall of world oil prices (a major source of Soviet hard
currency revenues) in 1985—6 sharply aggravated the problem of budget priorities. The crisis demanded
urgent action soon provided by a new group in the Kremlin headed by Mikhail Gorbachev.

Gorbachev clearly saw the irrationality of the cold war and its incompatibility with the long overdue
domestic reforms, but he did not want to concede defeat in the Soviet-American competition. Gorbachev's
grand design was to draw the US and the West into a joint transcendence of the cold war through a radical
change in the mode of thinking on both sides. He went much further than Khrushchev in discarding the old
Soviet orthodoxy regarding the outside world: universal human values would replace the class-based
approach. What is more, a world divided into two antagonistic systems would yield to a holistic,
interdependent planet based on the mutual responsibility of capitalism and socialism for global security,
development and general disarmament, leading to an end to the arms race and a nuclear-free world.
“Balance of interests” and “common security” would supersede the balance of power itself. Borrowing
these ideas largely from 1970s liberal internationalism, Gorbachev wanted to co-opt his conservative
Western counterparts.‘q‘2 In a nutshell, Gorbachev's policies and “new thinking” were desperate attempts to
break the vicious circle of the Russian/Soviet security predicament L which his predecessors had tried to
solve through militarization, authoritarian rule, self-isolation, and “defensive expansion.”

On the military level the build-up of nuclear and conventional forces was slowed down and even reversed.
Soviet diplomacy came back to arms control negotiations and agreed to unprecedented liquidation of the
whole class of IRBM with strict verification procedures. The Soviet Union began to withdraw from regional
conflicts and ceased its support of anti-American regimes in the third world. By spring 1989 Soviet forces
were finally withdrawn from Afghanistan, leaving behind a doomed pro-Moscow regime. No less important,
the Iron Curtain was dismantled and radical democratization was taking place in many aspects of Soviet
society. It all amounted to the “basic change” of the Soviet outlook and behavior that had originally been a
central goal of the American containment.

The irony was that until the “velvet revolutions” of 1989, the American leadership did not think this change
was real. But that disbelief ultimately worked in the US's favor because it pushed Gorbachev to new
concessions in order to convince his skeptical Western partners. This escalation came all the more easily
because the Soviet leader did not have a realistic strategy of ending the cold war which would be compatible
with his domestic reforms. He grossly underestimated the fragility of the Soviet system at home and the
weakness of the Soviet bloc abroad. At the same time Gorbachev overestimated Western responsiveness to
the Kremlin's “New Thinking” and the chances of a radical reconstruction of the international system based
on those ideas.

Gorbachev's task was greatly complicated by the deepening crisis at home. A severe financial crunch, the
disorganization of industry, acute food shortages, bloody ethnic conflicts, and separatist trends in national
republics were undermining the Kremlin's positions at home and abroad, forcing it to make new
concessions and pleas for foreign assistance.” Soviet diplomats sensed how the new time of troubles at
home was undermining the prospects for an active and independent foreign policy.** Western leaders,
headed by George H. W. Bush, exploited this situation to conclude the cold war on their own terms. “By
behaving in a constructive and sympathetic way, by showering Gorbachev with praise and by giving him
many foreign policy ‘successes’ as opposed to his domestic failures, the West stimulated Gorbachev to make
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the choices he did,” concluded Geir Lundestad. “But in realpolitik terms the job of the West was easy: to
cash in on all the concessions Gorbachev made, concessions which resulted in the end of the Cold War.”*

The dissolution of the Warsaw Treaty Organization, the fall of pro-Soviet regimes in Eastern Europe, and
the unification of Germany within the NATO framework liquidated the main Soviet geopolitical asset in the
cold war—a massive political-military presence in the heart of Europe won by great sacrifice during World
War II. Parting with this Stalinist legacy was all but inevitable considering its organic defects; in this sense
Gorbachev had to redeem “the original sin” —the brutal Sovietization of the region after World War II and
the failure of his predecessors to transform the alliance into a more equitable and effective system. Perhaps
this dismantling could have been handled more prudently. Yet conversely, the liberation could have been
much more destructive had Gorbachev resorted to Stalinist or even Khrushchev-Brezhnev type repressions.

L Contrary to the fears of containment's founding fathers, Gorbachev “didn’t slam the door” upon the
Soviet exit from Germany and Eastern Europe.

The Soviet policy reversal in the third world followed the same pattern. Instead of orderly retrenchment and
joint Soviet-American resolution of regional crises, there was an abrupt, unconditional, and unilateral
disengagement that devaluated all previous investments in former allies and left them to their own
salvation. As a result, in the course of two or three years the former superpower lost almost all of its allies,
while the dissolution of the Soviet Union itself completed its transformation into a regional power.

Notwithstanding all the talk about “the new world order,” the George H.W. Bush administration did not
have an exit strategy for the cold war either. For the most part it simply responded to Gorbachev's
initiatives, using opportunities presented by his policies, and followed the lead of allied leaders such as
Helmut Kohl. But US diplomacy was very skillful in locking in foreign policy gains and gently pushing
Gorbachev and Minister of Foreign Affairs Eduard Shevardnadze to new concessions without provoking
extreme measures. That pattern was particularly relevant in German reunification and the “velvet
revolutions” in Eastern Europe. In this sense the US contributed to the peaceful end of the cold war,
although the main credit here belongs to Gorbachev and his policy.

Why did the Soviet-American rivalry end like it did? In retrospect the answer seems to be clear. First, the
West had a better model. Vladimir Lenin, the founder of the Soviet state, once said that the struggle between
socialism and capitalism would ultimately be decided by the productivity each side was able to achieve, not
on the battlefield. And he was right in essence, if not in picking the winning side. Capitalism, i.e., markets
and democracy, proved to be more productive in guns and especially butter (consumer goods) than Soviet-
type socialism. The latter could not adapt to the post-industrial economy; instead of catching up it lagged
farther and farther behind the West. This backwardness discredited the Soviet system not only in the
outside world but also in the eyes of its own people, who by then could see enough through the porous iron
curtain to compare their quality of life with that of the “rotten” West. In political terms the Soviet alliance
model was also inferior to the American-led Western alliance. The latter was based largely on consent,
mutual interests, and accommodation, while the former relied mostly on coercion and dictate. No wonder
the “American empire” survived the end of the cold war while the Soviet one did not.*

Second, the West had much greater resources at its disposal than the Soviet bloc, especially after China's
defection from the Soviet orbit. Even in terms of hard power, the American-led bloc was predominant on
the seas, in global military base infrastructure, and power projection capabilities. Economically, the Soviet
bloc never was a match for the Western economic powerhouse, and its soft power resources were modest at
best. In short, the Soviet Union was largely a one-dimensional military power confronting a
multidimensional Western bloc.

Third, this Western preponderance of power also had an important intellectual dimension—the US possessed
a better cold war strategy. The paradox is that in the L centrally planned Soviet state, foreign policy making
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was much more chaotic, personalized, and improvised than in the pluralist West. There was poor inter-
agency coordination, no policy planning mechanism, and little serious discussion at the Politburo level;
most decisions were made personally by a party leader or designed to please him. Among those only Stalin
was a grand strategist, and he, too, made serious blunders. Khrushchev was basically a gambler, Brezhnev, a
cautious bureaucrat, and Gorbachev, a well-meaning idealist. Ideology and the nature of the Soviet political
regime made things even worse. Ideology distorted perception and fed leaders’ infallibility complex. The
Communist Party monopoly on power meant an exclusion of alternative options and an absence of
accountability. In combination they opened the gates to arbitrary improvisation from the top, impeded
learning from mistakes, and left little room for long-term planning or expert analysis. In short, the reality
of Soviet foreign policy making had little in common with the image of a monolithic and focused Kremlin
armed with a grand strategy of world domination.

If there was a grand design, it was in Washington rather than Moscow. The strategy of containment in its
various incarnations from Truman to Reagan was an effective way of employing a wide range of means to
achieve long-term strategic aims. Consistent in its basic thrust, it was also flexible enough to adjust to
changing situations. Moscow's version of containment was deeply flawed, distorted by ideological wishful
thinking: it drastically underestimated the vitality of the capitalist world, grossly overestimated the anti-
Western potential of the third world and the strength of the so-called “inter-imperialist contradictions” for
the Kremlin to play upon.

Given these three basic handicaps (in model, resources, and strategy), the overall correlation of forces (to
use a favorite Bolshevik term) always favored the West, and the Soviet Union never had a real chance of
winning the cold war.”’ At best—with a healthy dose of luck and mismanagement by the West—the Soviet
Union could have gained a draw, which seemed to be the case with the détente of early 1970s. But that
mirage soon evaporated in the new round of tension and Soviet decline. Yet while the ultimate outcome of
that great conflict was largely predetermined (to the extent there is determination in history), neither the
specific form of that final stage nor its time framework was.

The stagnation of the late Brezhnev years could have continued at a slow rate. The overextension of Soviet
empire could have been handled by a careful retrenchment, and incremental market reforms could have
been introduced more effectively a la Deng Xiaoping's China. But accidents of history and human factors
intervened to provide for a quick and relatively peaceful dissolution of Soviet power. Gorbachev was not
Deng: he unleashed the forces of change and lost control over them, but he preferred to live with the
dissolution of Soviet power rather than trying to stop it by force. The Soviet intelligentsia craved freedom
and democracy almost at any price. And people of the Baltic states, Eastern Europe, and East Germany
refused to wait patiently for an incremental de-Sovietization of their countries or reform of the Warsaw
Pact. So, it happened all at once in a velvet revolution way. Overall the process of Soviet disintegration took
much longer and L. was messier than predicted by “Mr X”: first, mellowing and then, break-up. But in
general Kennan proved to be right.

He was also right in foreseeing the dynamics of a future Soviet collapse. Kennan always thought that the
Kremlin masters, whose rule was based on iron discipline and total obedience rather than compromise and
mutual accommodation, were so alienated from their own people that in the event of a legitimacy crisis the
system would have very few defenders. Hence instead of a civil war there would likely be a swift and
bloodless collapse of the regime. But in the wake of that collapse, as Kennan foresaw, there would be no
political force capable of running the country effectively, because communist rule had destroyed all capacity
for self-organization. So, if the Communist Party was incapacitated, Soviet Russia ‘“would almost overnight
turn from one of the mightiest into one of the weakest and miserable nations of the world....”*

Even more remarkably, Kennan foresaw a chain reaction between the internal and external dissolution of
the Soviet empire. He always considered Eastern Europe to be the most vulnerable part of that empire, ready
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to run away should Moscow's control seriously weaken. But that loss, he predicted, would deal such a blow
to the Kremlin's legitimacy and self-confidence that it would “unleash an avalanche downfall of Soviet

£7¥n

influence and prestige which would go beyond satellite countries to the heart of the Soviet Union itsel
short, the US analysis of the prospects for Soviet-American competition was much superior to the

Kremlin's.

While immensely costly (in terms of the arms race, wars by proxies, imposition of the Soviet system,
superpower interventions in the third world, the corrosion of democratic norms and practices in the US and
suppression of them in the USSR, and more),40 the Soviet-American rivalry had its positive side effects.

The effect of competition. This rivalry forced each side to mobilize resources and enhance its attractiveness
and competitiveness in order to overtake the main rival and gain new allies. In retrospect it is hard to
imagine that just a half-century ago the Soviet model seemed a serious scientific and technological
challenge to the US. For the competitive American nation, this challenge became an additional incentive for
domestic reforms. The emergence of modern federal support for higher education and sciences, creation of
NASA and space exploration programs, and even some social reforms of 1960s were all connected with the
cold war competition.41 The Soviet Union, to use Arnold Toynbee's words, “became a functional equivalent
of the Devil that forced us into doing what we should have done anyway.”42 Conversely the disappearance of
this competition and America's resultant triumphalism (the “end of history”) contributed to the
complacency and arrogance which created the context for the economic crisis of 2008—-9.

The same mobilizing effect also applied to the Soviet side. It was to the cold war that the Soviet Union owed
its greatest technological achievements of those years—launching Sputnik and the first man into space, and
reaching strategic parity with the United States.

In the framework of competition between the two blocs, the US had to be more accommodating and
generous vis-a-vis its allies, in contrast to the coercive “Soviet empire.” Without the unifying “Soviet
threat,” the Marshall Plan, the unprecedented American L efforts to rehabilitate its former mortal enemies
Germany and Japan, and the economic and political integration of Western Europe would scarcely have been
imaginable. It was this transatlantic cooperation that helped to produce the historic rapprochement
between Germany and the rest of Europe, the European economic miracle, and the creation of a true Atlantic
community. While the Soviet-American confrontation led to economic and military-political integration on
both sides of the iron curtain, only West European integration survived the end of the cold war. In other
words, here, too, the Soviet Union played the same role of “functional equivalent of the Devil” that forced
the US to pursue more far-sighted and long-term interests rather than purely selfish and short-term ones.

Deterrence based on the danger of escalation of local conflicts into global nuclear war established checks
and balances on a global scale. It forced both sides to act with greater restraint and responsibility, thereby
keeping emotions and ideological instincts on a leash. It is not difficult to imagine how far the adventurous
Khrushchev might have gone during the Berlin and Cuban crises (or even the more cautious Stalin in the
Iran and Turkey of 1945-6) without US deterrence. On the other hand, in the absence of the Soviet
countervailing power, the US might have resorted to nuclear weapons in Korea or Vietnam, or to escalating
other regional conflicts. The US traumatic experience in Iraq is another example of the risks that unchecked
American supremacy is fraught with.

Gone are both the cold war and the centrality of Russian-American relations, with both countries now
searching for a new role in a much more fluid and pluralistic world. Nostalgia for the days of bipolar conflict
and mutual assured destruction is certainly unwarranted. Only time will tell how much of an improvement
the subsequent environment of national upheaval, ethnic warfare, and stateless terrorism turns out to be.
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Abstract

This chapter examines the role of China in the Cold War. It describes the origins of Cold War in China
and the participation of nationalist China in World War 2 and the Cold War, and suggests that China
played a pivotal role as the third (albeit shorter) leg of a cold war tripod. The chapter contends that the
Cold War era in China is inseparable from the political supremacy Mao Zedong, and highlights the
impact of the split between China and the Soviet Union on the role of China in the Cold War. It also
argues that the 1972 Sino-United States rapprochement contributed to the fading of China from the
Cold War narrative.
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The cold war era in China is inseparable from the political supremacy of one man: Mao Zedong. “Mao's
China” and “Cold War China” are interchangeable terms in the minds of many, and the chairman's long
tenure in power from 1949 to 1976 had a major influence on the progression of the cold war in Asia and
beyond.

Nevertheless, understanding Mao's role is not sufficient to understand the cold war's effect on China. After
all, the cold war lasted for over a decade following Mao's death. No less crucially, during the critical period
between the end of World War II and the triumph of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) in 1949, real
political alternatives for China were in conflict with one another. Just as 1945—-50 was a turning point in the
European cold war, so it was in China. And just as in Europe, China inherited the massive displacements of
World War II.

China played a pivotal role as the third (albeit shorter) leg of a cold war tripod. If this suggests a certain
unsteadiness, that is not inappropriate. The cold war was also the era of decolonization, and China managed
to maintain a simultaneous narrative about itself that was highly convincing to many emerging non-
Western states. It used the Bandung Conference in 1955 to argue that it was a new, cooperative force in what
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would become known as the Third World. However, it also proclaimed itself the savior of the revolutionary
world, spearheading anti-imperialist liberation. In saying this, it contrasted itself implicitly, then after
1960, explicitly, with the Soviet Union.

The origins of cold war China: Nationalist China in world war and cold
war

When the People's Republic of China (PRC) was officially declared on October 1, 1949, it was the child of a
vicious civil war between the CCP and its predecessor, the Nationalists L (Guomindang) under Chiang Kai-
shek. That war was, in turn, the immediate successor to a devastating world war. In 1945 Chiang Kai-shek,
the Nationalist leader, emerged victorious against the Japanese, although his victory was a pyrrhic one; the
capacity of his state had been deeply compromised. The areas of communist control in China during the war
had expanded rapidly, with some 100 million (of the total of 900 million) in broadly CCP-dominated areas
by August 1945.

The war against Japan transformed China's future. In the 1920s and 1930s it had been riven by militarist
violence. Although nominally united under the Nationalist government established by Chiang Kai-shek in
1928, China suffered from poverty, political corruption, human rights abuses, and repeated outbreaks of
civil war. Nonetheless, the country progressed, with new railways, roads, and telecommunications
established and international assistance from the League of Nations used to develop flood prevention and
new crop varieties. By 1936 the CCP was on the run: the “Long March,” which became part of the party's
foundational myth, was actually a retreat by a party that had been shattered by Nationalist attacks.

The outbreak of war between China and Japan in the summer of 1937 destroyed the fitful modernization of
the previous decade. The Nationalist government was forced to retreat to the inland city of Chongging,
while the Japanese occupied most of China's eastern heartland. In the north and east communist control
expanded. The Nationalist government nearly collapsed under the strains of the war. By 1945 it was beset by
corruption, and its military was profoundly dysfunctional. This breakdown resulted largely from four years
of fighting almost alone against Japan, the difficulties of running a government under constant aerial
bombardment, dealing with refugee displacement running into millions of people, and being forced into a
geographical isolation from the sea. By 1945 the Nationalists were exhausted.

After 1945 mediators, including the American General George C. Marshall, attempted to broker a coalition
government between the Nationalists and Communists. Marshall abandoned his effort when it became clear
that neither side was willing to compromise. The civil war erupted in 1946 and raged until 1949.2 It became a
deadly ideological conflict. Yet much of Chiang's motivation was similar to the underpinnings of foreign
policy under the CCP after 1949. In particular, Chiang's actions portended a cold war phenomenon:
decolonization and nation-building among non-European peoples. It was the Nationalists, not the
Communists, who negotiated an end to the hated “unequal treaties” with the European imperial powers in
the late 19th century. As a result, China emerged from war in 1945 as truly sovereign for the first time since
the end of the Opium War in 1842. In addition, Nationalist China had been designated one of the “Four
Policemen” by Franklin D. Roosevelt and given a permanent seat on the UN Security Council. The
Nationalists and the CCP used significantly different methods in their relationship with the international
community, but their aims were not that different, particularly on the question of territorial integrity and
sovereignty.

The civil war took place in the middle of a rapidly changing global situation as the cold war took shape. Until
1948 the US and USSR predicated their policies for Asia on the idea that China would be united under the
Nationalists. This would have generated a US-oriented East Asia, as Chiang's government would have
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oriented itself toward the L US, and Japan would also have been an American satellite. Stalin was initially
complicit with this assumption, and his relations with the CCP waxed hot and cold as he sought to calculate
what side was more likely to win the civil war. Nonetheless, the hardening of the global cold war forced
Chiang to choose sides; Stalin would not let him accept support from both the US and the USSR. Chiang
chose the US as the lesser of two evils.?

The CCP never forgot the way that Stalin had toyed with its loyalty. Their victory, largely a consequence of
the collapse of the Nationalist administration, was not long in coming. Chiang's government was too
compromised by its own flaws, which had been seriously aggravated by the experience of the war against
Japan. Rebuilding state capacity when so much of the country had been destroyed would have been hard
enough, but to engage in a major civil war almost immediately afterward was too much. Combined with
human rights abuses, corruption, and an unwillingness to compromise on the control of political power, the
Nationalists’ brief experiment in sovereign government came to an end with the communist victory in
autumn 1949.

Communist victory and the cold war

On October 1, 1949 the chairman of the CCP, Mao Zedong, stood at the Tiananmen Gate in the center of
Beijing and announced that the People's Republic of China, the world's most populous state, was now a
communist country.

The cold war was central to the shaping of the new state domestically as well as internationally. Militarism
had become a major factor as the state atrophied from the late Qing dynasty onward, but the mass
dislocations produced by the war against Japan altered society profoundly. Many of the competing regimes
within China—the Nationalists in exile in the southwest, the Communists in the north, and Wang Jingwei's
collaborationist Nationalists who claimed to have “reorganized” the true Nationalist party in Nanjing—
demanded greater contributions from society and offered a wider social vision in return. Although the
communist vision proved most compelling, most modern political actors in China saw the need for a wider
vision of social reform, which was frequently linked to militarization. Mao's years in charge of the PRC were
heavily militarized in many ways (the Cultural Revolution is a notorious example). Propaganda stressed this
element of social control at all times.”

The new divisions imposed by the cold war were visible in the PRC's most pressing domestic issue: the
economy. There is much historical evidence that China's economy was improving until 1937. The eight years
of war changed that: most of China's fledgling industrialization was in the eastern seaboard cities that Japan
took over (with much of the plant destroyed by bombing). The war broke up traditional trade routes and
economic networks.’

A Nationalist-run China would have drawn on economic assistance from the US. The CCP's victory made
that impossible. The United States refused to recognize the new government in Beijing, maintaining that
Chiang's government in exile in Taipei was China's legitimate government (in the United Nations Security
Council, the “China” seat was L also retained by the Republic of China, which held it until 1971). Instead,
the country became embedded in the emergent socialist world economy that Stalin's USSR promoted after
1945.6 Although China never joined Comecon, which controlled trade within the socialist bloc, its economy
became highly integrated with the organization's members from 1953, when the PRC's first Five Year Plan
began. A common cold war point of contrast was between the command economy of the Eastern bloc and
free markets of the West, but in fact both bloc leaders sacrificed short-term economic advantage to
strengthen the commitment of the parts of East Asia under their control. The US allowed members of its
bloc to obtain an economic advantage in return for support by allowing the East Asian developmental states
(Japan, Taiwan, South Korea) to maintain highly protected economies for decades. The USSR offered goods
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within its bloc at advantageous prices to cement the socialist community: for instance, one ton of Chinese
frozen pork became enough to buy five tons of steel products. The importance of cementing bloc alliances
also led to strategic trade: during the 1953 riots in East Berlin, China sent 50 million rubles worth of
foodstuffs to help shore up the fledgling GDR government.’ From its origin, China was brought into the fold
of the world socialist economy.

The Korean War

The newly established PRC was almost immediately plunged into another brutal conflict: the Korean War.
The war confronted the rulers of the new state with a hard choice. On the one hand, the PRC desperately
needed time for domestic consolidation: the regime had won a military victory but had not yet secured all
China's territory. On the other, the commitment of the party and Mao Zedong in particular to anti-
imperialist liberation was genuine. The war in Korea presented an opportunity for the new state to show its
credentials and gain ideological influence.

Part of the Chinese motivation to enter the war in Korea came from frustration over their perception that
their Soviet partners regarded them as supplicants. CCP Vice-Chairman Liu Shaoqi visited Stalin in the
months before the Chinese Communist victory in 1949 to discuss a variety of issues. It became clear that
Mao was unhappy with the patronizing flavor of Stalin's demands.® The USSR wanted special rights to
operate in the parts of China that bordered the USSR (the northeast and northwest). For Mao, Stalin's
proposals implied new “unequal treaties.”

So the emergence of a crisis on the Korean peninsula, on China's northeastern border, gave Mao a chance to
demonstrate his revolutionary credentials. The emergence of new documentation since the early 1990s,
however, shows Stalin and Mao were playing a complex game with each other.’ At stake were ideas about
revolutionary anti-imperialism and the leadership of the communist world. The catalyst was the request in
April 1950 by Kim I1-Sung, leader of the new communist North Korean state, for approval to invade the
south. Stalin eventually acceded. He seems genuinely to have felt that the Western forces were in a position
of weakness at that time, and the prospect of success was realistic. However, he was also conscious that he
needed to maintain leadership L within the communist bloc: having declined the chance to support
communist movements in Greece and Indochina, his prestige could have further eroded had he turned his
back on the revolution in Korea as well.'* Mao hesitated. The new People's Republic was deeply unstable in
1950, with pockets of resistance to the CCP still to be found in peripheral areas, and the country reeling from
the effects of two major wars in quick succession. Nonetheless, Mao had a vision of spreading anti-
imperialist communist revolution, and the opportunity opened up by Kim was hard for him to turn down. To
undertake support for the Korean War would make a powerful statement of ideological intent.

Stalin proved an uncertain ally during the Korean War, failing to provide much-desired air cover for Chinese
troops at a crucial moment in 1950. He had believed that the West would not force a confrontation over a
North Korean invasion and was discomfited by the rapid success of UN forces in recapturing the south. Mao,
however, having gambled by entering the war, insisted on sticking by Kim. Stalin ultimately provided
support, if not actual Soviet troops, for the war effort. While Mao could not claim complete victory, by 1953
the stalemate allowed the new regime to argue that it had prevented the establishment of a hostile state on
its borders.

Mao had also made his campaign of domestic consolidation dependent on mobilizing popular support for
the war with the “Resist America, Aid Korea” campaign.ll This use of the Korean War to influence domestic
politics reflected a dynamic that accompanied the CCP's rise to power in the years before 1949: the
radicalizing and pragmatic trends in CCP thought were in conflict not only within the party but also within
Mao himself. “Marxist-Leninist-Mao Zedong Thought” was often pragmatic, as shown by its turn toward
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the cross-class alliance of “New Democracy” during the war against Japan and the early PRC period. In 1940
Mao had defined the term “New Democracy” as a means of creating a unified society in which the Chinese
Communist Party would be paramount, but also cooperate with other elements in society (such as
capitalists and entrepreneurs). This adoption of temporary pragmatic politics by Mao, however, did not
mean an abandonment of a radical view of the world and of China's future. Mao's vision revolved around
class warfare at home and anti-imperialism abroad in the service of an ever-renewing revolutionary stance.
This should have been no secret to those who had observed the Rectification (Zhengfeng) movements that
marked Mao's radicalization of politics and concentration of it in his own person in the years after 1941. The
Korean War became the first test of that commitment in the PRC; by its end society was considerably more
radicalized than it had been at the start.

Taiwan crisis, Bandung cooperation

Wider cold war tensions were reflected in confrontations between Mao and Chiang. After his defeat in 1949,
Chiang retreated to the island of Taiwan, maintaining that he remained the legitimate ruler of the Republic
of China. Mao, of course, regarded the L continued irredentism of his great rival as an affront to his new
state. In 1954 —5 the PRC military shelled the island of Jinmen (Quemoy) and succeeded in capturing smaller
Nationalist- held islands off the coast of Zhejiang province.12 Just three years later Taiwan's outlying
islands once again came under fire from the PRC. This event had more to do with cold war tensions than any
particular urgency caused by the situation within Taiwan itself. Mao's relations with Nikita Khrushchev had
deteriorated further after 1956, and he was displeased by the Soviet leader's attempts to discredit Stalin,
which he (correctly) thought were an oblique way to criticize Mao himself. Mao was also angry that
Khrushchev was seeking to ratchet down tensions with the US without consulting him first. Therefore, Mao
initiated the bombardment of the islands of Jinmen and Mazu in August 1958 as a means of heightening
general tension rather than as a response to a particular political event.” Throughout the crisis, as
Khrushchev's memoirs attest, the Chinese kept the Soviets in the dark about their intentions.™ The crisis
eventually subsided and was not repeated. However, for the inhabitants of Jinmen memories of the
bombardment of their small fishing island, along with the militarization of everyday life, became central to
their everyday existence.'” The offshore islands became a frontier in the cold war world and affected the
lives of ordinary inhabitants in many ways, including the greater militarization of society and the
development of a mentality that reflected a permanent state of crisis.

Despite the confrontations over Taiwan, China's international behavior during the 1950s also had a
cooperative face, symbolized above all by the 1955 Bandung Conference. This was the first grouping of
African and Asian countries which would become known as the Non-Aligned Movement. At Bandung, China
projected itself as a leading voice of international engagement and development which was not required to
follow the path of “modernization” defined by the American or Soviet bloc. During the conference, China's
credentials were measured not only as a rival to Moscow or Washington, but also against the newly
independent India. Jawaharlal Nehru was pursuing a program of parliamentary democratic socialism.
China's ideological radicalism may have been as much a disadvantage as a benefit in this context, and Zhou
Enlai's presence as an advocate of the “Five Principles of Peaceful Co-existence” served as a message that
the PRC was capable of compromise as well as confrontation. (Zhou used the occasion of his presence at
Bandung to announce a halt in the offshore bombing of Taiwan in 1955.) Yet China's closeness to the USSR
and radical politics made it an uneasy bedfellow for many of the newly emerging independent states.
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The Sino-Soviet split

Even while it tried to carve out a new status for itself in postwar international society, the PRC remained
highly dependent on its relationship with its patron, the USSR. Nevertheless, relations between the two
giant communist states led to a split in the early 1960s, which was perhaps the most momentous internal
event within the communist bloc during the L entire cold war. Although the fissure had been brewing for
years, it took many Western observers by surprise. The split was never total, but it was nearly three decades
before it was overcome with Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev's visit to Beijing in 1989.

Mao and the CCP were wary of Soviet intervention in their revolution from the very earliest days of the PRC.
All Chinese nationalists, whether communists or not, had long memories of the “century of humiliation,” in
which foreign imperialists (including Russia) had occupied large parts of China's territories. In addition,
Stalin's demands for special rights in China's borderlands in 1949—-50 had angered Mao greatly. The seeds
were sown that would eventually lead to the split with the Soviets. On the one hand, Mao's government
wanted to stress that its revolution was indigenous, that it had come to power through its own strategic
choices, and that it was genuinely rooted in a popular revolution. On the other hand, for reasons of
ideological commitment and economic and strategic need, it had to be close to the USSR.

The relationship between Mao and Stalin had always been marked by distrust as well as admiration: Mao
believed that much of Stalin's advice to the CCP before 1949 had been mistaken, and Stalin disliked Mao's
independence of thought. However, the two had sufficient respect for each other to maintain effective
relations between their two countries. Mao had little respect for Stalin's ultimate successor, Nikita
Khrushchev. Furthermore, Mao regarded Khrushchev's denunciation of Stalin in the secret speech of 1956
as a coded attack on Mao's own cult of personality, which had been developing since the wartime
Rectification movements.

The international and domestic tensions came together during 1956 -9, in the wake of the Khrushchev thaw
in the USSR. Despite China's involvement with the socialist international economic bloc, Mao was deeply
suspicious of the Soviet proposal to intervene by military means in the Polish uprisings of 1956: at a
Politburo meeting on October 20, 1956, he observed, “This is serious big-power chauvinism, which should
not be allowed under any circumstances.”*® Chinese representatives, including Liu Shaoqi, stressed to
Khrushchev their uneasiness about Moscow's intervention in the decisions of other socialist countries. The
Chinese position altered during the Hungarian crisis later that year, however. Although its initial response
toward intervention was negative, the Chinese leadership became alarmed about the nature of the uprising,
which they considered “anti-communist” rather than just “anti-Soviet.”"’

The theoretical questions raised by the 1956 uprisings in Eastern Europe profoundly influenced the
development of Chinese domestic policy. Mao took away the message that the Eastern European parties had
not been strong enough to combat “reactionary” forces, and that Moscow had also been heavy-handed in
its management of those crises.

The effect of this was a contradictory turn within domestic Chinese politics. In 1956 —7 Mao supported the
Hundred Flowers Movement, which actively called for constructive criticism of the Party from the wider
population. He intended that the CCP should glean suggestions on how to reform itself. By 1957, however,
Mao had become alarmed at the harsh level of criticism that had emerged through the Hundred Flowers; he
launched the Anti-Rightist Campaign in which thousands of people who had criticized the party were
arrested.

1956 saw the Chinese more enthused about their efforts to have Beijing replace Moscow as the ideological
focal point of world communism. Yet the language that Moscow and Beijing used between themselves over
the events of 1956 was shared: language, rhetoric, and political understandings genuinely linked the
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socialist countries and shaped their understanding of what bound them together against the Western bloc.
This disparity, in which the PRC and the USSR shared goals while disagreeing on approaches, was another
factor that would lead to their split.18

Between 1956 and 1961 relations continued to deteriorate as Mao demanded more radicalism in the face of
Soviet attempts to lessen tensions with the Western bloc. Khrushchev had become increasingly disillusioned
by what he saw as both Mao's willingness to risk confrontation with the West and his establishment of a cult
of personality. Khrushchev was also motivated by a racism that found it hard to take the Chinese seriously.
The most symbolic moment was the withdrawal of all Soviet advisors from China in 1960: so sudden was
their departure that they left the bridge under construction across the Yangtze at Nanjing half-built. By that
stage, the alliance between the two sides was in tatters.

The split with the Soviets meant that China had a new freedom to exercise its influence as a revolutionary
actor on the global stage. China projected itself as a role model at a moment when scores of Asian and
African countries were decolonizing and seeking to shape their emerging nation-states. While China and the
USSR remained allied for the first decade of the PRC's existence, it was clear that China had an authenticity
about its rhetoric of anti-imperialist liberation that the Soviet Union lacked (as did the US). Eastern Europe
was essentially a colony of Moscow. China's revolution, in contrast, was genuinely indigenous, even if it had
received significant Soviet assistance. After the Sino-Soviet split of the early 1960s, China's rhetoric became
much more explicitly anti-Soviet, haranguing Soviet “revisionism and social imperialism.” In his 1965
declaration “Long Live the Victory of People's War,” Lin Biao sneered at the “Khrushchev revisionists,”
whom he accused of collaborating with the US “imperialists” trying to sabotage the Chinese-led ideas of

19
“people's war.”

The Vietham War

The worsening relationship between the PRC and the USSR was also reflected in the Chinese involvement in
the war in Vietnam. China provided support for the Vietnamese in their struggle against French colonialism
from its earliest days, and then for the North Vietnamese in their war to unify Vietnam under their control.
From the early 1950s to the late 1960s, the CCP exploited their long ties with the Vietnamese Communist
movement to offer them support. As with Korea, Chinese policy linked an ideological commitment to a more
pragmatic mode of operation. The latter was particularly evident in the 1954 Geneva Accords, through which
postcolonial Vietnam's borders were defined. These marked one of the major diplomatic successes of Zhou
Enlai, China's foreign L minister and prime minister. Nonetheless, the Accords did represent an ideological
retreat, as Zhou (and the Soviets) pressured Ho Chi Minh not to press for an immediate unification of the
two halves of Vietnam but to accept a “temporary” division of the country—something which Mao later
came to regret. Chinese involvement in Vietnam would soon intensify significantly.

During much of the 1960s, the North Vietnamese found themselves in the curious position of accepting
assistance from both the PRC and the USSR even while hostility between the latter two states increased.”
Some 320,000 Chinese troops were deployed across the border into North Vietnam between 1965 and 1968.
The troops took part in fighting (operating gun positions) and also undertook significant construction
work, thereby freeing up Vietnamese soldiers for the assault into South Vietnam. This involvement was
never formally acknowledged, nor did the US seek to draw attention to it. Still, it is a marker of the
seriousness with which China took its cold war mission. In assisting the North Vietnamese, the Chinese
drew attention to their own path for anti-imperialist liberation, which combined allegiance to ideas of
radical social change with a strong sense of non-European nationalism. On both these points the USSR was
unable to trump China. By intervening in Vietnam, Beijing also made up for those occasions when it had had
to draw back from involvement, such as the failure to conquer the south in the Korean War or the inability to
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prevent a right-wing coup in Indonesia in 1965 against a leadership that seemed to be orienting itself
toward Beijing.21

However, that nationalism also caused one of the major rifts between China and Vietnam, and illustrated a
wider problem—that China continued to have a highly sinocentric attitude toward its neighbors. Mao's
comments on the countries of East Asia that “we belong to the same family and support one another”
strongly signaled that he considered China to be the “elder brother” in the relationship.” Such attitudes and
the continuing realization of the Vietnamese that they would have to choose between support from the USSR
and from China led to the breakdown of relations between Vietnam and China and the final withdrawal of
Chinese troops in 1970.

The opening to the US

The mid-1960s likewise witnessed the most convulsive social change in the whole of Mao's period in power,
the Cultural Revolution, which eventually precipitated the biggest ideological shift in China's international
behavior: the opening to the United States. The Cultural Revolution was Mao's revolt against his own party:
fearing that he was being sidelined and that the PRC as a whole was losing revolutionary fervor, he launched
a campaign in 1966 which exhorted China's population to rise up and “bombard the headquarters” of the
CCP itself. The result was a massive radicalization of domestic policies for the next three years. However, as
the most radical phase of the Cultural Revolution ended, prominent figures in the leadership began to feel
China's lack of global allies keenly. By 1969 the relationship between Beijing and Moscow had become so L
bad that the two sides feared that war might break out over control of territories on China's northeastern
border. There were significant reasons for China to reopen relations with its “most respected enemy,”
particularly as it became clear that the newly elected American president, Richard Nixon, held similar
sentiments. As early as 1967 Nixon had written in an editorial, “[W]e simply cannot afford to leave China
forever outside the family of nations.”*®

The reasons that Mao's government reversed its ideological strategy and invited the representatives of the
greatest capitalist nation on earth to the heart of Beijing were domestic as well as international. The
upheavals of the Cultural Revolution were exposing the contradictions in Mao's vision of modernity. After
the departure of Soviet advisors in 1960, it no longer had the indigenous capacity to develop technology,
particularly as the Cultural Revolution's initial phase was predicated on breaking down any pretensions to
high technical knowledge or expertise. Although various areas of scientific endeavor, such as the Chinese
atomic bomb program, remained protected from the Cultural Revolution, overall the movement was
immensely destructive to the country's knowledge base. It was clear by the early 1970s that some source of
external technical knowledge was needed to replace the Soviets.

Mao himself became a strong supporter of the opening to the US, having read and noted what he took as
positive signals from Nixon. The latter's inaugural address had made it clear that he would not be bound
simply by ideology in his decisions as to which countries to talk to. However, it seems that Mao's putative
successor, Lin Biao, was not favorably inclined toward an opening toward the US.** The situation changed
with Lin's death in 1971. He appears to have been involved in an attempted coup against Mao, and his
disappearance from the scene meant that the Chinese leadership became more unified toward the opening
toward the US.

After a series of maneuvers and false starts, US National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger arrived under
conditions of top secrecy in Beijing in 1971. He was subjected to robust conversations by Zhou Enlai and
other Chinese officials, and this helped to clear the way for the visit by Nixon. On February 21, 1972, Nixon
arrived in Beijing. His visit was only a week long, but it was highly public (more so to the outside world than
within China itself) and demonstrated clearly that the cold war structures had been reoriented. With the
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emergence of détente in Europe, the US became the only superpower to have active engagement with the
other two major powers, the USSR and China.”?

The myth that “only Nixon could go to China” (that is, only a right-wing Republican could do so without
accusations of going soft on communism) is now widely dismissed. Both Kennedy, and more so Johnson,
had experimented with greater communication with the PRC. From 1966, however, these efforts were
hampered by the outbreak of the Cultural Revolution, which made it difficult to have any meaningful
communications with the Beijing government.26 The rapprochement between the two countries had as
much to do with changes in China as did the arrival of a new US president: even Mao realized that his
beloved Cultural Revolution had run out of steam and that to continue it risked domestic collapse and even
international conflict. Furthermore, Mao was L disturbed by the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, and
this may well have inclined him toward seeking an ally against a future attack by Moscow.”’

The odd alliance of convenience between the US and China would last for some two decades. When cold war
crises emerged, China would side with the West: China attended the 1984 Los Angeles Olympics when they
were boycotted by the USSR and most Eastern European countries, and the West and China both chose to
support the Khmer Rouge in 1979 when the Soviet-backed Vietnamese ousted that genocidal regime. The
neutralization of China enabled the US to concentrate on the European front of the cold war.

The other government that was most affected by the switch in US policy was the Republic of China on
Taiwan, the rump state controlled by Chiang Kai-shek. For much of the high cold war, Taiwan was a major
factor in right-wing US politics (in particular the so-called “China Lobby”), but Democratic as much as
Republican presidents found it hard to abandon Chiang Kai-shek. Chiang's regime was clearly underpinned
by US support; without the US Seventh Fleet in the Pacific, there would have been little to prevent the PRC
retaking the island. Chiang had one overriding agenda, which he repeatedly pressed on his American
backers: the recapture of the mainland. However, Taiwan under his rule also achieved certain domestic
successes that Chiang had failed to gain on the mainland. The major social change that emerged under
American pressure was land reform, the issue on which the Communists had won over much of the
peasantry on the mainland.”® Thus Taiwan became a model of a cold war developmental state.

The political constraints of the cold war also allowed Taiwan to maintain a highly protected economy and
currency in return for fealty to the US. This enabled it to build a powerful manufacturing base which enabled
the island to become a major exporter from the 1970s onward. In political terms, the Republic of China was
an authoritarian dictatorship. The Nationalist government committed many human rights abuses. The
regime was particularly discriminatory against ethnic Chinese who had been born on the island as opposed
to emigrating from the mainland after 1945 or 1949, as well as the island's aboriginal population. Yet it also
followed the example of US-backed societies such as authoritarian South Korea and democratic Japan in
using its economic policies to drive down income inequality. Chiang's death in 1975 brought his son Chiang
Ching-kuo to power, and moves began to legalize the pro-democracy civil society groups, which had started
to form on the island. As Taiwan became more diplomatically isolated, it began to use its democratic
credentials rather than its anti-communist ones to justify its reluctance to reunify with the mainland.
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The culture of cold war China

The language within which China expressed and understood the cold war was in large part a subset of the
period's global linguistic environment: a dispute between two differing versions of the Enlightenment, in
which the vocabulary of “freedom” and “democracy” became the terrain of contestation between the two
blocs. In China, the local L variation of this dispute was linked to two different historical streams. The first
was the May Fourth Movement, a liberal and anti-traditional strain of Enlightenment thought which had
embraced the ideas of “science and democracy” as the key to combating imperialism and renewing China's
politics in the 1910s. The Chinese Communist Party, founded in 1921, was just one product of the period.29

The second source was the legacy of the wartime period. China, more than perhaps any belligerent during
World War I, had seen the “world war of values” fought on its own soil. The Nationalists and Communists
had engaged in a deadly dispute, but they had both sought ownership of the language of democracy.
Nationalist China had called itself “Free” China to the outside world, and Mao's major wartime theoretical
innovation had been the concept of “New Democracy.” During the cold war, Mao's regime continued to
speak of itself as being “democratic.” In doing so, it drew on the pre-1949 tradition of political reform
without openly acknowledging that it was doing so.

China also used another commonplace term of the era, “modernization,” to define its own distinctive path.
Modernization theory is probably the social scientific phrase most associated with the cold war. It refers to
the postwar idea, accepted in the USSR as well as in the West, that technological progress could come
through a carefully mapped and defined pathway from “tradition” to “modernity.”*’

China provided an alternative view of modernization that shared much of the desire for progress, as well as
the goals of “modernization,” but found different pathways to achieve it. For a start, because China
remained a less developed and more agrarian country than either the US or USSR, its policies were tied to
the countryside more than in the other two countries. Furthermore, Mao's engagement with modernity and
progress was always tempered by his dislike of China's “intellectual” classes, which he regarded as
insufficiently committed to the revolution and too linked to their Confucian predecessors. Therefore, there
were strong elements that ran through the Chinese revolution that differentiated it from the Soviet view.
The mobilization of the countryside was central to Mao's view of modernization in the Great Leap Forward
0f1958-62.

The Leap was a disaster, leading to a massive famine that killed more than 20 million Chinese. Nonetheless,
Mao remained enchanted by the idea of an alternative model of modernization in which the power of rural-
dwellers could be unleashed. Other aspects of the Chinese experience did prove inspiring to radical groups
and governments as far apart as India and East Africa, and in some cases were assisted by formal Chinese
assistance. The TanZam railway, linking Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, to landlocked Zambia, was one of the
most prominent projects to use Chinese assistance to construct infrastructure in decolonized Africa as an
alternative to Western or Soviet assistance.

One element of China's discourse that was specifically tied to the cold war was the fetish that it made of the
atomic bomb. The cold war globally was associated with a romantic view of technology and its possibilities.
Of course, this was not unprecedented (Futurism was just one of the artistic trends in the early 20th century
which was underpinned by an obsession with technology), but nuclear technology in particular is associated
inextricably with the wider trajectory of the cold war. For smaller, post-imperial L powers such as Britain
and France, acquisition of atomic weapons became symbolic of national prowess. The US and USSR found
themselves torn between stressing the power that atomic weaponry bestowed and reflecting on its
destructiveness. Japan, in contrast, heavily tied its postwar self-image to having been a victim of the only
atomic bombs dropped.
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The PRC was unequivocal about stressing the search for an atomic weapon as a powerful symbol of national
virility. Attitudes on this issue were shaped at the very top: Mao had shocked Khrushchev by declaring, as
the two of them relaxed by a swimming pool in Beijing, that the atomic bomb was a “paper tiger.”*" Lin
Biao, China's defense minister, gave a pithy example of the metaphor's power when he spoke of Mao
Zedong's thought as being “a spiritual atom bomb of infinite power.” This was an image which could never
have been used in Japan, or most of postwar Europe. In general, the PRC embraced the romanticism of

technology wholeheartedly, and unashamedly combined it with politics.

A new world: from Nixon to the end of the cold war

China tends to fade from the global narrative of the cold war after the Sino-US rapprochement in 1972. After
the traumas of the Cultural Revolution, it became clear that China had reversed its policy of international
revolutionary intervention. The death of Mao and the arrest of the “Gang of Four,” as the leaders of the
Cultural Revolution Central Group became known, were further signs of the move away from radical
policies. Nonetheless, Chinese policy had begun to change several years before Mao's death. In 1971 the PRC
finally replaced Taiwan at the United Nations. This development was a first step toward socializing the
country into the wider international community.

The opening to America had been preceded, not followed, by the opening of relations with Japan. This had
happened partly as an act of pique; Prime Minister Satd Eisaku had been angered at the “Nixon Shocks” of
1971—2, when the US president had abandoned the Bretton Woods monetary system and opened channels to
China without informing Tokyo in advance. Sat6's successor, Tanaka Kakuei, visited Beijing in 1972 and
signed the Zhou-Tanaka communiqué, which established the first sustained diplomatic relations between a
sovereign Japan and the Chinese mainland since 1938. Another important area that showed a real shift by
the PRC in the 1970s was its policy toward Southeast Asia. By the early 1970s China's relations with Vietnam
had become frostier, as the latter tied its fortunes to the USSR. However, Beijing continued to maintain a
stake in the success of the rival Khmer Rouge movement in neighboring Cambodia. Among the last
conversations recorded between Mao and foreign leaders was a dialogue with Pol Pot, in which it is clear
that Mao's ideological radicalism had remained undimmed. Beijing L offered support for the Khmer Rouge
during its four years in power, and in 1979, after the Vietnamese had ousted Pol Pot, Beijing allied with the
Western powers in continuing to recognize the Khmer Rouge representative at the UN. In addition, in
February 1979 China launched an invasion of northern Vietnam, ostensibly to counter discrimination
against ethnic Chinese in the area, but also as a wider warning to Vietnam that they could not act against
China and its allies with impunity. For Beijing, the war was a disaster; People's Liberation Army (PLA)
troops were expelled fast. The Sino-Vietnamese War remains the last occasion that Chinese troops have
been deployed in anger outside Chinese territory.

The late cold war also saw significant changes in the Chinese historical memory of the recent past. In 1949
the Mao regime had decreed that the Nationalist government that preceded it should be treated in public
pronouncements and educational materials as villains and rogues: corrupt, in thrall to foreign powers, and
worst of all, unwilling or unable to fight the Japanese while the CCP led the war effort. After the 1980s this
viewpoint changed significantly. Within China there was widespread disillusionment at the chaos wrought
by the Cultural Revolution, and it became clear to the post-Mao leadership that a new source of domestic
legitimacy, drawing on nationalism, was needed to substitute for ideological radicalism. Then, the death of
Chiang in 1975 and Mao in 1976 removed some of the personal venom from the ideological wars of the
previous half-century.

In addition, the politics of the Mao years had stressed the danger from Chiang much more than it had paid
attention to the memory of the many war crimes committed in China by the Japanese during the years
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1937-45. The PRC had wished to detach Japan from the cold war embrace of the US, and this made it less
politic to stress past atrocities. However, once the 1972 Shanghai communiqué had been signed, it became
politically useful to remind the Japanese of their past record as a stimulant for domestic nationalism. The
emphasis in modern history moved away from the Civil War and back to the War of Resistance against Japan
(as the Sino-Japanese War was known in China). The new historiographical turn, which was supported at
the highest level in government, saw new museums, books, and films appear. One of the most striking
aspects was the remembering of Japanese war crimes, most notably the Nanjing Massacre (“Rape of
Nanking”) of 1937—8; a memorial museum was opened in 1985 on the site of one of the mass murders.

But equally notable was the stark, if unstated, shift in cold war historiography with regard to the Nationalist
government's wartime role. The major museum in Beijing commemorating the War of Resistance (opened
in 1987) stressed the importance of Nationalist victories such as the Battle of Taierzhuang in 1938, in which
the CCP had played no part. The new history still emphasized the leading role of the CCP, but it no longer
dismissed the Nationalists as useless or cowardly. Instead, the role of the Chiang regime in resisting the
Japanese for eight years was given due seriousness. Even Chiang's old mansions in eastern China were
rehabilitated as museums and his role given a respectful description: this would have been unthinkable in
the era of Mao.”

Uncertain endings

From China, the end of the cold war looks different from the view from the West. In the West, a very clear
overarching narrative emerged. One side, the West, “won.” Key figures—notably Ronald Reagan and
Mikhail Gorbachev but also Margaret Thatcher and Helmut Kohl—gave a human face to the narrative. Most
importantly, there was a clear shift of regimes from communist to non-communist governance.

This left Asia as a seeming anomaly. The continuing existence of North Korea, Vietnam, and most of all, the
People's Republic of China as states still run by communist parties that had no intention of relinquishing
power was made to seem like a global outlier. The killings of protestors in Tiananmen Square in Beijing on
June 4, 1989, seemed to seal China's fate as a dinosaur of history: the emergent superpower of the early 21st
century did not appear that way after the Beijing Spring of 1989 had ended. Yet it may be that the most
important shifts that ended the cold war structure emerged first in Asia rather than Europe.

The Nixon visit of 1972 and the rapprochement with Japan marked a re-engagement by the PRC with the
non-communist world, even while the Cultural Revolution continued and the cold war remained cold. But it
is important not to read these events as they have been understood in retrospect—that is, with the
knowledge that the USSR would collapse and that communism would end in Eastern Europe. For even in the
last years of the cold war, its structures did not appear to be weakening. To many, the appearance of leaders
such as Reagan, Thatcher, Yuri Andropov, and Konstantin Chernenko made the cold war still seem very
chilly. It was in this context that China's reforms in the 1980s, leading up to 1989, need to be viewed. At the
time, they were seen in Beijing not as a way of overcoming communism but of reinterpreting it for a new
world in which the US and USSR would both play a role.

The 1980s, then, have some similarity with the years 1945-50 with which this chapter started. In both cases
China's story seems in retrospect to be part of a clearly defined wider global narrative: in 1949, one that
ended with the establishment of the PRC and the establishment of a cold war Asia, and in 1989, one that
ended with the collapse of Eastern European communism and the discrediting of classic state socialism. Yet
the major actors did not make decisions at the time with the knowledge of the end result. In 1945, neither
the Nationalists nor Communists knew that the latter would win; in 1978, when the Chinese economic
reforms started, nobody in Beijing believed that the Soviet Union had only a decade more of existence left.
China's final cold war decade was shaped by an understanding that the world would remain under the
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influence of the superpowers that had dominated it for thirty years. In practice, it was the implosion of one
of those superpowers that allowed China to become the power with the global reach that it had craved for
decades. And at the start of the 21st century, the question that exercises at least some analysts in the West is
whether the end of the old cold war with the USSR has paved the way for a new one with China instead. In
the 1950s, there was real debate over L whether the Soviet bloc provided an alternative model of
modernization that, in Khrushchev's word, might “bury” the West. As the West is racked in the present day
by economic crisis and political self-doubt, one of the key questions of the decades to come is whether a
Chinese model may pose an equally important challenge, and whether that alternative may prove more
lasting than the failed Soviet model.
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This chapter examines the role of Great Britain in the Cold War. It describes the condition and
experiences of Britain from 1945 to 1990 and explores how Britain managed to maintain its global
influence during the Cold War, despite its decline. The chapter argues that although Britain was forced
to operate within structure of the Cold War, the British state and its leaders were able to make their
own political decisions. Examples of these include the war resolution against Argentina to recapture
the Falklands Islands in 1982, the decision not to participate in the Schuman Plan negotiations of 1950,
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In the midst of the Second World War, Winston Churchill stood up in the House of Commons and declared:
“the British nation is unique in this respect. They are the only people who like to be told how bad things are,
who like to be told the worst.”" Yet, over the following decades even the resilience of the British people was
severely tested by the avalanche of bad news they received. The drastic decline of the country's world power
status, the end of Britain's far-flung global empire, the economic woes of the 1960s and 1970s, and the
country's inability to compete with the cold war superpowers, the United States of America and the Soviet
Union, were all too evident. Still, Britain was an active participant in many of the crucial events which
shaped the cold war years. The UK remained an important, albeit waning, cold war power.

This essay explores how the UK managed to maintain its global influence during the cold war, despite its
decline. London's “soft power” and Britain's reputation as an effective international power broker allowed
the country to punch well above its real weight in world politics. The UK's network of global connections
that extended back to the days of the Empire, the country's reputation as a trusted ally of the US, its military
and foreign policy professionalism, London's impressive intelligence expertise, and not least Britain's
high-quality armaments industry decisively contributed to the perception throughout the cold war that the
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UK was considerably more influential than it really was. Three distinct phases emerge: the early cold war
years (1945—56) when Britain benefited from its World War II victor status and was still seen as a real world
power; the post-Suez years of the cold war (1957-1970s), when Britain's influence diminished at an
accelerating rate; and a period of apparent revival but continuing practical impotence on the larger world
stage (1979-90).

The bipartisan foreign policy consensus among British leaders throughout the cold war years, which made
any prolonged discussion of national interest questions superfluous, gives credence to Kenneth Waltz's
neo-realist theory of international relations, which argues that “structure dictates policy.”2 Among the
crucial elements of the cold war L structure within which Britain was forced to operate were America's
unassailable supervision of the cold war system, the perceived Soviet threat, Britain's ever-declining
economy, the nationalistic fervor of many of Britain's imperial subjects, and the influence of such domestic
forces as British public opinion and the increasingly important tabloid press. Britain's withdrawal from
Palestine and India in the mid-1940s and retreat from east of Suez in the late 1960s were largely imposed by
structural forces. This chapter argues that the British state and its leaders, nevertheless, did have choices
and exercised them. To cite some examples, the determination to develop a nuclear bomb shortly after the
end of World War II, the decision not to participate in the Schuman Plan negotiations of 1950, and the war
resolution against Argentina to recapture the Falklands islands in 1982 were not dictated by systemic
necessities. They resulted from individual and political decisions.

A brief survey of the literature

The thirty year rule of the UK National Archives has largely driven the writing of British contemporary
history.3 Thus, notwithstanding a number of valuable popular histories, at present scholarly accounts of
cold war Britain extend only to the early 1980s.” This scholarship, moreover, has focused on the successive
British governments and follows the archival trail. Consequently, there is a rich literature available on the
Labour governments of 1945—51, the Harold Macmillan and Harold Wilson years, and Britain's role in the
end of the cold war during the Margaret Thatcher era, including the prime minister's strong opposition to
German unification. The latter generated the publication of an important volume of Foreign Office
documents.’

The major developments in British cold war history have also been covered along thematic lines. Much of
the historiography addresses Britain's military and defense policies, the challenges of decolonization and
“Third World” nationalism, and Britain's role as an awkward and belated partner in the European
integration process.6 Likewise, the country's bilateral relationships, especially with Germany and France, its
role in international organizations such as NATO, and its decline from imperial world power have attracted
much attention.’ Recently, moreover, the history of British intelligence during the cold war has proven to be
a fruitful area of research.’

Britain's status as a junior partner in Anglo-American relations and the nature of the so-called “special
relationship” have also produced keen analyses.” Indeed, the meager benefits for the UK from its close
partnership with President George W. Bush in the context of the post-cold war “Global War on Terror” have
led to increasing doubts about whether a “special relationship” with the US ever existed. Along with
Britain's declining economic fortunes, it was the United States, after all, which diminished London's cold
war role. The forceful and rapid rise of the United States as the global hegemon and its dominating power in
international affairs in the West pushed Britain aside."

Throughout the cold war it became obvious that Britain was rapidly sliding down an ever more declining
slope. The swinging London of the 1960s and the global importance L of the British popular music industry
could hardly make up for the gradual disappearance of Britain's once powerful manufacturing base and the
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social deprivations and poverty which afflicted many British regions.11 The rise of crime and violence in
London and the big cities of the north were only surpassed by the outbreak of civil war in Northern Ireland
in the late 1960s. Despite multiple attempts to resolve this conflict, only the Good Friday Agreement of
1998, negotiated with active American support and participation, brought about a relatively stable peace.12
The end of the East-West conflict, and with it the UK's lack of strategic, economic, and political interest in
this small British province of 1.5 million people in the north of Ireland, proved decisive in overcoming this
conflict.

Phase I: Britain during the early cold war years (1945-1956)

When World War IT in Europe ended on May 8, 1945, the mood in Britain was one of joy and relief.
Nevertheless, as signaled by the defeat of Winston Churchill's Conservative party in the general election a
few months later, there also was a profound desire for change. The population dreamed of a “new
Jerusalem” after all the deprivations of the war years. As expected, the new Labour government embarked
on a program of radical reform. Within 18 months more than 20 percent of the British economy was
nationalized. The Bank of England, the railways, the airports, the road system, and the coal and steel
industries came under public ownership. The state pledged to look after its citizens from the “cradle to the
grave.” The enactment of the National Health Service Act in May 1946 and the National Insurance Act
established the “welfare state.” The government overhauled Britain's antiquated education system,
subsidized housing, and developed a new state-directed industrial policy.13

Similar new departures did not occur in the foreign policy sphere, however. In fact, there was a pervasive
belief in Whitehall that Britain's economic and political predicaments were merely temporary. Most Britons
were convinced that the economy would recover. As reflected by the Foreign Office's Sir Orme Sargent's
famous “Stocktaking after VE-Day” memorandum of July 1945, they were likewise confident that in the
meantime the country's finely-honed diplomatic skills could overcome any international political
setbacks."*

The foreign policy of Clement Attlee's government was decidedly conservative and attached to past lines of
thinking. Pundits that initially assumed that a left-wing Labour government would be more sympathetic to
the communist Soviet Union were mistaken. The “massive, boisterous, shrewd, and vindictive Ernest
Bevin,” the formidable new Foreign Secretary, intended to prove “that he would not be hectored by the
representatives of the workers’ paradise” in Moscow."

The new British government's relations with the Soviet Union never recovered from the disputes over the
future of Germany and Eastern European states such as Poland and Czechoslovakia. The Foreign Office was
alarmed that the Soviet Union had not hesitated to violate the Yalta agreement of February 1945, as
interpreted in London and Washington, by imposing communist governments on Poland, Czechoslovakia,

L Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, and other countries.'® Whitehall even took the lead in supporting the
royalist faction in Albania. In 1946 joint Anglo-American covert plans for overthrowing the Soviet-backed
communist regime were developed, and Albanian guerilla units were trained with Greek support.17 These
small units entered the country in 1949 but were bloodily repulsed. Code-named “Valuable,” the operation
was “a clinical experience to see whether larger rollback operations would be feasible elsewhere,” CIA chief
of covert operations, Frank Wisner, cynically explained.18

Eastern Europe notwithstanding, Germany remained the potential main enemy in the mind of British
officials. Soviet dictator Josef Stalin and the British Foreign Office mandarins shared the belief that the
German nation would rise again in the not-too-distant future. Only gradually did British policymakers
come to regard Stalin's postwar objectives as irreconcilable with Britain's aims. Indicative of a new anti-
Russian direction of British foreign policy was not only Winston Churchill's “iron curtain” speech in March
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1946 but also the creation of the “Russia Committee” within the Foreign Office. While Stalin and other
influential Soviet politicians interpreted Churchill's speech as the opening shot in the cold war, the top-
secret weekly analyses of the “Russia Committee” concluded that Stalin was intent on destroying the British
empire and obstructing Britain's objectives in Europe.”

Predictably, the joint four-power administration of the occupation zones in Germany and Berlin did not
work well. Disputes over reparations and whether or not Germany should ultimately be reunited burdened
allied relations greatly. While the British government continued to ration bread and other items at home, its
obligation to ship huge quantities of food and heating material to its former enemy created hardship and
resentment. Coal production in the UK could not keep up with industrial and private demand. Cuts in
electricity and heating services were a daily occurrence. In May 1947 the only way out seemed to be the
merger of the British and American zones of occupation into a single unit: “Bizonia.””’

There also existed plenty of other problems. Britain's still heavy involvement and large military
commitments in the Far East were an immense financial and political burden. In the Mediterranean the
Communist parties, especially in France and Italy, were not only pro-Soviet but also serious competitors for
power. In addition the Soviet Union was pushing for a new agreement with Turkey regarding control over
the Dardanelles that would have given the Soviet navy access to the still British-dominated Mediterranean.
The Soviet Union also refused to withdraw its troops from oil-rich and strategically important Iran.”!

Anglo-Soviet confrontations at successive sessions of the Council of Foreign Ministers in the second half of
the 1940s persuaded London and Washington to cooperate closely. Still, Britain continued to pursue an
independent foreign policy. This climaxed in 1949 when, despite much criticism from Washington, London
recognized Communist China following Mao's victory in the Chinese civil war. The British, however, put the
blame squarely onto the Americans for their frequent discord. They faulted Washington for underestimating
the UK's economic weakness and for under-appreciating the country's global challenges. The Labour
government was particularly upset by the McMahon Act, L. which a reluctant President Harry S. Truman
signed in August 1946. This legislation brought to an end Anglo-American cooperation in atomic matters
despite Churchill and Roosevelt having signed an agreement for postwar collaboration.”

Most important in immediate practical terms was Britain's financial predicament. Its accumulated debt of
over 4.7 billion pounds sterling, the abrupt termination of lend-lease in August 1945, the wartime sale of
overseas assets valuing £1.1 billion, and the resulting loss of future revenues from these assets became a
major problem. Although British negotiator John Maynard Keynes was optimistic that he could persuade the
United States to extend a generous interest-free loan to Britain given its wartime sacrifices, the Truman
administration proved very stubborn. Eventually in December 1945 the US agreed to offer a loan of $3.75
billion at 2 percent interest and largely forgave Britain's lend-lease debt. But in return it compelled Britain
to ratify the 1944 Bretton Woods agreement, which established a new international monetary order
characterized by fixed exchange rates pegged to the dollar and other features that ushered in a US-
dominated economic order. The British had to agree to make the pound sterling convertible, a condition
aimed at eviscerating Britain's imperial preference system. In the event, the effort was aborted in 1947
because the British economy proved too weak to sustain convertibility.23

Taking into account Britain's extensive military commitments abroad, that same year the House of
Commons voted to continue wartime conscription and even extend the length of service from 12 months to
first 18 and then 24 months. This also explains why the Labour government believed it had no choice but to
develop a British atomic bomb. Although notions of prestige and international status influenced the top-
secret decision, formally taken in January 1947, there was also a “strategic rationale for a British bomb,”
albeit a highly expensive one which the country could not afford. Even more than in the US, the relationship
between Britain's commitments and resources required more bang for the buck.”*

220z Jaquieldag 90 UO Jasn 3aylol|gIgsIor)ISIaAIUN ‘Ulliag NZ 1oB)ISISAIUN-IPIoqWINH AQ YE0S L 6262/181dBUD/SZSHE/aWN|OA-palipe/woo dnoolwepeose//:sdiy woll pepeojumod



p. 146

The receipt of the lion's share of Marshall Plan funds sustained Britain in the early postwar years, but this
aid would not last forever. The obvious solution was to reduce Britain's defense expenditure by curtailing its
global commitments. Britain significantly reduced its global commitments after May 1948 when the Labour
government returned its old League of Nations mandate for Palestine to the new United Nations. Israel was
founded soon thereafter. Already on August 15, 1947 London had honored its wartime commitment to grant
independence to India in return for Indian support. London withdrew from the subcontinent, unable to
prevent the outbreak of civil war, which led to the death of up to a million people, the displacement of 12.5
million more, and the establishment of an independent Pakistan.”” The withdrawal from India and Palestine
was not sufficient, however, to match Britain's diminishing resources more closely with the country's
global responsibilities. Sacrifices had to be made in Europe, too.

London gave notice in early 1947 that the British would have to withdraw from Greece. This decision
precipitated President Truman's announcement of the Truman Doctrine, pledging the US to support any
country confronting communist aggression anywhere. Historians often present Britain's threat to withdraw
from Greece as a deliberate ploy L designed to cement US involvement in cold war Europe. The evidence
suggests otherwise. Britain was a severely overstretched country desperate to cut its commitments.”®

It was Labour's foreign secretary, Ernest Bevin, who negotiated the Brussels Treaty Organization that
created a defensive alliance with the French and the Benelux countries in 1948 to signal to Washington that
Britain and the Europeans had begun to organize against a potential military onslaught by the Red Army.
Subsequently, the US and Canada began negotiating with the major Western European countries to establish
a North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). The NATO treaty, including that important Article 5 that
guaranteed mutual military assistance in the case of an attack, was signed in April 1949.”"

When North Korean forces crossed the 38th parallel into South Korea in June 1950, the Labour government,
now fully committed to the principle of collective security, joined the US in a war that was formally
conducted under UN auspices. This exhausting and drawn-out conflict proved to be very unpopular at
home, generating heated disputes that almost brought down Attlee's government. The economic sacrifices
needed for British rearmament made necessary the first cuts in the provisions of the national health service.
Prescription charges were introduced on dental care and spectacles that the health service previously
provided for free. This, at the time, highly controversial step, led to the resignation of ministers, including
Nye Bevan and Harold Wilson, the future prime minister.”® But Attlee recovered. His dramatic trip to
Washington in early December 1950 to consult with Truman when the president was widely rumored to be
considering dropping an atomic bomb to break the stalemate in Korea received much positive attention in
Britain.”

Attlee's evident success in dissuading Truman from crossing the brink notwithstanding, the rumors of US
nuclear saber rattling focused the minds of many Britons on the unpalatable fact that Britain was now
clearly the junior partner to a reckless American superpower that presided over Britain's fortune, and even
survival. If that was not enough, the rearmament of West Germany, which the United States favored and
strongly pushed onto its Western allies to strengthen the number of conventional forces at the disposal of
the West, caused prolonged controversy and heated debates in both Britain and France.”’

When Churchill succeeded Attlee as prime minister in the general election of October 1951 with a narrow
majority of 17 seats, he largely continued Labour's foreign policy. Despite Churchill's strongly pro-
European speeches as leader of the opposition, he confirmed Britain's non-participation in the 1950
European Coal and Steel Community (the Schuman Plan), which would lead to the 1957 Rome treaties. These
treaties established the European Economic Community (EEC) and the European Atomic Energy Community
(Euratom). Building on the United Kingdom's historic detachment from the continent and seeking to
reinforce its special relationship with the United States, Britain had refused to participate in the
negotiations. After the sudden death of Stalin in March 1953, however, Churchill's strong anti-communism
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mellowed significantly. Increasingly fearful of a nuclear Armageddon, he became consumed by attempts to
organize a summit meeting with the new American president, Dwight D. Eisenhower, L. and the new
Kremlin leadership. The 79-year-old British prime minister wished to re-open the Potsdam conference and
bring it to a successful conclusion by terminating the cold war. He proposed to reunite Germany on a neutral
basis and achieve a peaceful all-European settlement of the East-West conflict. However, this came to
nothing as Eisenhower and West German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer felt that it was much too dangerous
to reunite Germany before the country's western half (the Federal Republic of Germany, FRG) was firmly
integrated with the Western camp.™

While British leaders and diplomats tended to be less focused on the ideological contest with the Soviet
Union than many American policymakers, the vast majority of the British did assess a Soviet invasion and
subsequent domination of the European continent by Moscow as a serious threat. This would not only
threaten Britain's democratic way of life but also its very survival as a small offshore island dependent on a
capitalist economy and vital trading links with the outside world. Churchill's attempt at a rapprochement
with the Kremlin in 1953 -4 was a unique and even idiosyncratic initiative which was dismissed by most
within Britain's political class as an elderly politician's last desperate attempt to shape world events. West
Germany gained full membership of NATO in May 1955, and a summit did take place in Geneva that year, in
July. It nevertheless had little effect on the by then deep division of the European continent.

An ailing Churchill had been pushed into retirement shortly before the Geneva summit. Within just over a
year, his successor as prime minister, Anthony Eden, presided over the most crucial event for British cold
war history in October/November 1956. Eden's fateful decision to collude secretly with France and Israel in
order to bomb Egypt and recapture the Suez Canal in the wake of Egyptian President Nasser's
nationalization of the Anglo-French Universal Suez Maritime company caused a major world crisis. Within a
short period of time, however, Britain and France were forced to abandon their invasion. “Anthony, have
you gone out of your mind? You’ve deceived me,” Eisenhower shouted at Eden before he broke off all
personal contact with the British prime minister and the British embassy in Washington.32

Eisenhower was furious. Not only was he in the middle of a re-election campaign, which he fought on a
platform of having preserved world peace, but his close ally and World War II comrade had kept him in the
dark. Further, the US president feared that Eden's resort to atavistic imperialism would open the
strategically vital Middle East to Soviet influence. It had already deflected attention from the Kremlin's
almost simultaneous brutal suppression of the popular uprising in Hungary. Reluctantly yet resolutely,
Eisenhower applied political and above all financial pressure to coerce America's allies to withdraw from the
attempt to subjugate Nasser. The British had intended to re-occupy their once huge military base on the
Suez Canal, which London had only vacated in 1954 after prolonged Anglo-Egyptian negotiations. In 1956
Anglo-American relations reached their nadir.”

France as well as Britain drew important conclusions from this ill-fated adventure, which have proven to be
crucial for the nature of British and French foreign policy until the present day. After Suez the French
concluded that the US was a most unreliable and untrustworthy ally and that therefore Paris had to develop
its own independent power L position in the world. Means to do so included acquiring nuclear weapons and
assuming a leadership role in Europe by closely cooperating with the West Germans. The British learned an
entirely different lesson. Without a trusting and intimate relationship with the US, London realized, Britain
could no longer play a global role. Thus, being on the right side of American foreign relations became the
primary if unspoken precept of Britain's foreign policy. As a corollary the Anglo-American “special
relationship” needed to be maintained and nurtured to the greatest extent possible. Cooperation with the
European continent and countries such as France and West Germany were regarded as secondary and
sometimes tertiary considerations.
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It was therefore not surprising that only a year after the Suez debacle the new Harold Macmillan
government eagerly cooperated with the Eisenhower administration in the crisis in Lebanon. It led to the
short-lived deployment of American troops to that country and British paratroops to neighboring Jordan.
Nevertheless, any hopes Macmillan had of a more permanent joint Anglo-American Middle East strategy
did not materialize.>* The Suez crisis proved to be a crucial event for Britain's reputation and self-image.
The enforced termination of the Anglo-French-Israeli campaign just 24 hours before the invading forces
would have recaptured the Suez Canal displayed the new political realities of the cold war world. Without US
support or at least agreement, no European power was capable of wielding global power.

Phase ll: Britain and the cold war in the 1960s

On August 5, 1963 the three nuclear powers—the US, the Soviet Union, and the UK—signed the Nuclear Test
Ban Treaty. With the exception of the two-plus-four negotiations which brought about German unification
in 1990, it was “the last time,” British cabinet minister Lord Hailsham observed, “that Britain appeared in
international negotiations as a Great Power.”** Indeed despite all the pretensions and grandstanding of the
Macmillan era, after the late 1950s the cold war world was largely a bipolar one.

The Berlin crisis of the late 1950s and early 1960s, for instance, saw the British only play a marginal role.
Prime Minister Macmillan did use the opportunity to embark on a much-publicized visit to Moscow to
bolster his election prospects in October 1959. But the US and the West Germans were highly critical of
Macmillan's summit diplomacy, and he only narrowly avoided humiliation at the hand of the Soviets.
Macmillan's overtures to the Russians not only did not defuse the crisis; they might even have given the
Kremlin the impression of Western dissonance and a keenness to find an easy way out.®* In any case, the
Berlin crisis led to the building of the Berlin Wall in August 1961 and the brief but dangerous confrontation
between Russian and American tanks at Checkpoint Charlie in Berlin in October 1961.37 Moreover,
Macmillan's attempts to save the Paris four-power summit conference in May 1960 by shuttling between
Eisenhower's and Khrushchev's hotel rooms had already proven futile. The Soviet leader exploited the
interception of the US U-2 spy plane to wreck the summit by insisting on an apology from Eisenhower,
which the American president refused to give. The failure of the L. summit terminated Macmillan's
unrealistic attempts to go down in history as a peacemaker by overlaying the cold war system with regular
summits of the major powers. London was hardly consulted during the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962,
although Macmillan did pass on his advice to the White House via Britain's ambassador, a personal friend of
Kennedy's. Still, the prime minister's recommendations had no perceptible impact.38

The British did not delude themselves about their increasing lack of influence in Washington. This was one
of the main reasons why Churchill's peacetime government had already given the go-ahead for the
prohibitively expensive development of a British hydrogen bomb. In 1954 Britain had exploded its first
atomic bomb, and three years later it successfully tested a thermonuclear device. This put the country firmly
back into the nuclear club. In fact, once Britain had exploded its own “superbomb,” Congress amended the
McMahon Act to again allow Britain access to American nuclear expertise. The “Sputnik shock” of 1957 and
the perception of huge Soviet advances in the development of intercontinental missile technology provided
Britain with additional leverage. The British White Paper of April 1957, however, implemented severe cuts in
London's defense budget. Britain reduced its forces based in Germany by more than 40 percent,
conscription was ended in 1960, and both the Royal Navy and Royal Air Force were significantly diminished
in size. As an alternative the White Paper foresaw a greater reliance on Britain's nuclear capacity in an effort
to gain more bang for the buck. Eisenhower's “New Look” policy of the mid-1950s was being imitated in the
UK.”

Yet because attempts at developing Britain's own missile, Blue Streak, for the country's nuclear warheads
proved intolerably expensive, and the design was technologically flawed, London had to rely on American
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missiles to transport its warheads. Thus, America's cancellation of the Skybolt missile in 1962, which had
been promised to Britain, cast doubt on the future of British nuclear capabilities. A humiliated Macmillan
had to approach President Kennedy cap in hand during the Bermuda conference of December 1962 to obtain
American Polaris missiles for Britain's nuclear warheads. Only after much hesitation and British cajoling did
Kennedy offer Polaris missiles to the UK during that conference. Kennedy also offered them to the French,
but Paris, set on developing its own capacity, refused. In light of NATO's new “flexible response” strategy,
which replaced the “massive retaliation” doctrine of the Eisenhower era, Britain's influence on cold war
nuclear strategy, regardless of the Polaris missiles, declined precipitously.40

The Macmillan government's application in 1961 to become a member of the European Economic
Community (EEC) symbolized Britain's inability to act on a global scale. Washington had repeatedly
emphasized to London that it would be a more useful and stronger partner for the United States if the UK
became a full member of the EEC.*! Macmillan likewised realized that for economic and financial reasons
joining the EEC was highly desirable. At heart, his government was no more pro-European than its
predecessors. But he was more pragmatic and perhaps somewhat less focused on Britain's past imperial
grandeurs.

French President Charles de Gaulle, however, viewed Britain's membership application with great suspicion.
He perceived London as a Trojan horse for American influence L in the EEC and worried that, once inside,
the British would attempt to take over the leadership of the EEC. De Gaulle intended to share French
dominance of the six-nation club with no one. He had arrived at a good working arrangement with the West
Germans, who despite their economic miracle believed that the Nazi legacy precluded their exercising
predominant power within the EEC. Moreover, de Gaulle was able to moderate the aging West German
chancellor's reflexively pro-American posture. In January 1963 he signed the Elysée treaty with Adenauer
shortly after vetoing Britain's entry into the EEC. The original preamble, which the West German parliament
ultimately nullified, contained strong anti-American language.42

Macmillan was a good actor. With the help of an elegant Edwardian style coupled with intellectual arrogance
and considerable personal charm, he had succeeded in persuading many that Britain's global importance
had been stabilized and even revived after the Suez disaster. In reality this was not the case. Despite
Macmillan's appealing slogan “You have never had it so good,” the British economy's sliding course had
not been stopped let alone reversed.” Britain's importance in the cold war further declined after
Macmillan's resignation in October 1963 and replacement by his foreign secretary, Alec Douglas-Home.
During the two Labour governments of Harold Wilson (1964 —70 and 1974—6), Britain's fall from the ranks
of the great powers became so apparent that no Briton could pretend otherwise.

Wilson did stand up to US President Lyndon Johnson's repeated requests for British military assistance in
Vietnam. He was deeply convinced that succumbing to Washington's pressure would be folly. While Wilson
and the Foreign Office sympathized with America's struggle against communism in Southeast Asia, with
virtually no dissent they judged the war unwinnable. Moreover, forced to protect the new Malaysian
federation against attacks from Indonesia, Britain had no troops to spare. In addition, Wilson's Labour
government only had a majority of three seats, and the left wing of his party would never have allowed him
to send troops to Vietnam. Wilson's way out was to attempt to mediate in the conflict. This proved worse
than futile; at times Johnson was openly dismissive of Wilson.**

In 1967 Wilson's Labour government applied for British EEC membership for a second time; de Gaulle
vetoed it again. Wilson doubtless predicted this result; he probably applied primarily in order to appease the
United States. Johnson kept urging Britain to give it another try. Wilson may also have wanted to signal to
the international financial markets (and his domestic audience) that the government had a clear strategy for
overcoming the country's dire economic difficulties. Between late 1964 and the middle of 1966, London had
to cope with three currency crises, a continuing significant balance of payments deficit, and a high exchange
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rate against the dollar. In November 1967 a painful devaluation of the pound sterling by 14.3 percent against
the dollar could no longer be avoided. These difficulties drove Wilson's decision to withdraw from the
important port of Aden and other British possessions east of Suez. For an explanation as to why Britain's
economy nonetheless remained so troubled, Wilson could point the finger at de Gaulle.

After the November 1967 sterling crisis, the up-and-coming Labour politician Roy Jenkins became
Chancellor of the Exchequer. Jenkins immediately insisted on further L reducing London's overseas
obligations and a more concentrated focus on Europe. In January 1968 Wilson announced that by the end of
1971 the British would surrender all their military bases in both the Far East and the Persian Gulf, with the
exception of Hong Kong. The forces deployed in the Far East were drawn down significantly, and the
remaining troops relocated to Europe. It mattered little that the main cold war theatres had shifted to Asia
and the Middle East. The retreat from east of Suez, Sean Greenwood aptly writes, “was an incontrovertible
turning point. The fig leaf which had obscured the threadbare British pretensions to globalism fluttered to
the ground.”*

Phase lll: Britain and the cold war from the late 1960s to the end of the cold war

Despite this withdrawal from its global commitments and a new focus on Europe, Britain's importance to
the European cold war theater continued to wane. The British did not play a particularly significant role in
the mid- to late 1960s rapprochement in East-West relations, soon to be referred to as détente. It was de
Gaulle who traveled to Moscow in June 1966 to lay the groundwork. The West Germans soon followed suit by
forging closer commercial, political, and cultural relations with East Germany (GDR) and other Eastern
European states. In Washington the new Nixon administration viewed Chancellor Willy Brandt's Ostpolitik
highly critically.46

Prime Minister Wilson and the British did not share the alarm of their American allies. Unlike Nixon and his
national security advisor, Henry Kissinger, Wilson did not perceive the West Germans as too pro-Soviet or
prepared to trade unification for neutrality and the severance of their links with the West. Wilson's ability to
calm American concerns about détente in Europe was modest, however. Only when the Americans felt that
they were back in charge of East-West relations, with the negotiation of the 1972 Berlin treaty that
stabilized the volatile Berlin situation for good and the development of superpower détente in the context of
Nixon's Moscow summit with Brezhnev, did their alarm at West German and French overtures to the East
decrease.”’ Except for comparatively modest trade initiatives with the GDR and some other Eastern
European states, the British were largely bystanders to these developments.48

Confident of victory, Wilson called a snap election in early 1970. To his consternation, the Conservative
Edward Heath won. Heath's term in office was notable for two developments. Domestically the country was
torn asunder by strikes and economic discontent. Externally, Anglo-American relations grew more distant.
Heath became the only British prime minister since World War II to keep America at arm's length. He never
used the term “special relationship.” Heath almost treated the United States as just one of many allies and
devoted his energies almost entirely to negotiating Britain's membership in the EEC. After painful and long-
drawn out negotiations, he succeeded in 1973.49 De Gaulle's resignation in April 1969 and a much more
constructive and flexible new French president, Georges Pompidou, were decisive. Pompidou sought to
balance the L. West Germans, who increasingly dominated the EEC economically and financially. But Heath
also enjoyed the support of West Germany's Willy Brandt. Brandt wished to demonstrate his pro-European
bona fides to overcome American skepticism about Ostpolitik. Moreover, the December 1969 EEC summit in
The Hague produced an agreement on a new strategic concept for the future which included British
membership.50
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Counter-intuitively, the admission of Britain to EEC membership in 1973 completed Britain's fall from great
power status. The country had to accept its status as one among other European powers, and in an EEC
context it was not even the strongest country. Both West Germany and France were more influential, though
only the French could match the British in military terms.

Margaret Thatcher, who moved to Downing Street in May 1979, sought to change this. Like all her
predecessors except Heath, Thatcher thought in global rather than in European terms. And with the help of
her personal friendship with new US President Ronald Reagan, Thatcher believed she could make Britain
great again. The goal proved unreachable. Thatcher did obtain at a reasonable price the Trident missile as a
successor to Polaris. And albeit not without hesitation, the US did support Britain in the Falklands war
against Argentina in 1982.”" Yet, without minimizing Thatcher's importance to Reagan, the Anglo-
American “special relationship” was far from his top priority. He focused much more on the changing
Soviet leadership and the ever louder dissenting movements in Poland and other Eastern European
countries than on any of the Western European countries, including Britain.>

Overcoming massive public protests in both Europe and the United States, in 1983 the Reagan
administration, allegedly as a counter to the Soviet SS-20 missiles, deployed its own Pershing IT and
Tomahawk cruise missiles to its NATO allies. At the 1986 American-Soviet bilateral summit conference in
Reykjavik, Iceland, however, Reagan, without consulting the Western Europeans, almost agreed with
Gorbachev on the total elimination of all nuclear weapons. Thatcher was outraged—and personally
insulted.” Reagan did not care. When the Americans and Soviets signed the Intermediate Nuclear Force
Treaty (INF) in December 1987, they again ignored the Europeans. With the United States protected by its
strategic deterrent an ocean away, Thatcher, as well as West Germany's Helmut Kohl and other European
leaders, feared a decoupling of America's commitment to the nuclear and also conventional defense of the
European continent. Reagan's response was to bypass them. The two superpowers unilaterally agreed to the
so-called “zero option” —the removal from European soil of the American Pershing missiles and cruise
missiles as well as the Soviet SS-20s.

By the late 1980s the tide of popular mass protests in Eastern Europe proved to be unstoppable, breaching
the Berlin Wall in November 1989. Instead of jumping onto the bandwagon, as US President George H.W.
Bush, French President Mitterrand, and ultimately even Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev did, Thatcher
watched in horror. Remembering all too well the atrocities of the Nazis during her youth, and personally
disliking West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl, she recoiled at the prospect of the recreation of a united
and even more economically powerful Germany. Thatcher wished to preserve the cold war world. Only after
Gorbachev accepted German unification in the summer of 1990 did Thatcher accept the inevitable and
reluctantly express her support. However, she continued to speak of an independent but democratic East
Germany and L believed that unification should come about only after an undefined period of transition.>

Thatcher's Euroskepticism was almost as profound as her anti-German feelings.55 She also balked at
Mitterrand's suggested integration of a united Germany into the European Community and the creation of a
common European currency, rejecting the Maastricht Treaty of 1991—2 which led to the EC evolving into the
European Union (EU). Because of responsibilities dating back to the Potsdam Conference, Britain did join
with France in the two-plus-four negotiations which led to German unification in October 1990. But neither
played significant roles. The West Germans and the US called the shots.

Britain's marginalization at the end of the cold war reflected the country's global standing by this stage: the
empire had disintegrated, the British Commonwealth never developed into a formidable instrument, the
country continued to be beset by economic problems, the “special relationship” with the US had evolved
into a one-sided affair, and Britain's foreign and economic policy had to a large extent been redirected
toward Europe. Yet, the British were never comfortable with limiting their sights to Europe and remained an
awkward partner within the EC. The longing for a global role continued to influence British political
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thinking. Dean Acheson's 1962 statement that Britain had “lost an Empire and not yet found a role”
continues to capture the British dilemma.*®

Conclusion

Britain played an important if not crucial role during the first ten years of the cold war. By the time of the
Suez crisis of 1956, however, much of its international influence had dissipated. The withdrawal from east
of Suez, announced in 1968 for economic reasons, effectively ended Britain's role as a world power. Just over
twenty years later, when the cold war came to an end, few would have regarded the country as a truly vital
player in international affairs. Yet, largely by cooperating closely with the US and milking the legacy of
empire as much as possible, Britain continued to punch above its weight in world politics. This was a
deliberate bipartisan strategy of Britain's political elite; it was not a policy dictated by the international
structures of the cold war system. The economic recovery of the 1990s and the first decade of the 21st
century extended this trend. For instance, British Prime Minister Tony Blair's keen cooperation with
President George W. Bush in the unprovoked invasion of Iraq in 2003 was not only a clearly illegal but also
an entirely “unnecessary war.” Furthermore, although initated and mostly paid for by the United States, it
was Britain and France which successfully waged the air war that proved decisive in the rebel forces’
overthrow of Libyas’ dictator Muammar Gaddafi in 2011.

The dire consequences of the “great recession,” which began in 2008, and the implementation of a severe
austerity program that targeted both domestic and foreign policy in an effort to stave off bankruptcy makes
it questionable whether the country can sustain a truly international role. A simultaneous renewed
Euroskepticism has become an increasingly pervasive obsession of many British policymakers. It is
undermining Britain's L standing as a leading power within the European Union and, by implication, in the
world at large. Still, similar doubts about the UK's ability to be an important global and European player
were expressed in the 1960s and 1970s, and London did manage to hang on to at least moderate
international influence. It may well do so again in the coming decades.
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Abstract

This chapter explores the role and experience of Western Europe in the Cold War. It explains that
Western Europe is not a precise political or geographical entity, and that its role in the Cold War can
only be understood in the context of its changing internal dynamics and changing relationship with
the United States, the Soviet Union, and countries of Eastern Europe. The chapter argues that Western
Europe both shaped and was shaped by Cold War in a political, economic, military, cultural, and
ideological sense, and also considers the German question, Franco-German rapprochement and
European integration, and military aspects of the Western alliance.
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In a speech before the United Nations General Assembly in New York on October 1, 1990, President George
H.W. Bush celebrated the end of the cold war: “The long twilight struggle that for forty-five years has
divided Europe, our two nations [the United States and the Soviet Union], and much of the world has come
to an end.” With regard to the official act of German reunification, scheduled for October 3, 1990, he
declared: “Two days from now, the world will be watching when the cold war is formally buried in Berlin.”*
The end of the cold war, like its beginning, cannot be pinned down to a certain day or event. For many
contemporaries, nevertheless, among them President Bush, it was the fall of the Berlin Wall, beginning on

November 9, 1989.

Whichever date one picks, Europe was the crucial battleground, where the cold war began and ended.
Germany and especially Berlin took center stage from start to finish, and not only because of its location in
Central Europe. In many ways “the German question,” as it came to be called, was the crucial question of
the cold war. The defeat of Germany had united the Allies during World War II. Over the subsequent decades,
making sure that it would never again start a war remained a main goal for the Soviet Union, for the nations
around Germany, and even for the United States.
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When examining Western Europe during the cold war, it is important to keep the following points in mind:
first, “Western Europe” is not a precise political or geographical entity. It consisted of more than a dozen
nation states, of which a large number joined a military, an economic, and a political alliance, while others
like Austria, Sweden, and Switzerland—each for different reasons—stayed “neutral.”

Second, Western Europe during the cold war can only be understood in the context of its changing internal
dynamics and changing relationship with the United States, as well as its relations with the Soviet Union
and the countries of Eastern Europe. While observers often regard the cold war as a special period of
Western unity, based on common goals and a common enemy, there were a significant number of internal
conflicts among the countries of Western Europe and with the United States. Third, even though Europe was
often the main battleground of the cold war, developments on the continent cannot be separated from those
in other parts of the world, especially the European states’ former colonies.

This essay cannot do full justice to all of these issues and to all of the countries of Western Europe during the
cold war. Thus it will concentrate on those issues that are most fundamental and illustrative, such as the
German question, Franco-German rapproachement and European integration, the military aspects of the
Western alliance, European powers and decolonization, détente and Ostpolitik, the resurgence of the cold
war during the 1980s, and, finally, German reunification and the end of the cold war.

In a political, economic, military, cultural, and ideological sense, Western Europe was a product of the cold
war itself. This essay will show how it both shaped and was shaped by the confrontation, with broad
international repercussions. Other “battlefields” were much more bloody, but the roots of the cold war and
finally also its solution have to be located in Europe.

To contextualize the cold war issues that consumed Europe, it is necessary to discuss briefly how World War
II changed the balance of power between the United States and Western Europe as well as the relationship
between the two. While much of Western Europe was in ruins at the end of the war, the US emerged not only
as the strongest economic and military power but also as one of the most powerful “European” players. This
development did not come naturally. The warning of George Washington to “steer clear of permanent
alliances with any portion of the free world,” echoed by Thomas Jefferson (“entangling alliances with
none”), and followed by the Monroe Doctrine in 1823, had dominated US foreign policy into the 20th
century. The results of World War I confirmed the view of many Americans that staying out of European
conflicts had been a smart policy, which in turn led to a resurgence of isolationist views.

Internationalists like Henry R. Luce, the publisher and editor of Life and Time, worked hard to convince the
American people that it was time they accepted a new international role for their country. His famous essay
“The American Century,” published in Life on February 17, 1941, was a sharp rejection of isolationism and a
passionate plea to finally act as “the most powerful and the most vital nation in the world.” It turned out to
be a prophetic description of the 20th century as an “American Century.” Writing several months before the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, Luce argued that in order to stay secure, American lines of defense could
not be limited to the homeland anymore. Instead, the country had to be defended globally and act as the
arsenal of its allies. But American leadership should not end there: it should “defend and even [...] promote,
encourage and incite so-called democratic principles throughout the world,” use its influence “for such
purposes as we see fit and by such means as we see fit,” and in general be “the Good Samaritan of the entire
world.”” During World War II, many Americans began to change their outlook on the world and reluctantly
agree that their country had become and should be a global power along the lines described by Luce. The
early years of the cold war, especially events in Europe, quickly drowned whatever isolationist tendencies
were still lingering.

Conflicts among the Allies had become visible during major meetings at Yalta in February 1945 and in
Potsdam in July and August of the same year. There was basic agreement regarding policy toward Germany
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and Austria, which, like their capitals Berlin and Vienna, were each divided into four zones of occupation
(Soviet, American, L British, and French). The issue of Soviet domination of Eastern Europe, especially
regarding Poland's borders and “free elections” promised in the Yalta “Declaration of Liberated Europe,”
was much more controversial. It would be wrong, though, to charge Presidents Franklin D. Roosevelt and
Harry S. Truman with having “betrayed” Poland and Eastern Europe. Nevertheless, Stalin surely got the
upper hand here and later ignored the declaration. In 1946 and 1947 what contemporaries such as Walter
Lippmann started to call the “cold war” escalated.

On March 5, 1946, former British Prime Minister Winston Churchill famously deplored the emergence of a
Soviet-dominated sphere in Europe: “From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic, an iron curtain has
descended across the Continent.”* A speech by Joseph Stalin a month earlier in which he had blamed the two
world wars on the capitalist system was read in the West as declaring a state of war as long as capitalism
existed. A most important analysis on the American side came from George F. Kennan, the chargé d’affaires
at the US Embassy in Moscow. In the so-called “Long Telegram” to Secretary of State James Byrnes of
February 22, 1946, he argued that for the Soviet Union there could be “no permanent modus vivendi” with
the United States. In a follow-up article in Foreign Affairs, he suggested a “policy of firm containment
designed to confront the Russians with unalterable counterforce at every point where they show signs of
encroaching upon the interests of a peaceful and stable world.”*

The confrontation was not limited to rhetoric. The Soviet Union continuously tightened its grip on Eastern
Europe, while the United States, perceiving that stabilizing Western Europe was of utmost urgency, was
working on a postwar order of its own. These efforts had political, military, and economic components,
most prominently spelled out in the closely-linked Truman Doctrine and in the Marshall Plan. In order to
gain Congressional support for military and economic aid worth 400 million dollars to Turkey and Greece in
March 1947, Truman and others used an early version of the Domino Theory. They warned that if the United
States did not act now, the spread of communism would become unstoppable.” Economic hardships and
hunger, made worse by an extremely cold winter in Western Europe, might also lead to a political turn to the
left. In June 1947 Secretary of State George C. Marshall announced a plan for a European Recovery Program
(ERP). Opposition in the US Congress quickly broke down after the communists seized power in
Czechoslovakia in February 1948. The United States offered support to all European countries but Spain,
which remained a dictatorship. The rejection of the offer by the Eastern European countries and Russia
came as no surprise to the Americans. But with the exception of Finland, which feared a Soviet reaction, all
the Western European countries, including Austria, Sweden, and Switzerland, profited from the more than
13 billion dollars allotted until 1952. While the Marshall Plan was not solely responsible for the economic
recovery of Western Europe during the following years, the funds made a big difference. They also made the
American presence in Europe even more visible.®

Whether the juxtaposition of the Marshall Plan and the Truman Doctrine was responsible for the formal
division, whether it only confirmed a pre-existing division, or whether it should be judged as a positive plan
for all of Europe as opposed to a negative one for L, Eastern Europe, remain contested questions.7 In a way,
one can answer all three in the affirmative: the danger from the communists in Western Europe was
exaggerated and a main goal of the Marshall Plan was to bind Western Europe closer to the United States.
The Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan no doubt cemented the division that had become apparent
before March 1947. In that respect the dynamics caused by decisions and events in the East and in the West
should not be underestimated. The coup in Czechoslovakia confirmed fears in the West, as did the Berlin
Blockade, which Stalin imposed on June 24, 1948. The latter was itself a reaction both to the Marshall Plan
and to the introduction of a new currency by the three Western powers in their zones of Berlin. Blocking rail,
road, and waterways to the city, the Soviet Union hoped to prevent the foundation of a West German state.
But American and British forces kept West Berlin going by airlifting in supplies. The Soviets finally ended
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the blockade after more than 300 days without achieving their main goal: on May 24, 1949 the Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG) was founded.

The Berlin airlift was a crucial event in the early cold war. In the eyes of many Westerners, the Soviet Union
had shown its true face. But, underestimating Western resolve, it had been “contained” in its supposed
drive westwards. In addition, the airlift created a new bond between the Western allies and West Germans.
The Western victory had long-term consequences, especially for the United States. Committed to defending
Berlin in order to insure its credibility, its security interests became even more closely tied to those of
Western Europe than before.

Western commitment to West Germany's freedom was only one part of the new security architecture. After
the war it was not only the Soviet Union that regarded Germany's potential political, military, and economic
power with suspicion. The Western allies all agreed that Germany, like the Soviet Union, had to be
contained. For the United States this meant a policy of “double containment”: “the containment of the
Soviet Union at arm's length, and of West Germany with an embrace.”® The embrace mostly consisted of
binding the FRG to the West through international organizations and treaties even as measures were
instituted to constrain Germany's ability to produce weapons and conduct an independent foreign policy.

Beyond their impact on the German situation, events in Eastern Europe led to closer economic ties within
Western Europe and to a closer military cooperation between it and North America, giving rise to the
European Economic Community and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). The idea of a united
Europe, which Churchill promoted in 1946, gained urgency with the experience of two major wars and the
evolving cold war. While the Council of Europe was founded in May 1949, European integration began
largely in the economic sphere. France and the FRG, recognizing that they needed each other in order to
achieve their respective national ambitions, took the lead. The first step was the creation of the European
Coal and Steel Community on April 18, 1951, based on plans by Jean Monnet and French Foreign Minister
Robert Schuman. In the Treaty of Paris, France, Italy, West Germany, and the Benelux States agreed to
establish a joint market for their national coal and steel industries. Six years later, on March 25, 1957, the
European Economic Community (EEC) was founded by the same group of states through the Treaty of
Rome, creating among other things a customs union.

Although the United States feared Europe's emergence as a “third force,” it generally preferred European
cooperation to European division. Thus Washington lamented that Great Britain was not part of the
integration process, and was unhappy about the French veto of British membership in the EEC in both 1963
and 1967. French President Charles de Gaulle saw British entry as endangering French influence and the
Franco-German partnership. Americans focused on the danger of Soviet expansion.9

Debates about a Western defense alliance began in 1946. On March 17, 1948, only about a month after the
Czech coup, representatives of Belgium, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom
signed a treaty of mutual assistance in Brussels, pledging to establish a joint defensive system that included
military support in case of an armed attack on one of the partners. After the Berlin Blockade the European
initiative became a transatlantic one, involving Canada and the United States as well as Italy, Portugal,
Denmark, Iceland, and Norway. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization, America's first military peacetime
alliance, was founded on April 4, 1949 in Washington. The members pledged collectively to defend one
another in case of an armed attack. But while the containment of the Soviet Union was a driver of NATO's
founding, the organization also strove to complement efforts toward European recovery and to bind
Western Europe together politically. Notwithstanding NATO's becoming a military alliance dominated by
the United States, it grew out of a European initiative which quickly found strong support in North America.

In its first two years NATO was more of a political than a military endeavor. Again it was an external event
that gave a decisive push to transforming NATO into a more formal military alliance with an integrated
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military structure. To Truman and others, the Korean War (1950—3) was a challenge by the Soviets that, if
unanswered, would trigger fateful developments in the region and beyond. A year before, the United States
had not only lost its nuclear bomb monopoly when the Russians successfully detonated their first plutonium
bomb on August 29, 1949, but it had also “lost” China to communism. With the armistice signed in July
1953, for some in the West another part of Asia was “lost” as well.

The Korean War also changed the dynamics of military cooperation in Western Europe and led to a
militarization of the cold war. With American forces committed to Korea, the United States, bolstered by
British support, demanded a West German contribution to Western defense efforts. The French
government, its own troops deployed to Indochina and afraid of an independent German army, suggested a
European Defense Community (EDC) in order to envelope German forces within a supranational command.
Fearful that the EDC did not provide sufficient security against a resurgent Germany, however, in August
1954 the French National Assembly refused to ratify the treaty. The British resolved the impasse by
proposing that West Germany's rearmament come about through membership in the Western European
Union (WEU) and NATO. The WEU was founded in October 1954 as an institutional means to add West
Germany and Italy to the original signatories to the 1948 Treaty of Brussels. This way France along with
Britain and the other European states could carefully monitor its rearmament. The next step was for the FRG
to join NATO in May 1955 (Turkey and Greece had joined in 1952). L. As members of a collective security
organization, the West Germans could now officially rearm and regain general sovereignty. The remaining
restrictions on heavy industries were also lifted, although the development of an atomic, biological, or
chemical warfare capability was strictly prohibited.

The integration of West Germany into a Western economic and military bloc was answered in similar
fashion in the East. Again, the economy came first with the establishment of the Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance (Comecon) in January 1949 by the Soviet Union and its East European allies. Five years
later, in May 1955, the Warsaw Pact, a political and military alliance, was founded as a counterpart to NATO.
The German Democratic Republic (GDR) joined Comecon in 1950 and was a founding member of the Warsaw
Treaty organization. A year later the East German National People's Army was created.

By 1955—6 the two opposite blocs at the center of the East-West conflict had been formally established in
political, military, and economic ways. There were changes over time, but the basic features remained more
or less the same, in some cases even after the end of the cold war. For the Western countries distinct
national interests emerged, but they were all bound to and dependent on each other. There was a lot of
cooperation, but also competition and struggles among them throughout the cold war.

First, economically, militarily, and to some extent even politically the United States had become a European
power. It had given billions of dollars to European recovery and through its military shield—especially
nuclear deterrence—guaranteed the security of Western Europe. While the US was the dominant power in
the West, it was unable to impose its will on its allies. The populations of its West European allies had
largely welcomed or even asked for US support, which is why Geir Lundestad termed the relationship an
“empire by invitation.” " To be sure, the United States did not act purely out of altruism. Believing it was
engaged in a deadly struggle with the Soviet bloc, it needed a strong Western Europe both for its own
security and so that it could showcase the benefits of being an American ally. Political, military, and
economic integration of Western Europe and across the Atlantic also meant that there would be less
willingness and opportunity on the part of the smaller Western countries to pursue an independent foreign
policy or even think about neutrality, which from the American point of view would have been tantamount
to defecting. That was especially true for Germany.

Second, for Chancellor Konrad Adenauer and other FRG leaders, Western integration was a primary goal, for
many even more important than unification. Reconciliation with its European neighbors, especially “arch-
enemy” France, was crucial for the FRG's economic recovery and largely successful integration into the EEC,
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NATO, and parallel institutions. All of this in turn helped to stabilize the situation in Europe. What that
meant, however, was that reunification with Eastern Germany became more difficult.

Third, like the other West European powers, France and Great Britain needed American assistance after the
war not only to rebuild their economies, but also to keep their status as major international powers. Both
faced the same dilemma. While their great power status was “enshrined” in their permanent seats and veto
power in the United Nation's Security Council, they fought a hard, costly, and ultimately losing battle L to
keep their colonial empires. Yet they pursued their goals in different ways and often in competition with one
another. The French focused on Western European integration as a means to become more independent of
the United States. They thought it crucial to control German power, while also using it for French purposes.
The British emphasized their special relationship with the US, which made them America's closest ally, not
just in Europe. Neither in favor of European integration nor fully opposed, Great Britain stayed on the
sidelines in Europe and was twice denied membership in the EEC before joining in 1973. In many ways
Britain, which had never defined itself as a continental power, saw the Commonwealth as more important.
Furthermore, it understood its role as serving as a bridge between the United States and Europe.

Fourth, like their larger neighbors, the smaller European countries in the EEC and NATO depended militarily
on the deterrent against communism provided by the United States even as they regarded American power
with distrust. However, they never became pawns of the larger powers, which needed their cooperation.
Keeping their own national interests in mind, the smaller European powers were quite successful in shaping
European and NATO policy. The latter mandated consultation and empowered the smaller countries through
its joint decision-making process.

In the 1950s the cold war became an increasingly global affair. To be sure, the bloc confrontation in Europe
remained a dominant feature until the end. Yet, apart from a second major crisis in Berlin that extended
from 1958-61, the main crisis spots and the main battlefields were outside of Europe. They often were
closely linked to European colonialism, however, especially that of Great Britain and France. Both succeeded
in acquiring financial, political, and military support from the US by framing the “colonial” conflicts in cold
war terms. Their victories proved pyrrhic ones, though.

With the pronouncement of the Truman Doctrine, the United States pledged to take over the British
“burdens” in Greece and Turkey. The Americans directly supported Great Britain in Iran, where the
government of Prime Minister Mohammed Mossadegh was nationalizing the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company
(AIOC). Some in the Truman administration worried that support for Britain might be seen as neocolonial
policy. In the end, the anti-communist trump card won, and the British got the support of the new
Eisenhower administration for a coup instigated jointly by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the
British MI6, but executed by the CIA with Iranian support. Mossadegh was overthrown on August 19, 1953,
and under Shah Mohammed Reza Pahlavi a pro-Western and anti-communist government was installed. To
the chagrin of the British, the Shah steadily distanced himself from London and gravitated toward
Washington, signaling the decline of British influence in the Middle East.

American support for France in regaining its empire in Indochina was equally controversial —and produced
similar consequences. The State Department's Southeast Asia desk lost to the European desk, which held
that because America's most vital interest was the security of Europe, supporting France took priority over
supporting independence in Vietnam. The French, moreover, claimed that their colonies in Indochina
served as a bulwark against the spread of communism through the region—and beyond. In spite of
American financial and military aid, the French lost the Battle of Dienbienphu L in May 1954. The Geneva
Conference of 1954 began simultaneously with the French surrender and ended with the decision to divide
Vietnam at the 17th parallel. By the next year, France abandoned its efforts to retain influence over the
government of South Vietnam, ceding responsibility to the United States.™
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For Britain and France, the balance of power in the Western alliance took a turn for the worse in 1956 with
the Suez Crisis. Great Britain and the United States saw Egypt under President Gamal Abdul Nasser as
moving ever closer to the Soviet orbit. When the US denied a promised credit to fund the building of the
Aswan Dam, Nasser retaliated by nationalizing the Suez Canal on July 26, 1956, in order to use the revenues
for the construction. That brought his ongoing dispute with London, which identified the canal as its
imperial lifeline and symbol of its glorious past, to a climax. The invasion of Israeli forces via the Sinai
Peninsula in late October as well as the British and French invasion that brought a quick military victory a
few days later had been both carefully coordinated and concealed from the United States. With the Soviet
Union about to crush a revolt in Hungary and American presidential elections just a few days away,
Eisenhower responded angrily. The administration submitted a resolution in the UN demanding a ceasefire
and withdrawal of all foreign troops. The Suez Crisis meant the end of British and French power in Egypt
and the Middle East."

The United States and the Soviet Union filled the vacuum. For Eisenhower, the main goal was to contain
both communism and Arab nationalism in a region of major oil-producing countries. Western Europeans
were and still are much more dependent on oil from the Middle East than the Americans. But with economic
stability of Western Europe and other parts of the West being a central element of US strategy, stability in
the Middle East to guarantee the supply of cheap oil was of vital importance.

Beginning in 1963 and even more so in the late 1960s, attempts to find common ground between the two
blocs gained support. At the same time, growing divisions inside the Western alliance became visible and
sometimes even overshadowed the East-West conflict. When John F. Kennedy visited Europe in June of
1963, divisions with the French government under President Charles de Gaulle, who had returned to power
in the summer of 1958 and renewed France's historic emphasis on greatness and autonomy, were growing.
One of the main purposes of Kennedy's visit was to reassert the importance of the Western alliance—under
American leadership. De Gaulle accused the Americans of asking for burden-sharing while resisting power-
sharing. His determination to keep Great Britain out of the common market was also partly based on his
view that British membership would mean indirect US membership. But to reduce America's influence, he
needed Germany. In January 1963 de Gaulle and West German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer signed the
Franco-German treaty of friendship (Elysée Treaty) which included regular consultations between the
leaders of both countries. The Americans saw the treaty as a possible Franco-German axis that could even
lead to a separate settlement with the Soviet Union. But the Germans were not ready to choose between
France and the United States. The German parliament attached a preamble to the friendship treaty, which
repeatedly mentioned the United States and emphasized Germany's and Europe's strong Atlantic ties as well
as multilateral treaties, so that the emphasis was on both reconciliation and transatlantic consultation.

Another goal of Kennedy's trip was to renew American credibility in Europe, which had suffered during the
height of the Second Berlin Crisis in 1961. Already in 1958 Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev had issued an
ultimatum regarding Berlin, demanding a new status for East Germany and Berlin. He wanted the latter to
become a “free” and demilitarized city, and threatened to conclude a separate peace treaty with East
Germany, which would have terminated the rights of the Western Allies regarding Berlin. The city, 180
kilometers inside the GDR, was used as an escape route by thousands of East Germans, among them many
academics, engineers, and doctors. The East German government put increasing pressure on the Soviet
Union to find a remedy. At the US-Soviet summit in Vienna in early June 1961, Khrushchev renewed his
ultimatum, hoping to scare the young American president, who appeared weak in the wake of the disastrous
Bay of Pigs invasion. Kennedy strongly rejected the ultimatum and both leaders threatened war. In a major
television address on July 25, 1961, Kennedy declared three essentials about which the United States would
not compromise: first, the occupation rights of the Allies in West Berlin; second, free access to West Berlin;
third, the freedom of the West Berliners. Western, and especially American, credibility, an essential element
of cold war thinking, was at stake. However, when on August 13, 1961, the East German government—after
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having finally received permission from the Soviet Union—completely closed access to West Berlin by
erecting barbed wire barriers (later reinforced with concrete walls), the only American and Western reaction
was strong protests."

From the American point of view, Kennedy's essentials had not been violated. No one was ready to go to
war, possibly nuclear, for the freedom of the East Berliners and East Germans. And in some ways the
building of the wall even promised a relaxation of the tensions around Berlin. In late October 1961, however,
a dispute regarding the harassment of members of the US occupation authorities when entering the Eastern
part of Berlin—a small but serious infringement of Allied rights in Berlin—quickly escalated until American
and Soviet tanks faced each other for sixteen hours at the Checkpoint Charlie border crossing. Back-channel
diplomacy between Kennedy and Khrushchev dissolved this most dangerous crisis. The tank confrontation
at Checkpoint Charlie was the last major crisis over Berlin during the cold war. The wall helped to stabilize
the GDR, even if the political and human costs were high. Marc Trachtenberg even argues that by 1963 the
German problem had been turned into a “constructed peace” based on nuclear deterrence and the general
acceptance of the status quo in central Europe.14

Trachtenberg is right that by 1963 the environment in Europe had changed. It was John F. Kennedy who,
after the peaceful end to the Cuban Missile Crisis, began to question the logic of the cold war. The
installation of the hotline between the American and Russian government and the Limited Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty in the summer of 1963 were early signs of détente. While Adenauer was suspicious of the United
States directly negotiating with the Soviet Union, opposition leader Willy Brandt of the German Social
Democratic Party felt encouraged to pursue his own détente policy regarding Germany's Eastern neighbors.
Ostpolitik, as it became known, was based on similar ideas as those promoted by Kennedy and his successor
Lyndon B. Johnson, who spoke about healing L. the wounds in Europe by “building bridges” between East
and West through trade, exchange, aid, and mutual trust. While Johnson was increasingly occupied with
domestic problems and the Vietnam War, Brandt and his advisor Egon Bahr kept working hard on their
policy of “change through rapprochement.” When Brandt became foreign minister of a Grand Coalition in
December 1966 and then Chancellor in September 1969, he was able to make real progress. In 1971 he
received the Nobel Peace Prize for his policy of rapprochement. The Americans and Germans were not the
only ones putting out feelers to the East. In 1966 de Gaulle, who advocated “détente, entente, and
cooperation,” visited Moscow and started regular consultations with the Soviet government.15

But de Gaulle's agenda and objectives differed from those of the United States and the FRG. In March 1966
he announced that France would withdraw from the military command structure of NATO, while remaining
part of the Alliance. Although not unexpected, this move created a crisis in the Atlantic Alliance, which had
already been divided about nuclear deterrence and nuclear sharing. The deployment of tactical nuclear
weapons in Europe to replace more expensive conventional American forces had begun in 1954 as part of
Eisenhower's policy of “massive retaliation.” Long before “flexible response” became officially the new
doctrine in 1967, critics on both sides of the Atlantic expressed reservations about a strategy that threatened
“mutually assured destruction” (MAD) even in the case of smaller conflicts. But there was also reluctance
among America's West European allies to support the flexible response option because it might lessen
America's commitment to the defense of Europe. The fact that the Soviet Union by 1959 had operational
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) had made the United States vulnerable to nuclear weapons as
well. The Vietnam War also weakened the US and caused growing criticism by the European allies, while
increasing the pressure to reduce American military expenditures in Europe.

At the same time there were debates over which countries in Europe should be allowed to develop or have
nuclear forces. The American proposal of a “multilateral (nuclear) force” (MLF) did not gain much support
beyond the Federal Republic, partly because the United States wanted to keep control over nuclear
warheads. France developed its own nuclear arsenal, the force de frappe, which became operational in 1964.
The Eisenhower administration had offered Skybolt air-launched missiles to the British. When Washington
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cancelled the program unilaterally in late 1962, it created a major problem for Britain, which had abandoned
its own development of nuclear weapons. But Kennedy and Prime Minister Harold Macmillan quickly found
a face-saving solution in agreeing on the British purchase of American submarine-launched Polaris

. . 16
missiles.

The French move in 1966 put pressure on the Alliance to rethink NATO's purpose. The result was the Harmel
Report of December 1967, named after Belgian Foreign Minister Pierre Harmel. The report recognized that
the world had changed since 1949. Europe had recovered from the war and had made strides towards unity.
The communist bloc had fractured and the idea of “peaceful coexistence” had eased tensions to some
degree. Harmel stressed that deterrence and defense against communism must remain a central pillar of
NATO. Détente, however, had to become a second pillar. The report L. determined that the “German
question” still needed to be solved before there could be a final settlement in Europe. While détente was to
be a joint effort, member states could pursue individual policies (multilateral détente), but they had to do
this in close consultation with one another.'’ That was specifically, though not exclusively, targeted toward
the Germans. Distrust with regard to an independent West German foreign policy and fears about German
readiness to sacrifice Western integration for a separate settlement with the Soviet Union persisted.
Perpetuating its non-nuclear status by signing the Non-Proliferation Treaty in late 1969 was an important
assurance to the Federal Republic's Western—and also its Eastern—neighbors.

While Germany and the United States would not act in perfect unison, they needed one another in order to
pursue a successful policy of détente, inscribed in a number of bilateral and multilateral international
treaties. In many respects, it was the Germans who decided on the pace of European détente. In taking the
initiative, Brandt had to overcome strong domestic opposition, partly because the new policies meant that
rapprochement with countries in Eastern Europe would be a precondition for German unification (not vice
versa, as before), even though a reunited Germany remained the ultimate goal of Germany's foreign policy.
The “illogical” logic was that change should come through recognition of the status quo.

The first agreement was the Moscow Treaty between West Germany and the Soviet Union on August 12,
1970. The two signatories accepted the “territorial integrity” of all European states “within their present
frontiers,” which for Germany explicitly meant the acceptance of the Oder-Neisse line which had cut off its
eastern territories after World War II. Both countries also renounced the use of force. The treaty was not
ratified by the FRG parliament until May 1972, together with the Treaty of Warsaw, which had been signed
on December 7, 1970. The latter normalized the relationship between West Germany and Poland. Germany
again agreed to recognize the Oder-Neisse line as the western border of Poland.

The long delay in ratifying the treaties was largely because the two treaties were linked to the Four Power
Agreement on Berlin—and vice versa—signed on December 3, 1971, by the four victorious powers of World
War II. The agreement reconfirmed their rights and responsibilities, which the Soviet Union had repeatedly
challenged. It also included measures to improve travel and communication between the western and
eastern parts of Berlin and the GDR, respectively.

The signing of the Moscow and Warsaw treaties were important preconditions for the Four Power
Agreement. Once that happened, the German parliament could discuss ratification of the treaties, which in
turn led to the signing of the final protocol of the Quadripartite Agreement on Berlin in June 1972. All of this
opened the door to bilateral negotiations between the two German states. While there was still no full
diplomatic recognition between them—instead of ambassadors the two countries exchanged permanent
representatives—in 1973 both countries were finally able to join the United Nations.

The bundle of interconnected efforts, treaties, and agreements opened another chapter of détente,
embodied in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe L (CSCE). Begun in 1973, the Final Act
was signed on August 1, 1975, in Helsinki by the United States, the Soviet Union, and the members of their
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respective alliances which had pushed for multilateral détente beyond the bilateral agreements in military
matters between the two superpowers (like SALT I of May 1972). In addition, neutral European states like
Switzerland joined the CSCE, which in some ways resembled a peace settlement after World War II.

While the United States was occupied by the Vietnam War and Watergate, the West European members of
the European Community nudged the negotiations forward. The US re-entered the process in 1974, and
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger played a key role in reaching a final agreement, which arranged all issues
into different “baskets.” The first consisted of ten principles covering political and military issues that
included territorial integrity and non-intervention in internal affairs, the peaceful settlement of disputes,
and the implementation of confidence-building measures. Basket two covered economic issues and
scientific cooperation. The third dealt with human rights, cultural exchanges, and freedom of the press.

Initially, it seemed as if the Soviet Union had come out on top. Moscow received Western recognition of its
sphere of influence. However, the signatories agreed that the frontiers were “inviolable” —which did not
mean “untouchable.” That left open the possibility that the borders could be changed in the future in a
peaceful process. The Soviet Union, in turn, agreed to respect human rights and basic freedoms, as
stipulated in basket three. Eastern European dissidents would later use this pledge domestically, and
Western diplomats would point to it in follow-up conferences, to challenge Soviet policy. Overall, the CSCE
process was an important element in the non-military and non-violent ending of the cold war in Europe,
even if that was an unforeseeable consequence in 1975.18

After major progress in the field of détente, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979 and the
election of Ronald Reagan revived cold war tensions. The new American president began a rhetorical
offensive against communism and charged that détente so far had only been beneficial to the East. Arguing
that the Soviet Union had surpassed the United States in the number of nuclear weapons (“window of
vulnerability”), Reagan doubled military expenses and ordered many new bombers, nuclear missiles, and
submarines. Moscow grew even more worried over the Reagan administration's announcement of a
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), publicly dubbed “Star Wars.” Reagan claimed that the goal of the highly
controversial program was to develop a missile defense shield against a possible Soviet nuclear attack. The
Kremlin leaders feared that SDI, which in their view violated the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972, was
meant to gain first strike capability against their tem:itory.19

Reagan became the target of public opposition in the form of large peace movements on both sides of the
Atlantic. The European protestors not only opposed Reagan's armament program but also turned against
their own leaders who promoted the stationing of new intermediate range nuclear missiles on European
soil. In 1976 the Soviet Union had begun to install new medium range nuclear missiles (SS-20s), which
could reach Western Europe. The Soviet leaders claimed that this was just a modernization of their L, land-
based nuclear forces. Many in the West disagreed. Led by the German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt, Western
European leaders had grown concerned that SALT I and a possible SALT II “decoupled” the United States
from and diminished Western nuclear deterrence in Europe.20 The deployment of SS-20s in their view
threatened the strategic balance in a dangerous way. In a speech at the International Institute for Strategic
Studies in London in October 1978, Schmidt demanded a European answer. The United States initially had
not been in favor of stationing new nuclear missiles, but it caved in to European pressure to avoid a crisis of
confidence. On December 12,1979, NATO agreed on the so-called dual-track decision. The Alliance proposed
to station 108 Pershing II missiles, which could reach and destroy targets like Soviet missile sites in less
than ten minutes, as well as 464 cruise missiles in Europe. The new missiles would replace 1,000 older
nuclear warheads. At the same time, NATO offered negotiations. If the Soviet Union agreed to remove its SS-
20s, the Western Alliance would not deploy its missiles. The Germans were ready to have all the Pershing
and some cruise missiles stationed in their country, but only if other West European countries were
prepared to do the same. Great Britain, Italy, Belgium, and the Netherlands all agreed to do so. Mass
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protests all over Western Europe turned the planned stationing of the “Euromissiles” into one of the most
debated domestic and international issues of the decade.

When negotiations failed in 1983 the missiles were deployed, again accompanied by major protests. No one
could know at this point that only four years later both sides would agree to remove the Euromissiles and
the SS-20s from European soil. The new Soviet leader, Mikhail Gorbachev, who had assumed power in
March 1985, decided to put an end to the costly arms race and to focus on the serious domestic problems
inside the Soviet Union. This made a new détente possible. It took a while for Gorbachev and Reagan to build
up confidence. At their first summit in Geneva in November 1985, they talked about reducing strategic arms
by 50 percent; a year later, in Reykjavik, they discussed the possibility of eliminating all nuclear weapons.
Only Reagan's insistence on continuing research on SDI prevented a breakthrough. Many European leaders,
while supportive of détente, resented the lack of consultation on the part of their American ally. The “near
miss” also revived old fears of a bilateral détente and an end to America's nuclear umbrella. When in 1987
the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF) was signed, which included the “zero option” of
eliminating all ground-based intermediate missiles, the peace movements celebrated, but Atlanticists grew
more worried about the decoupling of America from Europe.

Gorbachev also pursued a new policy toward the communist allies by renouncing the Brezhnev Doctrine,
which had been formulated by the Soviet leadership to justify the violent end of the Prague Spring in 1968.
Instead of threatening to crush independence movements, the Soviet Union allowed its East European allies
to go their own Way.21 Already in May 1988, the Soviets began to withdraw their troops from Afghanistan.
West Europeans regarded these developments as very positive signs. But they still left open the question of
how the Soviets would deal with the German question.

The opening of the borders between East and West Berlin on November 9, 1989, had not been a deliberate
decision of the new East German government or an order by the L, Soviet Union. It was as much the result of
a confusing message by a leading East German politician during a press conference as it was the result of the
pressure on the streets, which would keep sweeping away any plans by politicians in the East or West to
move slowly.

The fall of the wall signaled that the cold war was coming to an end. But it also reopened the question of
German unification. Taking even his Western allies by surprise, West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl in
late November 1989 announced a ten-point plan for unification, which in his view would take up to ten
years. But the people in East Germany demanded a faster pace. When even a monetary union beginning in
July 1990 could not stop the continuous movement of people to the West, negotiations on German
unification began. On October 3, 1990, East Germany joined the Federal Republic. A divided Germany and
with it a divided Berlin were things of the past.

Among the Western Allies, US President George Bush had been most supportive and open to this
development, as long as the Western integration of Germany remained untouched. British Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher as well as French President Frangois Mitterand had been much more reluctant to see
Germany become the largest power in central Europe again.”> Gorbachev in the end not only allowed
unification but also accepted a united Germany remaining in NATO. Both German states, the Soviet Union,
the United States, Great Britain, and France discussed German reunification in the so called two-plus-four
negotiations. They signed the Treaty on the Final Settlement with Respect to Germany in Moscow on
September 12, 1990. Germany would regain its full sovereignty, but it had to reduce its troop levels, continue
to commit to non-proliferation, and accept the new borders in the East once and forever. With the East
European states free to pursue their own course and the German question answered, the CSCE declared the
end of the East-West confrontation in its Charter of Paris for a New Europe on November 21, 1990: “The era
of confrontation and division of Europe has ended.””
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The cold war had started with the “confrontation and division of Europe,” and Western Europe had been a
major place of confrontation throughout. The end of European division and German unification signaled the
end of the cold war. While the bloc confrontation in Europe had an impact far beyond the continent, the cold
war also shaped the postwar development of Western Europe, itself a creation of the cold war, by splitting
Europe into a clearly demarcated East and West. The containment of Germany and closer cooperation
among European powers—as well as decolonization—would have happened without the cold war. But the
speed of economic and military cooperation would have been much slower. More importantly, the
composition of economic and military alliances like the European Union and NATO would have been
different. Without the cold war the United States would not have become the quasi (West) European power
that it did. Central and Eastern European countries, which could only join after 1990, would have been much
more “natural” members of similar alliances than the US and Canada. In that sense the cold war did prevent
the inclusion of countries like Poland and Hungary for several decades, but it did not permanently stop a
development that had been deeply rooted in Europe's experience of two devastating wars in the first half of

p.172 the 20th century. Instead of being defined in political, military, and ideological L terms, Western Europe
after 1990 has become once more a primarily geographical denotation.
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Abstract

This chapter examines the role and experience of Eastern Europe in the Cold War. It explains that the
history of East Central Europe's Cold War began with the gradual dissolution of the anti-Hitler
coalition at the end of World War 2 and that the transition to the officially declared Cold War was
accompanied by various official statements. The chapter describes how the Cold War escalated with the
Eastern bloc uprisings between 1953 and 1956, and argues that the construction of the Berlin Wall
represented the main watershed in the history of the Eastern bloc as well as in the evolution of the Cold
War.
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The history of East Central Europe's cold war began with the gradual dissolution of the anti-Hitler coalition
at the end of World War II. Until then the three wartime allies, the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and the
United States, sought agreement on the political postwar order. At the Tehran Conference in 1943, Franklin
Roosevelt and Winston Churchill accepted the Soviet Union's annexations of the Baltic states and of eastern
Poland, which Joseph Stalin had negotiated with Adolf Hitler in 1939. The Soviet dictator was able to hold
onto the Baltic states and occupied eastern Poland. At the Moscow meeting in October 1944 —this time
without Roosevelt—Churchill and Stalin reached the Percentages agreement, in which Churchill had noted
by hand on a sheet of paper his vision of dividing up the spheres of influence in Eastern Europe, and Stalin
had agreed by making a check mark next to the percentages. Soviet influence was capped at 90 percent in
Romania, 75 in Bulgaria, 50 in Hungary and Yugoslavia, and 10 in Greece."

Stalin, too, had accommodated the Western powers in some crucial areas during the war. Among other
things, he had agreed to the provisions in the Atlantic Charter of August 1941, which would serve as the
underlying principles of the postwar order. These included self-determination, free choice of government,
rejection of annexation, acceptance of non-aggression, and free trade. Furthermore, during the Yalta
Conference in February 1945, Stalin agreed to the substantially similar “Declaration on Liberated Europe.”
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Breaking with this “Yalta Declaration” during the Soviet occupation of Eastern Europe would become a
principal reason for the disintegration of the wartime alliance in 1944 —-5.

The first serious clash of Western and Soviet interests occurred within the context of the liberation of
Poland. Stalin feared the strengthening of the Polish resistance movement, which could complicate his
plans for the postwar order. As early as July 1944 he had made it clear that he would only accept politically
powerful “parties” within Poland that were pro-Soviet. Poland was an essential link in Stalin's security
zone—so essential that he was willing to risk conflict with London and Washington.2 Finland was the
opposite. Stalin was content with Finland's assurance of good will, even though it had waged war against
the Soviet Union as an ally of Germany during the war.

Romania, Bulgaria, and Hungary became showcases for how the Soviet Union dealt with countries that were
indispensable to the Soviet security cordon yet had fought on Germany's side during the war.” In these three
countries, the Kremlin imposed a harsh policy of Sovietization. Because of Romania's geostrategic
importance, its Sovietization started immediately in 1944, even though Romania had few communists. The
Soviets also eliminated known anti-communists in Bulgaria in early 1945, in order to preclude any possible
resistance to Soviet dominance. In November 1945 Moscow installed Georgi Dimitrov, the head of the
former Comintern, as Bulgaria's prime minister through rigged elections. After that, the country became a
dependable part of the security cordon that Stalin had demanded. The story was similar in Hungary, where
the Soviet Union proceeded no less heavy-handedly by rigging the 1948 elections to produce a communist
majority.

Stalin calculated that the remaining states in the Soviet security cordon, Yugoslavia, Albania, and
Czechoslovakia, did not pose an immediate danger to Soviet security. In all three states, reliable left-leaning
or communist leaders appeared to be in control: Josip Tito in Yugoslavia, Enver Hoxha in Albania, and
Edvard Benes (tightly managed by Moscow-trained party functionaries) in Czechoslovakia. Internal
conditions generated distinct developments, nevertheless, as illustrated by the contrasts between
Yugoslavia and Albania. Soviet troops left Yugoslavia in March 1945. Even though Tito began a process of
“self-Sovietization” from 1946 on, his independent foreign policy concerned Stalin and led to a break
between the two countries in 1948. Albania's Enver Hoxha, on the other hand, remained a loyal Stalinist
even after the Soviet de-Stalinization of the later 1950s. Albania's leadership relied on the Stalinist model
until the opening of the iron curtain in 1990.

Czechoslovakia was of central geopolitical significance to the Soviet Union as well. After 1944 the exiled
parties regrouped as Moscow exercised subtle influence on the formation of a postwar government. Yet
Czechoslovakia's sympathies were oriented toward the West. Thus the Czech communists used the
economic crises starting in 1947 to stage a coup in 1948, which assured Czechoslovakia's transformation
into a satellite of the USSR.

Within the Eastern bloc the transition to the officially declared cold war was accompanied by various official
statements. In September 1947, Andrej Zhdanov delivered Stalin's answer to Truman's March 12
“declaration of war,” the Truman Doctrine. The founding of the Communist Information Bureau, or
“Cominform,” to replace the defunct Comintern, which had been dismantled in 1943, provided the occasion
for Zhdanov to present his so-called “two camp theory” —the “imperialist anti-democratic” camp of the
West was irreconcilably opposed to the “anti-imperialist democratic” Soviet camp. Only nine months later,
Stalin used the example of Yugoslavia to demonstrate that indeed every deviation from the Soviet “camp” —
even and particularly any form of national communism—would result in a break with Moscow. In addition
Moscow blocked the wishes of several East Central European states to take part in the European Recovery
Program (ERP). After Molotov was unable to push through his demand to grant such loans bilaterally at the
Paris meeting in June 1947, the Soviets prohibited all L, East Central European parties interested in
participating from accepting the offer. Stalin's rejection of the Marshall Plan formed part of his overall

220z Jaquieldag 90 UO Jasn 3aylol|gIgsIar)ISIaAIUN ‘Ulliag NZ 1oB)ISISAIUN-IPIoquINH AQ 68£9 | 6262/181dBYD/SZGHE/aWN|OA-palipe/woo dnoolwepeose//:sdiy Woll pepeojumod



p. 177

policy of withdrawal from the Western economic system. However the Eastern bloc's efforts to create its
own economic apparatus, the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (Comecon), and later a banking
system, never gained international traction. Thus by the 1970s, at least part of international trade within the
Eastern bloc was conducted in US dollars.

The formation of the Eastern bloc, accelerated by the First Berlin Crisis in 1948 and the Korean War two
years later, was completed with the founding of the Warsaw Pact on May 14, 1955. With it, all Soviet-
controlled Eastern European states pledged “friendship, cooperation and mutual assistance” to one another
in case of an armed attack. Until its dissolution on April 1, 1991, the Warsaw Pact was always headed by a
Soviet general. Yet over time some members left. Among them was Albania in 1968, which withdrew in order
to signal its protest against the invasion of Czechoslovakia. Furthermore, the escalating Soviet-Chinese rift
created discord among Warsaw Pact allies, preventing any joint resolutions on Vietnam after 1966. In these
instances bilateral treaties, such as the mutual assistance pact with Finland in 1955, replaced the alliance
system. Indeed, because of the questionable reliability as well as capabilities of the Eastern European forces,
the credibility of the Warsaw Pact as an instrument of collective security was always suspect.

The cold war escalated further with the Eastern bloc uprisings between 1953 and 1956. In March 1953 the
death of Stalin not only produced fear but also hope for an easing of tension. A further thaw occurred as a
result of Khrushchev's speech in February 1956 at the Soviet Communist Party's 20th Party Congress, in
which he condemned Stalin's crimes and cult of personality. The uprisings in four satellite states,
Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Poland, and Hungary, were possible only within the context of Stalin's death
and his demythologization, which began well before Khrushchev's secret speech. Each of these uprisings
had similar origins. Both Czechoslovakia and the GDR had just undergone an intense period of Sovietization,
although the political and economic conditions in Czechoslovakia were quite different from those in the
GDR. The increased development of the industrial sector and immense payments for armaments caused
Czechoslovakia's budget deficit to soar and propelled the country into a deep economic crisis. The
government's response to the crisis, a comprehensive currency reform in 1953, wiped out the savings
accounts of millions of citizens. They responded with widespread protests, spontaneous strikes, and finally
mass political demonstrations in which even some Communist Party (CP) members and state officials
participated. The official crackdown of the so-called Pilsen uprising occurred with no casualties. More than
a thousand of the uprising's leaders were arrested, however, and many received lengthy prison sentences.

The events unfolded differently two weeks later in the GDR, where a process of internal political
consolidation and Sovietization was under way as a result of decisions made at the 2nd Party Conference of
the SED (Sozialistische Einheitspartei Deutschlands) on July 12, 1952. The uprising began at the
construction site of the Stalin Allee, in the center of East Berlin on June 16. Joined by thousands of passers-
by, the workers of the Stalin L Allee initially demanded economic benefits. As news spread of the protests,
they were joined by smaller demonstrations in 560 other cities and towns, and the demands included
political changes, among them democracy, freedom, and the unification of Germany.4 The next day the
Soviets declared a state of emergency and deployed tanks. At least 51 people lost their lives during the
uprising, many of them youths.5

Almost exactly three years later the uprising in Polish Poznan started, directly inspired by Khrushchev's
critique of his predecessor at the CPSU's 20th Party Congress. The resulting thaw was an essential
precondition for both the Polish and Hungarian uprisings. Unrest started in February 1956 as a workers’
demonstration. Collectivization and the crash program of industrialization had created economic problems,
particularly a spike in consumer prices without a rise in wages. At the same time dissatisfaction over
increased workloads exacerbated the discontent. After negotiations with the Warsaw government broke
down, about 100,000 people took to the streets in Poznan on 26 June. The protests escalated into violence
that left 53 people dead and about 200 injured.
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Nevertheless, at least in the short run, the reformers were able to claim victory. Indeed, the year 1956 put an
end to collectivization, and, until 1957, workers could establish their own governing councils in about 60
percent of non-agricultural production sites. The Catholic Church benefited as well: clergy were released
from prisons and by mid-December, the government reintroduced religious instruction in state schools. But
this liberalization came to an end with the election of Wiadystaw Gomulka as First Secretary of the
Communist Party. After 1957 political and cultural activities became ever more restricted.’

Following Poland's lead and encouraged by US propaganda that promoted the “liberation” of “captive
peoples,” latent discontent in Hungary erupted into a bloody uprising in October 1956. Here, too, the
population generally despised the Communist Party. A list of demands presented to the party leadership in
mid-October 1956, included the return of the reformer Imre Nagy to the post of prime minister, revisions of
workloads, a pluralist party system, free elections, civil rights, the re-establishment of economic
independence, as well as the reintroduction of Hungarian national symbols and holidays. The Soviet
decision to intervene militarily occurred after and in direct relation to the Suez crisis in the Middle East.
Until October 29 it seemed as if the Soviets were trying to exhaust all political means before moving to a
military option. Yet in the aftermath of the British, French, and Israeli intervention in Egypt, and in
conjunction with Imry's declaring his intention to withdraw Hungary from the Warsaw pact a Soviet version
of the “domino theory” propelled Moscow toward a draconian response. Starting November 4, the Red
Army crushed the Hungarian Revolution mercilessly. Its sympathies notwithstanding, the Eisenhower
administration, unwilling to intervene even indirectly in a country of manifestly vital interest to the Soviets,
remained on the sidelines. After its defeat on 11 November, the Hungarians reported 300 deaths and about
1,000 injured. The Soviets reported 669 deaths and 1,540 injured.7 Yet military defeat did not mean the end
of all resistance. In the wake of the revolution there were strikes for months to come.’

The building of the Berlin Wall on August 13, 1961, represented the main watershed in the history of the
Eastern bloc as well as in the evolution of the cold war.’ The cold war was shut down in Central Europe and
the GDR could develop its own socialism as a L laboratory experiment. On the other hand, the cold war now
found its main battleground in the Third World, where the number of small wars increased. In 1968 Moscow
showed that its demand for hegemony had not changed at all. By the early 1960s, the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic (CSSR) had moved in a different direction than the one planned in Moscow. An economic crisis
created widespread discontent among the population, which resulted in serious doubts about the system.
The party leadership began to advocate something like a “socialist market economy,” which was supposed
to loosen strict state control and allow for non-state trade unions and private enterprises. By 1968 the
discontent extended to demanding more cultural and personal freedoms.

Initially, the Czechoslovakian Communist Party reacted in predictable ways. In the fall of 1967, Antonin
Novotny, who served as both president and party chief, sought to silence outspoken dissidents like Pavel
Kohout and Vaclav Havel and prohibited any political demonstrations. Yet in January 1968 the party
reformers forced Novotny out of office and replaced him with the reform-minded Alexander Dubcek. This
change of leadership encouraged further popular opposition to Moscow's leadership. Dubcek tried
unsuccessfully to curb the popular reforming spirit, and the demands for political and economic freedom.
He was also unsuccessful in convincing the Soviet leadership that the suggested reforms did not aim to
abandon socialism in Czechoslovakia. During the night of August 21,1968, troops of the Warsaw Pact
marched into Czechoslovakia. An estimated 98 Czechs and about 50 Warsaw pact troops died during the
invasion. Dubcek and others were arrested. On 23 August, his successor Ludvik Svoboda was summoned to
Moscow and forced to sign the Moscow Agreement, which put an end to all reforms.'’ The so-called
Brezhnev Doctrine, which Pravda had already published on July 15, 1968, emphasized: “Such ‘self-
determination’, as a result of which NATO troops would have been able to come up to the Soviet border,
while the community of European socialist countries would have been split, in effect encroaches upon the
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vital interests of the peoples of these countries and conflicts, as the very root of it, with the right of these
people to socialist self-determination.”*"

The cold war has to be understood as an internal social and political struggle against alleged or actual
supporters of the opposite political camp, which in the Eastern bloc happened uniformly from the top down,
even before the challenges of the generation of 1968. Long before the cold war, the persecution of dissidents
and deviants as well as the purposeful support of loyalists had become common practice. Increased
persecution started with the exclusion of Yugoslavia from the Cominform in 1948. “Nationalist-Titoist”
deviants were persecuted by the dozen and accused of being supporters of the West, and sometimes they
were convicted in sensational show trials. Such trials occurred regularly in Albania, Romania, Poland,
Hungary, Bulgaria, and Czechoslovakia. In many cases judges meted out the death penalty. Those identified
as dissidents suffered in prisons or camps, even if they pledged support for Marxism-Leninism, albeit in a
more liberal version. Beginning in the 1970s, many were “expatriated.”12

The emergence of a period of détente represented another pivotal moment in the history of the cold war,
one which had unintended consequences for the Eastern bloc. The SALT I agreement, and to a greater extent
the series of treaties between West Germany L the GDR, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and the USSR, known as
the Ostvertrdge, paved the way for a special series of meetings on European security. The first Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe, initially promoted by the Eastern bloc in 1967, was convened from
November 1972 to August 1975 and concluded with the Helsinki Accords. By signing it, the Eastern bloc
states agreed to more political tolerance and the observance of human rights. In the following years, the
Helsinki Accords encouraged more and more human rights groups in the Eastern bloc, such as Charter 77 in
Czechoslovakia, but also emboldened people in the GDR to request emigration by referring to Helsinki."

These concessions on human rights and attendant issues posed serious challenges to the Soviet system of
control in Eastern Europe. These challenges intensified in conjunction with supplementary developments
over the next few years. Chief among these was the emergence of the Eastern bloc's first non-state, free
trade union, Solidarnos$¢ (Solidarity) in Poland in the summer of 1980. A drastic increase in meat prices,
announced in June 1980 by the Polish government under Prime Minster Edward Gierek, immediately
resulted in nationwide strikes. One of the largest occurred at the Lenin Shipyard in Gdansk on August 14, in
which about 17,000 workers took part. The movement was successful: not only did Gierek resign but also the
government in Warsaw accepted an agreement with representatives of the shipyard workers from Gdansk
and their spokesman, Lech Walesa. It stipulated that in the future not only an independent trade union but
also strikes should be legal —something unprecedented in the history of the Eastern bloc. Shortly thereafter,
on September 17, 1980, the shipyard workers founded the Solidarity trade union. Its “action program”
expressly declared support for the principles of Western democracy and the traditions of Christendom even
as it pledged allegiance to the nation and the socialist idea of society.

Several leaders in the Eastern bloc greeted these developments in Poland with concern. The GDR
government feared most of all a spillover into German territory.14 Its leader Erich Honecker called on Soviet
president Leonid Brezhnev and other socialist leaders to “thwart once and for all the counterrevolution in
Poland.”*®> Moscow was not enthusiastic about the East German demand to apply the Brezhnev Doctrine to
Poland. First, the Soviet Union already had more than enough image problems. Second, Moscow had just
begun its intervention in Afghanistan, and the situation there was evolving in a way that portended
increasingly grave problems. It was becoming increasingly evident that an invasion might well result in a
deepening quagmire. Ultimately Poland, with virtually no direct Soviet support, averted the crisis by itself.
The ruling Communist Party appointed Secretary of Defense General Wojciech Jaruzelski, known as a
hardliner, as prime minister, and then in October 1981 it designated him head of the party as well. The end
result was something of a compromise: no Soviet invasion but the imposition of martial law on December
13, 1981. Until the lifting of martial law in July 1983, a “Military Council of National Rescue” ruled the
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country with a ban on public gatherings, the imposition of a curfew, and the dissolution of the Solidarity
trade union, whose leaders were arrested.

Other socialist states likewise suffered political unrest. The GDR, from 1978 on—since the announcement
that the “Sozialistische Wehrerziehung” (socialistic defense L education) would be part of the regular
school curriculum—experienced a boom in peace groups. These opposition groups would almost certainly
have remained marginal had it not been for the political revolution under way in the Soviet Union itself. The
“New Thinking” —a fundamental “reorganization” (perestroika) of Soviet politics as well as a new
“openness” and “transparency” (glasnost) —decreed by the new Soviet Secretary General, Mikhail
Gorbachev, in 1985 at first only for the USSR, was the spark that ignited reform movements everywhere in
the Soviet sphere of power and which—an unintended consequence politically—turned the entire Eastern
bloc upside down.'®

The internal situation of the Soviet Union at the end of the 1970s and the beginning of the 1980s was much
more tumultuous than the West perceived at the time. Brezhnev, after his severe stroke in 1976, was hardly
capable of any sustained activity. The decision to march into Afghanistan was made in 1979 by the head of
the KGB, Yuri Andropov, who took over after Brezhnev's death on November 10, 1982. However, the
leadership crisis continued. Two years after Brezhnev's death, Andropov, who had succeeded him, died. A
year later, on March 10, 1985, Andropov's successor Konstantin Chernenko died also. Chernenko's successor
became the comparatively youthful Mikhail Gorbachev, born in 1931.

Gorbachev's election in the spring of 1985 initiated a new start after years of political paralysis, not only in
the Soviet Union and the Eastern bloc but also in the West. His ideological views had been shaped by
Khrushchev's reckoning with Stalinism. This socialization allowed Gorbachev to approach reforms in the
realm of foreign policy more flexibly and even to sell the retreat from certain foreign policy positions as a
success.'” In domestic policy, he announced his intention to place particular emphasis on perestroika and
glasnost. This “New Thinking” represented an attempt to reform the communist state from the interior,
without threatening its entire existence.

Gorbachev did not hesitate to provide the West with evidence of his “New Thinking” on foreign policy. Only
a day after his assumption of office on March 12, 1985, he resumed talks on arms control, including the
long-debated question of medium-range missiles. The Soviet Union faced a dramatic budget deficit, and
Gorbachev hoped to ease the burden through reduced military spending. Up until the successful conclusion
of the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty in 1987, the Soviet Union was spending almost as
much on the military as the USA—about $260 billion in comparison with the US's $290 billion.*®

Gorbachev's foreign policy retreat ultimately provided financial relief for the USSR. Gorbachev explained his
shift in foreign policy as a means to further develop socialism in his country. He insisted that this was not an
indication of weakness but a means to increase the USSR's reputation. Most of all, however, “New
Thinking” broke with the concept of the “restricted sovereignty” of the socialist states, the so-called
“Brezhnev Doctrine,” and replaced it with what would later be known as the “Sinatra Doctrine.”** Every
socialist country, Gorbachev declared in several speeches after April 1986, had the right to go “its own way.”
In retrospect, many considered this retreat from the Brezhnev Doctrine the actual beginning of the end of

the Eastern bloc.

The Eastern European socialist states reacted to the Soviet change of course with different strategies. Four
patterns emerged: unanimous approval in Poland and L Hungary; open rejection in Romania, Albania, and
the GDR,; a tactical response from Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia, which claimed to lead the reform movement
by making their own suggestions for change; and, finally, indifference from bloc-free Yugoslavia, which
referred to already existing reforms and rejected any further change.20
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For decades Poland and Hungary had been the political exceptions within the Soviet sphere of power.21 In
the summer of 1989 both became trailblazers of the revolutions that marked the end of the Eastern bloc.
Hungary had long practiced a strategy to allow smaller economic reforms without questioning its
fundamental political stability or any Soviet demands.” By the beginning of the 1980s, however, the
popularly known “goulash communism” under Janos Kadar had reached the limits of those incremental
reforms. The Communist Party and press began openly to discuss changes that previously had been
regarded as taboo: economic reforms and closer ties to the European Community. In May 1988 the CP
replaced more than half of its politburo members with reformers. Long-time head of both the party and
state Kadar was replaced first by Prime Minister Karoly Grosz, who belonged to the conservative wing of
reformists, and then after only six months by Mikl6s Németh, a supporter of socialist pluralism.

After the first free elections in the spring of 1990, the communists had disappeared from the Hungarian
parliament altogether. Those who held political sway immediately resumed at the point where they had
been stopped in 1956: they chose the former chairman of the Revolutionary Committee during the
Hungarian Revolution, Joszef Antall, as their new prime minister. The post-communist government
marked that continuity with two other events: it posthumously rehabilitated Imre Nagy, the leader of the
Hungarian Revolution who had been executed in 1958, by transferring him with great ceremony to an
honorary grave on June 16, 1989. Second, on May 2, 1989, Hungary became the first Eastern European
country to open its border with the West. The iron curtain had been raised. Almost immediately tourists
from the GDR began flocking to West Germany through the Hungarian opening. On October 23, 1989, the
anniversary of the 1956 Soviet invasion, Hungary officially declared itself a republic.

In Poland, politically the most unstable state of the Eastern bloc, change happened in a more dramatic
way.” Partly in response to the challenge posed by Solidarity, Jaruzelski had initiated minor economic
reforms, which eventually gained even Gorbachev's approval. In addition, in 1986 he granted political
amnesty to members of Solidarity, even though the trade union remained banned until April 1989. By the
beginning of that year, the momentum for reform was unstoppable. The government agreed to a phased
plan for implementing democratic reform. After semi-free parliamentary elections in Poland in June 1989,
the government initiated long-awaited economic and political reforms. The results of the elections were
stunning. Solidarity won every one of the 161 seats up for election in the Sejm. This victory spelled the end of
Poland's Communist Party. In July 1989 Jaruzelski was elected to the presidency with a bare majority of a
single vote. Solidarity advisor Tadeusz Masowiecki became Poland's new prime minister, the first non-
communist in the Eastern bloc. On December 30, 1989, Poland declared itself a democratic republic. The
People's Republic of Poland ceased to exist as a component of the Soviet orbit. Just a few days later the

p.182 Communist Party of Poland was L dissolved. In December 1990 Lech Walesa, the former leader of
Solidarity, became Poland's first freely elected president.

In Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia the communist leadership tried to forestall its own demise by implementing
changes according to the Soviet model. Todor Shivkov had been ruling Bulgaria since 1954 and had survived
by adapting to all Soviet political reforms. Therefore his response to Gorbachev's shift in governance was to
offer his own, reduced version of perestroika, the preustrojstwo.** Thereafter Shivkov avoided further
reforms—until 1989. As a result, relations with the USSR deteriorated until they reached an all-time low.
Moscow reacted especially harshly to the Bulgarian policy of forced assimilation and deportation of its
Turkish minority. By June 1989 the Soviets were actively supporting regime change. Shivkov was finally
forced out of office by a “palace revolt” of two cabinet ministers on November 10, 1989. A new government
under former Secretary of State Petar Mladenov rapidly implemented reforms, which averted greater unrest.
Government and reform advocates agreed to create a “round table” in January 1990 to discuss further
reforms. On March 12, the round table decided, among other things, to introduce a pluralist party system
that would facilitate a peaceful transition to democracy. In May 1990 Bulgaria held its first free postwar
elections.
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Despite the different histories of Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia, the trajectory of the Czech Communist
leader, Gustav Husdk, paralleled that of Shivkov. Husak was confronted with a special problem because
Gorbachev's reforms were similar to the demands of the “Prague Spring.” Adopting those reforms would
have rehabilitated the reformer Dubcek as well as undermined Husak's own authority. Hence he resisted. In
December 1987 Husak was forced to resign, probably, as in the Bulgarian case, with tacit support from
Gorbachev. He was replaced by Milo's Jake's, whose assessment of the situation was the same as Husak's.
Jake™s continued Husak's political course, which resulted in huge demonstrations in 1988. These marked the

beginning of the “Velvet Revolution.”*

The government resigned after a series of massive demonstrations
and a general strike on November 29, 1989. In December, Vaclav Havel, the playwright and longtime
political dissident, who had only recently been released from prison, was elected the first free president,

and, fittingly, Alexander Dubcek was elected president of the parliament.

In Romania change did not come as a “peaceful revolution.” On December 21, 1989, the despotic Nicolae
Ceausescu was executed in the course of a bloody rebellion against the Romanian state security forces, the
notorious Securitate.”® The revolution started with violent demonstrations in the city of Timisoara, the
Hungarian part of the country, which had been suppressed for decades. It began on December 16 with a
demonstration in support of the clergyman Laszl6 Tokes, who in June 1989 had denounced the frequent
violations of human rights on Romanian TV. Soon the protest was transformed into a general protest
against the despot in Bucharest. From then on events in Romania unfolded in a dramatically different
manner than in the neighboring countries. Ceausescu's offer to step down on December 17 was rejected by
the hardliners of his government. The army, which in other countries had exercised restraint, opened fire on
demonstrators with hundreds, possibly thousands of casualties. Finally on 22 December enraged
demonstrators stormed the building of the Central Committee. Even though L Ceausescu was able to flee,
he was ultimately captured and executed after a summary trial, which probably occurred on December 25,
1989.

Prior to the bloody Romanian revolution Gorbachev had encouraged reforms in Romania, which Ceausescu
rejected. The indigenous opposition under Ion Iliescu probably began planning the overthrow of the dictator
with Moscow's backing as early as October 1989. Iliescu was not only considered a supporter of perestroika
but knew Gorbachev from their student days. Iliescu was appointed Ceausescu's successor on December 26,
1989, and became Romania's first freely elected president.

Albania too at first resisted reform. Having served as Albania's head of state since 1946, Enver Hoxha was
universally considered one of the most loyal Stalinists. He had evaded de-Stalinization in the 1950s by
closing off his country to outside influence, including the Soviet Union itself. The Albanian-Soviet rift had
developed along parallel lines to the Chinese-Soviet struggle. The final split occurred at the Moscow World
Conference on November 16, 1960, when Hoxha openly supported the Chinese position. A year later, at the
CPSU's 22nd Party Congress in October 1961, Khrushchev made clear that he no longer considered Albania
part of the socialist camp. China became Albania's biggest supporter. After Hoxha's death in 1985, his
successor, Ramiz Alia, continued the fight against Moscow's “revisionists.” Alia insisted that Gorbachev's
reforms were not appropriate for Albania. However, many Albanians, most of all university students,
publicly voiced their disagreement. Demonstrations in the city of Shkoder in 1989 resulted in the
government declaring a state of emergency. The government's minimal corrections to the state-run
economic system did little to placate the public. Recognizing that popular discontent had reached a level
that posed an unprecedented danger, Alia reversed his posture. In May 1989 the government revived the
Justice Department, which had been abandoned in 1967, allowed free practice of religion, and restricted the
imposition of the death penalty.

Yet pressure from the population continued unabated. In December 1990 the Alia government made an even
greater concession. It allowed alternative political parties to be set up. After early elections on March 22,
1992, Albania's first non-communist Democratic Party, founded in February 1991, won a majority of almost
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two-thirds of all votes. As elsewhere in Eastern Europe, the Communist Party did not survive the pressure of
free elections: it dissolved in June 1991.

The destabilization in Yugoslavia that accompanied the end of the cold war was even more dramatic—and
more violent—than in Romania. Until Tito's death in 1980,Yugoslavia had been very successful at
maneuvering between the blocs. What is more, Tito's unassailable regime combined with Yugoslavia's East-
West balancing act to mask intense internal nationalist and religious tensions. These tensions exploded in
the post-cold war environment. Yugoslavia's multi-ethnic state, which was dominated by Serbia, was the
only one in East Central Europe to react to the reform movement with military force.”’

It was probably the self-confidence of the Belgrade government due to its independence from both blocs,
along with an illusion of invulnerability produced by the implementation of reforms under Tito, that
influenced the multi-ethnic state to lag behind its L neighbors in initiating both political and economic
reforms. The problems that surfaced in the latter part of the 1980s in Yugoslavia dated back to earlier
decades and now blended with the transformations brought about by perestroika. When Slobodan Milo~sevi¢
took over the presidency of Yugoslavia in May 1987, he rapidly manifested a form of aggressive Serbian
nationalism, which provoked resistance in other parts of the country. In the summer of 1989 Serbia's
nationalist mobilization reached a preliminary peak with the celebration of the 600 year anniversary of the
battle against the Turks on Kosovo polje (Blackbird Field). Since October 1988, the central government in
Belgrade had begun to chip away at the autonomous status of the Kosovo and Vojvodina provinces which
had been constitutionally guaranteed.

Questioning the autonomy that had been granted by Tito had an immediate effect on the two republics.
Gorbachev's reforms had produced a growing self-confidence among other non-Serbian republics within
Yugoslavia. Fearing that Belgrade's behavior toward Kosovo and Vojvodina was establishing a dangerous
precedent, they now feared for their own autonomy. In 1989 Slovenia openly offered support to the Kosovan
Albanians. Belgrade's answer followed immediately, thereby exacerbating friction. Milo-sevi¢ imposed a
trade boycott, to which the forceful Slovenian province responded by stopping its payments to the federal
treasury in Belgrade. When in February 1990 the Slovenian communists officially left the confederation at
Yugoslavia's party congress, the state crisis reached its climax. After the first free elections in April 1990, on
June 25, 1991, Slovenia declared its independence from Yugoslavia.

Notwithstanding sporadic outbreaks of violence, at first, Belgrade's reaction was surprisingly moderate.
With European Community mediation, both parties signed a peace treaty two weeks later. Belgrade's
accommodating posture soon changed radically, however. During 1990, free elections had occurred in all
Yugoslav republics for the first time since World War II. With the exception of Serbia and Montenegro, the
communists had been voted out of office everywhere. These elections can be considered the beginning of the
end of Yugoslavia as a united state, as a new crop of nationalist-minded politicians took power in each of
the republics. When Croatia declared independence on May 19, 1991, the central government in Belgrade
retaliated. After isolated gunfire between the Serbian minority and Croatian policemen at the end of March,
the conflict escalated into civil war in December 1991, when Serbian-dominated areas within Croatia
seceded to Serbia. The developing bloody civil war had nothing to do with the fronts of the cold war and
continued well into the post-cold war era. Yugoslavia's federal government, which insisted on keeping
Yugoslavia together, waged war against several renegade republics. By April 1992 only Serbia and
Montenegro were left in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.28

In the GDR perestroika had raised widespread hopes among dissidents and reformers. Yet everyone
expected long-time party chief and head of state Erich Honecker to block any fundamental change.29
According to reliable estimates, the number of applications for exit visas had risen to about 250,000 in 1988,
about three times as high as at the beginning of the 1980s.”° When Hungary opened its borders to the West
in May 1989, GDR citizens crossed the border to Austria by the thousands, many never to return. In L
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Prague and Warsaw, East Germans stormed the West German embassy, pleading for exit visas. The GDR
leadership resisted reform. It increased pressure on well-known dissidents. As early as 1987 the GDR's chief
ideologist, Kurt Hager, had explained the GDR's position on reform during an interview with the West
German magazine Stern: “Would you, if your neighbor wallpapers his flat, feel obliged to also wallpaper
your own flat?”*" Gorbachev was sharply critical of this attitude, as shown during his state visit in 1989 on
the occasion of the GDR's 40th anniversary. He warned Honecker and other GDR hardliners: “Life punishes
those who come too late.”* As a matter of fact, many of the traditional measures for maintaining power
were already failing before the fall of the Wall. Neither the brutal clampdown of the security forces during
the celebrations of the GDR's anniversary nor rigged votes could keep demonstrators away from their
meetings.

The situation of the GDR leadership became critical only when the dissatisfied masses no longer sought to
leave the country but allied themselves with the dissident movement. During the 1980s, political resistance
in the GDR had coalesced around the Protestant-Lutheran Church. Thus, by the fall of 1989 churches like
the Gethsemane Church in East Berlin and the Nikolai Church in Leipzig became centers of the movement
for change. Under the banner of peaceful resistance, demonstrators met weekly in ever greater numbers. In
Leipzig, the “Monday demonstrations” garnered international attention. In East Berlin, about half a million
people demonstrated for democracy on Alexander Square on November 4.

Party leaders attempted to regain control over the situation by replacing Honecker with his “crown prince.”
Egon Krenz, however, was no alternative in the eyes of those who wanted to reform the GDR. Krenz left in
place the GDR's political structure and, worse, the hated state security service.

The precise series of events leading up to the opening of the border between East and West Berlin on
November 9 remained an open question for a long time. No one disputed that the immediate catalyst was a
misunderstanding at a press conference held by the Secretary of Information designate, Glinther
Schabowski, at 6 p.m. that day. To everybody's surprise, Schabowski announced that permits for GDR
citizens to take private trips abroad would be available at short notice; even permanent exit visas could be
obtained without any delay. Within the hour Western stations were broadcasting that the GDR had agreed to
open its borders.

Soon the members of the border police in Berlin's center were not able to stem the rush of East Berliners
seeking to cross into the western part of the city. After frantic consultations, some of these officials opened
the gates at 10 p.m. That night thousands streamed in and out of West Berlin. For practical purposes the
border was open— “the Wall had fallen.”™

Efforts by the East German government to retract the statement the next day proved fruitless. On the
evening of November 11, Gorbachev, in conversation with the West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl, stated
explicitly that the Red Army would not intervene. In this informal way, Gorbachev gave German unification
the Soviet Union's endorsement. The conservative “Alliance for Germany” won the first open post-cold war
elections in March 1990. A couple of months later, on May 18, the two Germanys agreed L. on an “economic,
social and currency union” to take effect on July 1. Sanctioned by the former occupying powers, Great
Britain, France, the United States, and the Soviet Union, Germany officially sealed its unification on October
3,1990.%

The Soviet Union fell victim to its own reform course and ceased to exist on December 31, 1991. Since the last
third of the 1980s Gorbachev had been compelled to defend his reform course against diverse opponents. On
one side were the conservatives who adamantly opposed perestroika and glasnost. Indeed, in August 1991
the conservative wing of the CPSU launched a coup against him, charging that Gorbachev had weakened the
socialist camp and made it vulnerable to attack from the enemies of the working class.” This line was a
repeat of the critique against de-Stalinization in 1956 and détente in the 1960s. Arrayed against the
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conservatives were progressives of varying degrees who thought that Gorbachev's reforms did not go far
enough, among them the chairman of the Moscow CPSU, Boris Yeltsin, and other well-known dissidents.

Further, several Soviet Republics faced increasingly powerful independence movements, which eventually
threatened the Soviet Union's very existence. The resurgence of regional nationalism was helped
significantly by a 1988 ruling by the Supreme Soviet that allowed national flags, hymns, and holidays in the
various republics. Non-Russian peoples in particular rediscovered their national traditions and their long
suppressed languages. By the same token, almost everywhere Soviet-internationalist symbols disappeared.
In some areas national conflicts erupted with renewed fervor, sometimes stirred up by outside forces,
among them the dispute between predominantly Muslim Azerbaijan and Christian Armenia over the region
of Nagorno-Karabakh.

The first areas to secede from the Soviet Union were the Baltic republics of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania,
which Stalin had annexed in 1940. They were followed by Moldavia, Armenia, and Georgia. Lithuania was
the first to declare its independence on March 11, 1990. From then on the dissolution of the Soviet Union
could not be stopped. When on June 12, 1990, the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic (RSFSR), the
core country of the USSR, declared its sovereignty, it effectively spelled the end of the Soviet Union.

It also spelled victory for Boris Yeltsin over Mikhail Gorbachev. Gorbachev held extensive power and fought
doggedly against the dissolution of the Union. He even employed military force to prevent it. In April 1989
he sent the Red Army into Georgia, causing 19 deaths and about 200 injuries. In January 1990, Soviet armed
forces marched into Azerbaijan, resulting in several hundred casualties. The Soviet Union imposed an
economic blockade against Lithuania, and in January 1991 it intervened militarily. In Latvia, Soviet forces
stormed the building of the Secretary of the Interior. None of these interventions, however, could reverse
the dissolution of the Union.

The August 1991 coup against Gorbachev signaled the USSR's weak position to the international community.
Then, in the coup's immediate aftermath, Gorbachev resigned as Secretary General of the CPSU. Because of
its involvement in the coup, the party was banned from further political activity. Yeltsin succeeded in
quickly establishing predominance over Gorbachev. Having been elected president of Russia in June 1990,
he spearheaded the annulment of the Union Treaty of the Soviet Republics and, without L consulting any
other former Soviet Republic, established together with Ukraine and Belarus the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS). The CIS officially came into being on December 21, 1991. Four days later
Gorbachev resigned from the presidency of the USSR. With the Red Army in retreat, the economic and
military organization of the Eastern bloc soon dissolved. Shortly after New Year's Day in 1991, member
states dissolved the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance. This was followed by the dissolution of the
Warsaw Pact at the end of the next month. With this the last instrument of the former Soviet Empire
disappeared from Eastern Europe. On December 26, 1991, the Soviet Union ceased to exist—almost exactly
69 years after its foundation. With its breakdown, the cold war officially came to an end.
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Abstract

This chapter examines the role of Latin America in the Cold War. It explains that Latin America did not
play a significant independent role in the Cold War and largely served as a symbol whereby communist
adversaries could attempt to tilt the bipolar balance of power. It discusses how Latin America's military
became the U.S. government's vehicle for meeting the communist challenge and highlights America's
fear that Moscow-directed local communists would consolidate their strength among important social
groups, especially labor unions, and eventually seize power at a propitious moment. Thus, the U.S
policy focus for Latin America turned to military aid.
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Latin America did not play a significant independent role in the cold war. Of course the region's inhabitants
were much more than passive pawns, as noted below, but in general Latin America served largely as a
symbol—specifically, as an area where the United States enjoyed a long-established primacy and, therefore,
where communist adversaries could attempt to tilt the bipolar balance of power. Or, as President Ronald
Reagan explained about the subregion that bedeviled his administration:

If Central America were to fall, what would the consequences be for our position in Asia, Europe,
and for alliances such as NATO? If the United States cannot respond to a threat near our own
borders, why should Europeans or Asians believe that we’re seriously concerned about threats to
them?...The national security of all the Americas is at stake in Central America. If we cannot
defend ourselves there, we cannot expect to prevail elsewhere. Our credibility would collapse, our
alliances would crumble, and the safety of our homeland would be put in jeopardy.1

This symbolic role was new, created in the aftermath of World War II. Latin America's modest participation
in that war often focuses on Argentina's galling neutrality, but most of the region provided concrete
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assistance, and its cooperation was captured best by the US ambassador in Havana: “The Cuban
Government and people are one hundred percent with us in the war and their measures of cooperation are
whole-hearted and complete.”2 Two countries had fought alongside the Allies—Brazil in Italy and Mexico
in the Philippines—but Latin America's primary role had been to provide raw materials and to guard against
subversion, particularly in the Caribbean sea lanes to ship bauxite from the Guianas and in the countries
within striking distance of the Panama Canal. There was nothing symbolic about this concrete assistance.

US officials expected a continuation of this support during the cold war, but now the nature of the challenge
was different—subversion rather than a frontal attack. It was feared that Moscow-directed local
communists would patiently consolidate their strength among important social groups, especially labor
unions, and eventually seize power at a propitious moment. Such a seizure might cut off access to a few raw
materials L or make important sea lanes insecure, but the principal loss would be Washington's credibility,
as the National Bipartisan Commission on Central America worried in 1984: “The triumph of hostile forces
in what the Soviets call the ‘strategic rear’ of the United States would be read as a sign of US impotence.”
Commission chair Henry Kissinger added that “if we cannot manage Central America, it will be impossible
to convince threatened nations in the Persian Gulf and in other places that we know how to manage the
global equilibrium.””

No such threat appeared imminent in the early postwar days, but no one in Washington considered it far-
fetched, given commonly held beliefs about Latin Americans and their chaotic political culture. As a member
of the State Department's Policy Planning Staff explained, “When candid and not saying what he thinks a
visiting American would like to hear, the average Asian or Latin-American laborer, farmer, or businessman
will confide: ‘We need a strong hand governing us.”” This echoed a long-standing theme expressed
perfectly in a pre-war State Department memorandum, which pointed out that in Latin America “the United
States supports, legally and financially, such men in power as are widely recognized to be dictators holding
their power by force. In the present stage of cultural and political development of some of the republics this
is not only inevitable but perhaps the only way toward stability which can be realistically envisaged.”4

Not everyone thought this way. In April 1946 President Harry S. Truman reminded the Pan American Union
(today's Organization of American States) that “the peoples of the Americas have a right to expect of the
Pan American system that it show its validity by promoting those liberties and principles which the word
‘democracy’ implies.” Warned in advance that his audience was far more concerned with economic
development, Truman threw in a sentence agreeing that “the danger of war will never be completely wiped
out until the economic ills which constitute the roots of war are eliminated.” He then returned immediately
to his central theme: “Democracy is the rallying cry today for free men everywhere in their struggles for a
better life.””

This early postwar effort to promote Latin American democracy would soon be shelved, as would any
significant US contribution to the region's economic development. Yet everyone in Washington understood
why Latin America's leaders worried that declining postwar demand for the region's exports would push
their economies into a tailspin, just as everyone remembered how the Depression had precipitated the
downfall of nearly every one of the region's governments, democratic or not. The pressures were even
greater in these early postwar days, for now Latin America was at the dawn of what soon would be called
“the revolution of rising expectations.” Mexico's Lazaro Cardenas and Argentina's Juan Perén had led the
way, and now, just as the Cold War was beginning, ‘“all across Latin America the ancient oligarchies—
landholders, Church, and Army—are losing their grip,” wrote a young Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. “There is a
ground swell of inarticulate mass dissatisfaction on the part of peons, Indians, miners, plantation workers,
factory hands, classes held down past all endurance and now approaching a state of revolt.”®

Fearful that this mass dissatisfaction could lead to a social revolution (as it had a generation earlier in
Mexico) or to populist turmoil (as it had more recently in Argentina), L Latin American elites began
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pressing for US assistance with economic development. The need was obvious. After surveying pre-war
caloric intake in thirteen Latin American countries, in 1946 the Food and Agriculture Organization reported
that only five of the thirteen had enough food to provide a minimum level of nutrition. One of the fortunate
five was Cuba, where a 1950 World Bank study mission reported that “living levels of the farmers,
agricultural laborers, industrial workers, storekeepers, and others, are higher all along the line than for
corresponding groups in other tropical countries and in nearly all other Latin American countries.” But
Cuba's per capita income at mid-century was only about half that of Mississippi, the poorest US state, and
while Cuba may have been doing well by Latin American standards, that may have said more about Latin
American standards than about Cuba. “Any figure for average per capita income is rather fictitious,” the
World Bank warned, “especially where—as in Cuba—there is a very wide gap between the incomes of a
relatively few high-income receivers at the top and the mass of income receivers.”’

This gap between the haves and the have-nots was especially obvious in the countryside, where a 1956
survey sponsored by Cuba's Agrupacion Catdlica Universitaria found that “people are living in conditions of
stagnation, misery, and desperation that are difficult to believe.” The data reported in Cuba's 1953 census
were also discomforting: it was not that an inside toilet was found in only 3 percent of rural homes, but that
over half of all rural dwellings had neither an inside nor an outside toilet. Two-thirds of rural dwellings had
dirt floors, only 9 percent had electricity, and only 2 percent had running water. All this combined to make
the Cuban countryside a public health nightmare. The World Bank estimated that between 80—90 percent of
rural children were infested with intestinal parasites, generally acquired by walking barefoot in animal
feces; the fecal worms then work their way up through the bloodstream to lodge in the intestines, where
they live on the food intended to nourish the child.®

What made this seem almost hopeless was that education, the primary route to improvement, was closed to
most Latin Americans. Less than a quarter of Cuba's rural children attended school, for example, and the
World Bank was also concerned about the island's urban children, less than half of whom attended school. It
was especially worried about the absence of progress: “The general trend in the school system as a whole
has been one of retrogression. A smaller proportion of the school-age children are enrolled today than a
quarter of a century ago; the number of hours of instruction has been cut; the quality and morale of the
teaching and supervisory force have gone down.” The Bank argued that “unless and until drastic
improvements are effected, the Cuban people cannot hope effectively to develop their country.” It
concluded: “It is impossible to be optimistic” —this in a country that was doing well by Latin American
standards.

And so at the 1945 Chapultepec conference Mexico's foreign secretary warned a member of the US
delegation about the revolution of rising expectations and indicated that “the way to the heart of the masses
is through raising the standard of living.”° While Latin America's economic development was the last topic
Washington wanted to discuss, the US goal at the conference was to ensure a united hemisphere at the
upcoming L San Francisco conference, and Washington, needing the region's twenty votes, did not want to
appear insensitive to Latin American concerns.™ Hence at Chapultepec the US delegation agreed not only to
an Economic Charter of the Americas calling for greater cooperation, but also to the creation of an Inter-
American Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) to promote the region's development. When Latin
America's diplomats kept prodding at San Francisco, the United States agreed to a conference before the end
of 1945 to implement Chapultepec's Economic Charter.

The pressure of postwar crises in Europe and Washington's time-consuming dispute with Peronist
Argentina delayed a conference on this or any other topic until mid-1947, by which time the cold war had
seized center stage in US foreign policy and relegated economic development to a secondary role; hence the
meeting's title: the Inter-American Conference for the Maintenance of Continental Peace and Security.
Traveling to Rio de Janeiro, President Truman gave conferees his “solemn assurances that we in
Washington are not oblivious to the needs of increased economic collaboration within the family of
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American nations and that these problems will be approached by us with the utmost good faith and with
increased vigor.” Then he let the other shoe drop. At precisely the moment when his advisors were meeting
with Europeans to draw up the Marshall Plan, Truman told Latin America's leaders that the United States
was obliged “to differentiate between the urgent need for rehabilitation of war-shattered areas and the
problems of development elsewhere.”**

That left only Washington's topic, regional security, on the table at Rio, where the conferees produced the
cold war's first mutual security pact, the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance. It specified that
‘“an armed attack by any State against an American State shall be considered as an attack against all the
American States and, consequently, each one of the said Contracting Parties undertakes to assist in meeting
the attack.”' By this time George Kennan had sent his Long Telegram from Moscow, Winston Churchill had
delivered his iron curtain speech in Missouri, President Truman had gone before a joint session of Congress
to request aid for Greece and Turkey, and Kennan, in his widely circulated “X” article in Foreign Affairs, had
argued for the containment of communism “by the adroit and vigilant application of counter-force at a
series of constantly shifting geographical and political points.” Soon the assistant secretary of state for
Latin America warned that “the basic situation in the hemisphere today is this. The 21 American states
together face the challenge of Communist political aggression against the hemisphere.”*®

This was also when the Truman administration gave up any lingering thoughts about promoting democracy
in Latin America. The public announcement came from Louis Halle, a member of State Department's Policy
Planning Staff, whose 1950 Foreign Affairs article, “On A Certain Impatience with Latin America,” argued
that 19th century Latin Americans had won their independence at a time when they “were quite unready to
assume the responsibility of self-government [and] the result was a sordid chaos out of which Latin
America has still not finally emerged.” Instead of democracy, Latin America had developed “a tradition of
political behavior marked by intemperance, intransigeance [sic], flamboyance and the worship of strong
men.” The last of these four characteristics L. made democracy impossible. “Worship of the ‘man on
horseback’ (through self-identification) is another manifestation of immaturity. It is characteristic of
adolescence, this admiration for the ruthless hero who tramples down all opposition, makes himself
superior to law, and is irresistible to passionate women who serve his pleasure in droves.”**

Given this perspective, Latin America's military became Washington's vehicle for meeting the communist
challenge, and the policy focus therefore turned to military aid. Convincing the public to pay for this aid had
not been possible in war-weary 1946, the year Truman asked Congress to pass an Inter-American Military
Cooperation Act, and as late as 1949 Congress was still refusing to authorize a penny for Latin America in
the $1.3 billion Mutual Defense Assistance Act. The outbreak of the Korean War raised the overall sense of
anxiety in Washington, however, and the National Security Council (NSC) had warned even before the
shooting began that “Communists in Latin America have the capability of severely weakening any war effort
of the United States by interfering with the source and transit of strategic materials, by damaging vital
installations, and by fomenting unrest and instability.” Then came the punchline: “In the event of war, the
main deterrent to execution of this capability is the ability of the security forces of the Latin American
nations.” Although a young Representative John F. Kennedy still argued that aid was unnecessary because
Latin America was “not in the line of the Soviet advance,” the 1951 Mutual Security Act contained $38
million in military aid to Latin America; the following year it was $52 million, and for the balance of the
1950s the need for internal stability to deter communist subversion became the cold war ace that trumped
both economic development and the promotion of democracy.15

This policy of supporting military leaders reflected traditional thinking about Hispanic culture and Latin
American reality. Reporting on his 1955 goodwill visit to Central America and the Caribbean, Vice President
Richard Nixon observed that “Latinos had shown a preference for a dictatorial form of government rather
than a democracy,” and similar statements about Latin America's undemocratic culture pervade State
Department documents during the Eisenhower years—from a lower-level analysis referring to “the Latin
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penchant for personalismo,” to the president telling British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan that “the
average Cuban sugar worker wants to receive his earnings in cash and go to the store, buy a white guayabera,
white shoes, a bottle of rum and go to a dance.” Secretary of State John Foster Dulles believed a central task
of US diplomats in Latin America was “to pat them a little bit and make them think you are fond of them.”*®

This thinking was reinforced by the prevailing view of Latin America's geostrategic insignificance. In 1946,
just weeks after Kennan had sent his Long Telegram and at a time when it seemed probable that Republicans
would soon regain the White House, publisher Henry Luce offered Dulles the pages of Life magazine to
discuss foreign policy. Focusing on the emerging cold war, Dwight D. Eisenhower's future secretary of state
accepted Kennan's view of Moscow's relentless effort to expand, adding nuance by dividing the Soviet
worldview into three zones—inner, middle, and outer. The Soviets were at the moment consolidating their
power in the inner zone surrounding Russia, Dulles argued, while biding their time in the middle zone,
which included the oil-rich Middle East and L. Western Europe, and avoiding commitments in the outer
zone of new nations being created in Asia and Africa, together with Latin America. These outer-zone states
needed Washington's careful watching, however, for they were engaged in “a tremendous surge in the
direction of popular government by peoples who have practically no capacity for self-government and
indeed are like children in facing this problem.” To Dulles, “this presents the Communists with an ideal

situation to exploit.”"’

That is what appeared to be occurring in Guatemala when Dulles became secretary of state in early 1953.
International communism “has achieved a high degree of covert control over the reformist regime of
President Arbenz,” warned Louis Halle. Guatemala itself was unimportant, but it could serve as a launching
pad: “The real and direct threat that Guatemala poses for her neighbors is that of political subversion
through the kind of across-the-borders intrigue that is a normal feature of the Central American scene. The
danger is of Communist contagion.”"®

That danger was exaggerated. Guatemala's 1944 October Revolution ousting dictator Jorge Ubico had been
led by middle-class reformers, including nationalist, modernizing elements within the military. They had
handed the presidency to Juan José Arévalo, an educator, and, as Professor Robert Trudeau has
demonstrated, “Arévalo's program was Guatemala's equivalent of the New Deal.” He was succeeded by
Colonel Jacobo Arbenz Guzman, who launched an agrarian reform that affected US corporate interests, most
famously the United Fruit Company, which maintained exceptionally close ties to the Eisenhower
administration and whose lobbyists encouraged Washington to think of the Arbenz government as
communist dominated. The United States then moved to overthrow Guatemala's democratic government,
but Trudeau warns that “it is important not to overestimate the effect of US efforts at the time, nor to
underestimate the role of domestic forces.” With its incorporation of the poor into the political system and
with its redistribution of property, the October Revolution challenged Guatemala's domestic structure of
privilege, and the privileged fought back. “The success of the counterrevolution is probably due far more to
these domestic dynamics than to international pressures,” Trudeau concludes.”

So what happened? In 1954 US-backed forces commanded by Colonel Carlos Castillo Armas attacked from a
base in Honduras, and President Arbenz capitulated. A few months later Secretary Dulles explained that “for
several years international communism has been probing here and there for nesting places in the Americas.
It finally chose Guatemala as a spot which it could turn into an official base from which to breed subversion
which would extend to other American Republics.” Fortunately, Dulles continued, “there were loyal citizens
of Guatemala who, in the face of terrorism and violence and against what seemed insuperable odds, had the
courage and the will to eliminate the traitorous tools of foreign despots.”20

With that Guatemala moved off the US foreign policy agenda, although President Eisenhower revived it
during the 1954 off-year election campaign by repeatedly pointing with pride to this Republican victory over
communism. An election also occurred in Guatemala. With all political parties banned, with the military
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