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How the Cold War Began and Ended

INTRODUCTION

Opening Remarks at the International
Conference “From Fulton to Malta: How
the Cold War Began and Ended”

Mikhail Gorbachev,
Former President of USSR, President of the Gorbachev
Foundation and the World Political Forum

| want to express my warm welcome all the guests — from
Moscow and from other cities, from Europe and from America. In
spite of the fact that we dissatisfied with what is happening in our
lives, things change. We shall have to discuss how we can live in
this world and what we have to do. It was not an easy job to have
convened a conference on this scale. But when the “minds” get
together and go ahead with their analytical work, there is progress.

The work principle at the conference and round tables that we
have been convening at the Foundation is as follows: a thoroughly
convincing scientific approach that increases knowledge and enables
us to consider the issues, draw conclusions and make forecasts. The
topics selected for this conference weigh heavily on the historical
side. This may be correct: at last we can make clear the root causes.
All of us, one way or another, have been part of a system, we are still
somewhat attached to the past. Facts of history which, | am sure, will
be cited here and widen our knowledge of the past processes. This is
important. But, | believe, it is necessary the think about how we can
break the grip of the past and about the kind of policy that present-
day world needs because policy is desperately lagging behind.

Indeed, what can we do in politics if we do not have scientific
knowledge and evaluations of the present-day world? It has
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From Fulton to Malta

changed a lot and continues to change. In the mid-1980s it
became necessary to explore the destinies of countries and of
politicians, to understand where confrontation and the arms race
were taking us. We had to alter the logic of development and offset
the horrible process.

An abrupt turnin politics was due to perestroika but great many
people in Russia have resented this ... Recently there was the 50th
anniversary of the XX Congress of the Communist Part of the Soviet
Union, and we are still being told that the Congress was the first act
of treason and perestroika was the second act of treason. This
shows that we shall have to continue working hard in the intellectu-
al and scientific centers in order to develop an understanding of out
very complex world that is changing so fast. This is the objective for
historians, philosophers, political scientists, politicians and citizens.

Within mere 10-15 years there appeared giants in the world
arena — China, India, Brazil. Their influence on the processes that
unfold in the world is so big that no major issue of world politics can be
solved without their participation. The Islamic world is going through
the process of getting adapted to the challenges of the modern world.
It does not want to be on the sidelines of the unfolding processes —
and it is being pushed to the sidelines. Sometimes the whole Islamic
world — 1.5 billion people — is being labeled, and not only politicians
but ordinary citizens of these countries can never agree with this.

Democratic transitions are taking place in the post-Soviet
area, in Central and Eastern Europe and it Latin America. We are
saying today that the left parties and movement are leading the
political process in Latin America. All these factors are very impor-
tant. In the US, too, the notions of the world seem to be changing.
If one keeps in mind the problems of resources and globalization
that has become a dominant feature of the contemporary world, it
becomes clear that we badly need new approaches to world poli-
tics. In a global world — when we face problems like the planetary
environmental crisis or the persisting nuclear threat — the issue of
the priority of common human interests is gaining in urgency.

Among the participants in our conference there are independ-
ent people who possess profound expert knowledge, and we hope
we can benefit a lot from this meeting.
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How the Cold War Began and Ended

Part I. The Sources and the Causes
of the Cold War

The Origin of the Cold War

Mikhail Narinsky,
Professor of History, the Moscow Institute of International
Relations (MGIMO — University)

The Cold War today is the subject matter of long debates and
scientific discussions. What is the Cold War? What is its essence?

In my opinion, the Cold War is a total and global confrontation
opposition between two super-powers within a bi-polar system of
international relations. The prerequisites for the Cold War
stemmed from the fundamental difference in the socio-economic
and political systems of the world’s leading nations after the defeat
of the aggressors’ bloc: a totalitarian political regime with the ele-
ment of a personal dictatorship and a super-centralized plan econ-
omy, on the one hand, and a liberal Western democracy and a mar-
ket economy, on the other. The two powers that prevailed in the
post-war world — the USSR and the USA — embodied and epito-
mized the opposite socio-economic and political orders. The all-
out character of the Cold War meant that it enveloped all spheres
of society’s life: politics, economy, ideology, arms build-up, culture
and sport. At the same time, the Cold War included both the peri-
ods of a marked aggravation of international tension and its allevi-
ation (détente).

Sometimes the main and even the only cause of the Cold War
is attributed to Stalin’s policy, to the theory and practice of
Stalinism. But the Cold War lasted a quite long time after the
“leader of the peoples” was dead. Sometimes it assumed even
more aggravated forms. Besides a war — the Cold War, too, for
that matter, — is always a confrontment between the two parties,
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and inevitably there arises the question about the role that the
Western leaders played in launching the Cold War.

Fundamentally different visions of the world setup after the
Second World War that the Soviet and US leaders had in their
minds played a most important role in the genesis of the Cold War.

The USSR leaders were in favor of cooperation between equal
partners endowed with equal rights, in favor of the recognition of
Moscow’s interests in the security sphere including control over
the Soviet sphere of influence. An example of possible accords
with the Kremlin was Churchill’s “percentages” agreement with
Stalin in October 1944 that envisaged a division of the spheres of
influence in South-Eastern Europe. The Soviet leader agreed to the
British supremacy in Greece having won recognition of the Soviet
prevalence in Bulgaria and Romania (as for Hungary and
Yugoslavia, the two leaders agreed on the 50% to 50% formula).
Characteristically, for some time Stalin was observing these
accords. For example, in January 1945 he said to G. Dimitrov about
Greek communists: “I would advise Greece against launching this
war. The ELAS people (form the National People’s Liberation Army
of Greece — M.N.) shouldn’t have withdrawn from the Papandreou
government. They undertook something that they had no strength
for. It seems they expected the Red Army to go down south all the
way to the Aegean Sea. We cannot do this. We cannot dispatch out
troops to Greece. The Greeks did a stupid thing”'.

While taking the Soviet leaders’ approach to the post-war
world setup as a point of departure, the deputy foreign minister
[.M. Maisky wrote January 1944 in his note “On the Desirable
Foundation of the Future World”: “The governing principle is the
need to safeguard peace for the USSR in Europe and in Asia dur-
ing the period of 30-50 years ... To this end, the USSR must
emerge from the present war with advantageous strategic borders
based on the 1941 borders. Besides, it would be very important for
the USSR to come into possession of Petsamo, South Sakhalin and
the Kuril Archipelago. The USSR and Czechoslovakia must have a
common border. Mutual assistance pacts should be concluded

T Odumntpos. JHeBHUK. 9 mapT 1933 — 6 pespansa 1949. Codua, 1997, c. 460.
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between the USSR, on the one hand, and Finland and Rumania, on
the other, that would grant the USSR military, air force and naval
bases in the territories of the named countries. The USSR should
also be granted free and innocent passage through the transit
routes to the Persian Gulf via Iran”2. This document clearly shows
the geopolitical approach to the post-war setup in the world: the
importance of borders advantageous to the USSR and the estab-
lishment of the Soviet sphere of influence.

The former minister of foreign affairs M.M. Litvinov, while crit-
icizing the Soviet post-war policy, spoke in June 1946 about imple-
menting “outmoded concept of security in terms of geography—
the more you’ve got, the safer you are”s.

The West and the USA, first and foremost, assumed that the
principles of economic liberalism and Western democracy should
prevail. The US leaders regarded the UN and the Bretton Woods
system as a foundation behind the new world order. In 1943 the US
Secretary of State C. Hull said in US Congress: “There will no
longer be need for spheres of influence, for alliances, for balance
of power or any other of the special arrangements ... of the unhap-

py past”4.

At the same time, Washington refused to see the USSR as an
equal partner and accept its logic of action in the international
scene. G. Kennan wrote in his note in December 1944 that the
Soviet leaders never abandoned thinking in terms of the spheres of
influence. But American people “have been allowed to hope that
the Soviet government would be prepared to enter into an interna-
tional security organization with truly universal power to prevent
aggression”®. The implication was that the organization would be
established in keeping with the US plans and with the predominant
US influence.

2 «McTouHMK», 1995, Ne4, ¢. 137.

3 V. Zubok, C. Pleshakov. Inside the Kremlin’s Cold War. From Stalin to
Krushchev. Cambridge, 1996, p. 37-38.

4 LnT. no: J.L. Gaddis. The United States and the Origins of the Cold War, 1941
— 1947. New York, 1972, p. 154.

5 Ibidem, p. 157.
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Even in February 1946 Charles Bohlen admitted in connection
with Kennan’s notorious “long telegram” that the existent contra-
dictions with the USSR could be settled so as to achieve a definite
modus vivendi on the basis of the division of the spheres of influ-
ence in Europe. In this case, however, the role of the UN would have
been reduced to an outward appearance with “real power being
concentrated in the hands of the United States, Great Britain and
the Soviet Union”®. But Washington did not want to go back the sit-
uation of the Big Three and recognize the USSR as an equal part-
ner.

The fact that after the Second World War the heads of the
world’s leading nations were relying on force proved an important
factor in the inception of the Cold War. Too big was the temptation
to solve difficult social and political problems with the use of force.
Power asymmetry between the USSR and the USA in the post-war
world aggravated the situation.

The USSR entered the post-war period in the laurel wreath of
the winner that had defeated fascism. The main instrument now
employed by the Soviet leadership was the projection of its mili-
tary-political power and control over a number of territories (the
spheres of influence). Stalin was striving to interpret and use in
his own way the accords that the Big Three had achieved in Yalta
and Potsdam. For instance, when signing Declaration on
Liberated Europe at Yalta Conference Stalin said to Molotov who
was quite alarmed: “Never mind, keep working. After some time
we can fulfill it in our own way. What matters is the balance of
power””.

The United States relied on its predominance in the financial
and economic sphere plus on their nuclear monopoly. When the
post-war period began, the USA accounted for approximately 35%
of the world export of goods, almost 50% of the world’s industrial
production and more than 50% of the gold reserve. In April 1945
Harriman advised Truman to pursue a more resolute policy toward
the Soviet Union. In his opinion, Moscow could not afford a harsh

6 LnT. no: J.L. Gaddis. The Long Peace. New York, 1987, p. 52.
7Cro copok 6ecen ¢ MonoTtoBbiM. M3 gHeBHMKa ®. YyeBa. Mockea, 1991, c. 76.
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response because it needed the US support for building back its
war ruined economys?.

The US atomic monopoly became the chief factor of the post-
war world setup. After the Western leaders had received informa-
tion at the Potsdam Conference on the successful testing of the
nuclear device, they made their stand in the negotiations with
Stalin by far more rigorous. Later Churchill recalled: all the
prospects changed after that, and the West was facing a new fac-
tor in the human history: it came into possession of indestructible
power®. The acquired power increased their desire to impost the
US model of the post-war setup in the world. In August 1945 Us
President Truman and Secretary of State Byrns assured the head
of the French government General de Gaulle that world security
would be primarily ensured by interaction between the allies within
an international organization. Their line of reasoning was this: the
United States is in possession of a new weapon — the atom bomb
that will force any aggressor into retreat”10,

This victory in the war consolidated US faith in the supremacy
of American values: personal freedom, Western democracy, pri-
vate property, and market economy. S. Hoffman, prominent politi-
cal scientist, noted: “The conviction of being not merely a ‘city on a
hill’ but a beacon for the world, allied to an untroubled capability,
carried post-war America to impressive successes and some
spectacular disasters”!.

Within the framework of these major guidelines there were two
likely scenarios of developing relations with the Soviet Union: either
to incorporate it in the international community while ensuring that
the Kremlin abided by the rules of the game that the West had
worked out (F. Roosevelt’s deal), or the strongest possible restric-
tion of the USSR’s influence along the lines of stern opposition

8 Cm.:J.L. Gaddis. The United States and the Origins of the Cold War, 1941 —
1947., p. 202.

9 LuT. no: I Annposuu,. AToMHada amnnomatus:. Xmpocuma v lNotcoam. Mocksa,
1968, c. 119.

10 Archives Nationales (Paris). Papier privées de Georges Bidault. Fonds 457,
carton AP-80.

11 S. Hoffman. The United States and the Soviet Union.— In: Western
Approaches to the Soviet Union. New York, 1988, p. 81.

11



From Fulton to Malta

within the framework of interaction (kypc H. Truman’s line). The US
leaders preferred the latter.

An important factor in the inception of the Cold War was the
issue of the USSR’s sphere of influence: its boundaries, formation
instruments, and methods of control.

Stalin employed rigorous measures of its establishment in
Eastern and South-Eastern Europe: the actions by the Red Army,
the actions performed by the Soviet security authorities, repres-
sions against political enemies of communists, and rigged elec-
tions returns. An extremely important factor in the development of
the situation in the countries of Eastern and South-Eastern Europe
was the presence of the Soviet Army’s contingent in their respec-
tive territories. B. Berut, Polish communist leader, recalled his dis-
cussion with Stalin in October 1944: “Comrade Stalin warned us by
saying that the situation at the given moment was very much in our
favor because of the presence of the Red Army in our land. ‘You
have so much strength on your side now that even if you say
2x2=16, your opponents will say it is true”, said comrade Stalin.
‘But this will not last forever’”'2. The Soviet leadership embarked
upon the policy of establishing pro-communist and communist
regimes in the countries within the Soviet sphere of influence, the
policy of their Sovietization. During the war I. Stalin drew the atten-
tion of M. Djilas, a politician from Yugoslavia, to the peculiar char-
acter of the war: “The one who seizes the territory will establish his
social order there”.

The West applied persistent political and diplomatic efforts in
order to alter the composition of governments in Poland, Bulgaria
and Romania but was able to achieve but minor, inessential results.
In fact, these were the first crises of the Cold War. The West could
not achieve more because during the Yalta Conference the Soviet
troops were fighting hard on the Oder and seized Budapest, the
capital of Hungary, one week after the end of the Crimea
Conference.

12 LnT. no: N.C. 9xboposckas. «CornacoBaTb co CTanuHbiM». — B kHure: Y uc-
TOKOB «COLMaNIMCTUYECKOro cogpyxectea». M. 1995, c. 58.
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Indeed, acute debates about changing the composition of the
Polish government ended in a compromise in June 1945 at I.
Stalin’s meetings with H. Hopkins, the representative of the US
President. There was an agreement to include five non-communist
ministers in the Polish government, and the famous statesman
Stanislav Mikolajczyk got the post of the Deputy Prime Minister. But
non-communist minister were obviously a minority (5 out of 19)
and could not substantially change the government’s political line.
A well-known US historian John Gaddis wrote: “But the Stalin —
Hopkins agreement in no way altered the balance of power in
Poland. The most that could be said for the new government in
Warsaw, Time observed, that in forming it Russia had paid lip serv-
ice to the Yalta pledges and given the US and Britain a chance to
save face”'3. This signified a stage along the line of including
Poland in the Soviet sphere of influence.

American and British political and diplomatic demarche
toward the governments of Bulgaria and Rumania had even less
success. The agreement of December 1945 on the inclusion of two
non-communist ministers in each of their governments did not
change the main point. J. Gaddis had every ground to say in this
connection: “Stalin’s concessions did nothing to weaken Russian
influence in Eastern Europe — George Kennan aptly described
them as ‘fig leaves of democratic procedure to hide the nakedness
of Stalin’s dictatorship’”14.

Stalin not only had tough control over the Soviet sphere of
influence but he also took efforts to expand it to cover the Middle
and Near East and Eastern Mediterranean. It was because of the
Soviet pressure on Iran that in spring 1946 there emerged the
threat of a serious confrontation between the USSR, on the one
hand, and the USA and Great Britain, on the other. In the beginning
of March British foreign minister E.Bevin said to H. Dalton, a col-
league of his in the government, that the advancement of Russian
troops to Teheran “meant a war” and that the US was going to dis-

13 J.L.Gaddis. The United States and the Origins of the Cold War, 1941-1947.
New York, 1972, p. 235.

14 J L Gaddis. The United of States and the Origins of the Cold War. 1941-1947,
p.280.
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patch its navy to the Mediterranean. Indeed, battleship “Missouri”
was assigned there. On that day when persuading Harriman to go
to London as an ambassador President Truman intimated to him:
“It is important. We may be at war with the Soviet Union over
Iran”15,

Right at that time the Soviet Union was bringing vigorous pres-
sure on Turkey in order to obtain its territorial concessions and
seeking a key position in control of the Black Sea straits. Later on
Molotov recalled: “I was raising the issue of control over the straits
from our and the Turkish side. | think this way to put the issue was
not altogether right, but | had to perform what | was instructed to
do. I raised this issue in 1945 after the war was over. The straits had
to be under the safeguard of the USSR and Turkey. This was and
untimely and an unfeasible exercise” 6.

Here one should add less famous attempts the Soviet diplo-
mats made while negotiating the peace treaty with Italy in order to
secure USSR’s strongholds and trusteeship territories in East
Mediterranean.

These geopolitical strivings of the Kremlin faced the West’s
fierce resistance. | image it is not right to understate the role of the
geopolitical factor in the inception of the Cold War. As a matter of
fact, they were fighting over the definition of the boundaries of the
Soviet sphere of influence. A very characteristic message came as
a cable from Paris from Ambassador A. Bogomolov about a dis-
cussion that he had at dinner with his US colleague Caffery in July
1947: “To my question about what he though about US loans to
Greece and Turkey Caffery replied that Greece and Turkey meant
oil. We (the USA — M.N.) are prepared to accept that you have
enslaved the Baltic states, but you are throwing us out of Hungary
and the Balkans and you are moving too close to the Middle East.
We are defending our interests. This explains our loans”'”.

The origin of the Cold War is hard to understand unless its
psychological dimension is taken into account.

EA. Bullock. Ernest Bevin, Foreign Secretary, 1945-1951. Oxford, 1985, p. 236.
102.

17ApXMB BHeLuHen nonutukn P®. doHpa, 129, onuck 31, nanka 190, geno 3, nuct
65.
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The UJune 22” syndrome was typical of the Soviet leaders.
Stalin did deliver the accords he had made with Hitler and
Ribbentrop. He did observe the division of the spheres of influence
and perform regular shipment of Soviet raw materials to Germany!
And what turned out of this? The tragedy of June 22, 1941. The
memory of this tragedy boosted Stalin’s distrust and suspicion
toward the West. V. Molotov’s reference about Americans is quite
typical. In the victory days of 1945 the foreign minister was in San
Francisco attending the conference. Later he recalled it: “They
congratulated me on May 8. But they did not have much of a cele-
bration. A duly held moment of silence. But there was no feeling ...
Not that they didn’t care. They were watchful of us and we were
even more watchful of them”'8, Even more watchful indeed!

In summer and in the fall of 1945, immediately after the end of
the war in Europe official propaganda was calling on the Soviet
people not to relax, to exercise vigilance and fully defeat fascism
and all pro-fascist forces. The statement of “Pravda” on
September 2, 1945, on the day when the war ended, is just a case
in point: “The Second World War is over ... But does this really
mean there are no more enemies of peace and security? Does this
mean that one can disregard the attempts to sow discord and
enmity between freedom-loving nations and, first and foremost,
between yesterday’s allies? Certainly not. Vigilance, the greatest
possible vigilance — is a primary condition of successful work for
peace” 9. Stalinism was consistently imbuing the Soviet people
with the mentality of being a “besieged fortress”.

The “Munich syndrome” is typical of the Western leaders. The
memory of the Munich Deal with Flihrer and the ensuing bitter frus-
tration affected their relations with Stalin. The unfortunate experi-
ence of accords with Hitler was often extrapolated on the Kremlin
dictator. Munich seemed to prove to the architects of the US post-
war policy that totalitarian states were insatiably aggressive, that
peace was indivisible, the aggression must be resisted every-
where, and that ‘appeasement’ (defined as any substantive diplo-

18 Ccro copok 6ecep, ¢ MonoTtosbiM. U3 gHeBHMKa P. YyeBa, c. 65.
19 «[paBpa», 1945, 2 ceHTAOPS.
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matic exchange totalitarian power) was always folly”, said
American political scientists Christopher Layne20.

The line of the US Administration rejecting compromises with
the Kremlin while maintaining a steadfast confrontation with the
Soviet Union became clear already by late 1945 — early 1946. In
January 1946 President Truman wrote in his diary: “Unless Russia
is faced with an iron fist and strong language another war is in the
making. Only one language they understand — ‘how many divi-
sions have you?” | do not think we should play at compromise any
longer”. In his letter to Byrns that dates to the same time he under-
lined his intention to stop “babying” the Soviets?!.

W. Churchill continued this political line in his famous speech
in Fulton on March 5, 1946. He called for «the fraternal association
of the English-speaking peoples”. The association was designed to
oppose the consolidation of the USSR’s international positions —
according to the former premier the Iron Curtain came down on the
European continent and divided it along the line running from
Stettin on the Baltic Sea to Trieste on the Adriatic Sea. There was
no true democracy east of the Iron Curtain. Those countries were
governed by police states seeking to establish totalitarian control
over society. “This is certainly not the Liberated Europe we fought
to build up”, proclaimed the speaker with pathos. Churchill’s
speech in Fulton was seen as a public declaration of the Cold War
on the Soviet Union22. Professor O.V. Pechatnov was very convinc-
ing in showing that the toughening of the Soviet foreign political
propaganda came as a response to Churchill’s speech in Fulton.
The Department of Foreign Policy in the Central Committee of the
Soviet Communist Party issued a strict guideline “to step up work
aimed to expose anti-Soviet designs by the English and the
Americans”23,

20 cp, Layne. The Munich Myth and American Foreign Policy — In: The Meaning
of Munich Fifty Years Later. Washington, D.C., 1988, p.18.

21 LnT. no: J.L. Gaddis. The Long Peace. Inquiries into the History of the Cold
War. New York, 1987, p. 32.

2 Cm.: B.L TpyxaHOBCKUM. YMHCTOH Yepumnnb. MNonutnyeckass 6uorpadms.

Mocksa, 1968, c. 408-416

23 B.0. MeyatHoB. «CTpenbba xonocTbiMM»: COBETCKAs NponaraHga Ha 3anag B
Hayane xofI04HOM BOViHbI, 1945 — 1947 — CtanuH n xonogHas BoriHa. Mocksa, 1998,
c. 178.
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And, finally, one must point out that the Cold War, although
fraught with crises and conflicts, did not develop into a big hot war.
Neither Soviet, nor US leaders were after a large-scale war aimed
to fully crush the opponent. Besides, neither of the sides pos-
sessed a crucial balance of power in its favor so as to accomplish
this mission. Even during the period of the US atom bomb monop-
oly a war against the USSR was unwinnable. This was the reason
for a definite degree of stability in the bi-polar system of interna-
tional relations.

However, this was a “bad stability” based on mutual intimida-
tion and the arms race. The Cold War has a past record of severe
international crises that posed threats to the whole mankind. This
is the reason why we have to be grateful to Mikhail Sergeyevich
Gorbachev for having broken away from the Cold War theory and
practice and for having brought it to an end.

The North Atlantic Alliance:
from the Cold War to Detente (1949—-1969)

Pavel Gudev,
Doctor of History, Institute of World History,
Russian Academy of Sciences

As is known, a number of events in spring and summer of
1948 provided an impetus for the establishment of the military-
political alliance between the USA, Canada and Western European
countries after the end of the Second World War. Among these
events were the coup in Czechoslovakia, the signing of the Finno —
Soviet Treaty on Cooperation, the first Berlin crisis and the rumors
that the USSR and Norway may conclude a treaty similar to the one
signed with Finland'. Thus, the establishment of the North Atlantic

1 Nynpectap I Boctok, 3anaa, Cesep, KOr. OCHOBHbIE HanpaBneHUss MexayHa-
poaHoii nonutmkn. 1945-1996. M., 2002. C. 41.
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Alliance was designed to neutralize and prevent further prolifera-
tion of the Soviet influence in Western Europe. The beginning of
the war in Korea seen as an evidence of the preparation for a mas-
sive Soviet offensive resulted in the transformation of the bloc,
which had so far existed only on paper, into an active organization.

However, the common foundation that rallied the allies within
NATO based on the need to oppose the “Soviet threat” was seri-
ously shaken in 1953. “The apparent attitude of the Soviet Union
had clearly changed” among the alliance member-countries due to
Stalin’s death, said the bloc’s Secretary General lord Easmay?. The
signs that the Soviet foreign policy line was eased (the signing of
armistice agreement in Korea in July 1953, the beginning of rela-
tions normalization with Yugoslavia, readiness to settle the German
question, etc.) stimulated discussions about the nature of changes
taking place in the USSR.

No wonder that for the majority of the NATO member-coun-
tries the recent Soviet moves “suggested a softer, more conciliato-
ry line, which we interpret as being motivated by a desire to create
illusion of peaceful intentions in order to gain time to strengthen
the Soviet internal position weakened by Stalin’s death”s. But
already by 1955 the report entitled «The Effect on Public Opinion of
Soviet Policy and Tactics» stated that among the allies there were
«some expectations that there might be a change and a new era in
relations between the East and the West»4. The reason for that,
according to the authors of the report, was the hard line policy and
rough tone of Stalinist diplomacy that convinced the allies in the
need to strengthen present defense efforts while the changes in
the Soviet foreign policy line may produce exactly the opposite
effect. There were apprehensions that the Soviets’ «new look poli-
cy» «may produce considerable strengthening of those currents of
opinion...which clamour for abandonment of present defense
efforts, and call for reduction in military expenditure...” as well as
«also give rise to the possibility of a Communist co-participation in
national governments...»5.

2 NATO Archives. C-R (53) 16.

3 NATO Archives. C-R (53) 17.

;‘ NATO Archives. C-M (55) 87. Part Il. P. 7-8.
Ibid.
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The XX Congress of the Soviet communist party caused even
more confusion in the NATO ranks. The reason was that
Khrushchev thoroughly revised Stalin’s theoretical design accord-
ing to which a new world war was seen as inevitable so long as cap-
italism existed®. Khrushchev resolutely abandoned this model and
declared that countries with different social systems not only could
co-exist with one another but, moreover, they must follow the line
of improving relations with each other. Although “Khrushchev’s
version of peaceful co-existence” laid a big emphasis on the con-
tinuation of ideological struggle with “imperialism”, it was a serious
formal evidence that Moscow had no belligerent intentions toward
the West.

And, for example, although the Belgian foreign minister Paul-
Henri Spaak said “the change in Russian policy confirmed the
rightness of the views of the Atlantic Powers. The NATO powers had
long condemned Stalinism...””, the fundamental change in the
character of the Soviet threat in no way strengthened cohesion
between the allies. One cannot argue, of course, that the results of
the XX CPSU Congress brought about a severe crisis within the
bloc. But at its Council Session held in May 1956 NATO stated in
connection with the recent changes in the USSR: «<NATO ... need-
ed to retain its military strength. At the same time, it should modify
its tactics and revise its priorities in the light of recent develop-
ments”8. Besides, NATO decided to set up a special Three Wise
Men Committee® to advise on matters of promoting cooperation in
the non-military sphere and on rallying cohesion within the Atlantic
Community.

But in the fall of 1956 the Suez crisis broke out (when two
NATO allies — Britain and France — took action against Egypt that

6 HesxmHckuii J1.H. Yenbiwes U.A. O LOKTPUHASIbHbIX OCHOBaX COBETCKOM BHELLI-
HEeWn NONUTMKN B roapbl «XONOAHOM BOWHbI» // COBETCKast BHELLHSS NOANTUKA B rofgbl
«XONI0OHOM BOMHbI» (1945-1985). HoBoe npoyTteHue. M., 1995. C. 23-24.

7 NATO Archives. CR (56) 20. P. 14-15.

8 pid. P. 8.
9 B ero cocTas Bowwnu MWHUCTPbI MHOCTPaHHbIX aen Ntanuun, Hopserum n Kana-
obl — lastaHo MapTtuHo, XanbBapg Jlanre, Jlectep MupcoH. Cm: Ministerial

Communiqué, North Atlantic Council, Paris 4th — 5th May 1956 // NATO final com-
muniqués...: Texts of final communiqués. [1]: 1949-1974. Brussels. 1974. P. 98-100;
NATO Archives. CR (56) 23. P. 15.
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they had not coordinated with the US that). This not only ques-
tioned NATO’s further development but also jeopardized the
prospects of cooperation between the Atlantic countries. In effect,
events in Hungary qualified as a confirmation of the fact that the
USSR still posed a direct threat to the West proved extremely time-
ly because they were used as a remedy against centrifugal trends.

By its gradual shift of stress from the Suez developments to
the Soviet interference in Hungary the NATO leadership was quite
successful in its attempts to iron out contradictions between the
allies and used the “Soviet threat” as a unification factor. For
instance, when discussing the situation that prevailed in Eastern
Europe NATO stated: “this unfortunate deterioration in Western co-
operation took place at the very time when the Soviet Union, by the
use of force in Hungary...gave evidence of a return to a policy of
renewed harshness and open hostility”10. In connection with this
NATO proclaimed its “main purpose ... to develop the ways and
means, as well as the will, to prevent crises between members, to
unify its members in the face of crises provoked by ...” the Soviet
Union!,

As a result, the Final Report submitted by the Three Wise Men
Committee to the NATO Council Session in December 1956 con-
sidered the Soviet concept of peaceful coexistence to be a trick, a
tactical maneuver taken by communists in order to demobilize the
West and exercise the “export of the revolution” to the developing
countries'2. The NATO member-countries were advised to keep on
guard when faced with the new form of “penetration”. The changes
in the Soviet policy after Stalin’s death, summarized the Report,
did not reduce the need for collective defense. On the contrary,
they faced the Alliance with an additional challenge.

Besides, the Report placed particular emphasis on deepening
the mechanism of political consultations, which meant more than a
simple exchange of opinion. It implied the submission of full infor-

10 NATO Archives. CM (56) 126. P. 1.

" bid.

12 Text of the Report of the Committee of Three on Non-Military Cooperation in
NATO Approved by the North Atlantic Council Dec. 13, 1956 Cwm.:
http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/bt-a3.htm.
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mation to the NATO Council at the earliest stages when forming the
national stand on a particular issue. In effect, all ideological vacil-
lations in the aftermath of Stalin’s death and the XX Congress of
the Soviet Communist Party as well as centrifugal tendencies
caused by the Suez crisis were subject to intent control within
NATO.

Thus, Soviet invasion in Hungary put off indefinitely the very
opportunity of improving relations between the East and the West,
which seemed to have appeared after Stalin’s death and strength-
ened by the concept of “peaceful coexistence” adopted at the XX
Congress of the SPSU.

Strange as it might seem, but the new stage in the inception of
the process of detente was associated with the acknowledgement
of consequences if confrontation were brought to the dangerous
brink of a nuclear conflict. The Cuban missiles crisis in the fall of
1962 had a sobering-up effect both on the Soviet and the US lead-
ers and gave an impetus to develop dialogue between the two
nations.

Majority of US partners in Europe became more active in pro-
moting the initiative to expand their contacts with the Eastern bloc
countries assuming that the “Cuban lessons” changed the charac-
ter of the “Soviet threat” and that limited cooperation with the
socialist community countries would meet the interests of the
West. This desire to maintain friendly relations with the Warsaw
Treaty states was motivated by the fact that Western allies wanted
to become more independent as players in international affairs
and, in certain degree, to get rid of US supremacy. This tendency
increased while the United States was trying to implement the proj-
ect of the NATO Multilateral Nuclear Forces (that envisaged the
maintenance of the US “nuclear centralism”'3) and waged the war
in Vietnam (many people in Western Europe were concerned that
the conflict might expand and did not want to become “hostages”
of Soviet-American confrontation).

13 Wegner A. Crisis and opportunity: NATO’s transformation and the multilater-
alization of Détente, 1966-1968 // Cold War Studies. Vol. 6. Ne1. Winter 2004. P. 28.
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However, the desire of Western European countries to settle
European problems along the lines of bilateral contacts with the
Soviet Union was somewhat dangerous in terms of keeping this
process under control. When France withdrew from the NATO’s
military structure and when in summer of 1966 de Gaulle paid a visit
in Moscow this was a peculiar statement of the fact that only the
weakening of the NATO bloc can put an end to the division of
Europe. This fact only increased the growth probability of centrifu-
galtendencies. Inits turn, the North Atlantic leadership while deep-
ening the process of detente was seeking to prevent a decline in its
defense potential or a dissociation of the allies from NATO. The
idea was finding a framework within which defense policy could
match the tendency toward déetente.

In effect, the winter session of the NATO Council held in
December 1966 adopted a decision initiated by the Belgian
Foreign Minister Pierre Harmel to analyze the events that took
place after the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty in 1949. This was
designed to facilitate a critical evaluation of the objectives that the
Alliance faced, to revive the Alliance and strengthen cohesion with-
in it.'* By December 1967 it prepared its Final Report entitled
“Study on the Future Tasks of the Alliance” (known more as
Harmel’s Report). It formulated the idea of a comprehensive policy
that was later called the doctrine of “two pillars” for the North
Atlantic bloc to rely on in the new international situation.

Its essence was the approval of two basic functions of the
Alliance — to safeguard military security and simultaneously to
pursue the policy of détente. The Report said: “Military security
and a policy of detente are not contradictory but complementa-
ry”15. But the central provision in this strategy was the statement
that the achievement of desired results in the process of detente

14 Ministerial Communique, North Atlantic Council, Paris 15th-16th Dec 1966 //
NATO final communiqués. Texts of final communiqués. 1949-1974. Brussels, 1974. P,
183-184.

15 Monubiii TekeT poknag, cm.: The Future Tasks of the Alliance. Report of the
Council. Ministerial Communiquée, North Atlantic Council, Brussels 13th-14th
December 1967 // NATO final communiqués. Texts of final communiques. 1949-1974.
Brussels, 1974. P. 198-202; B nasneyeHnn cm.: CUCTEMHasi UICTOPUSA MexXayHapona-
HbIX OTHOLUEHW B YeTbipex Tomax. T. 4. [lokymeHTbl. 1945-2003. M., 2004. C. 223-
225.
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between the two blocs of states was possible only along the lines
of constantly improving the defense policy. The Alliance must be
always ready to repeal the threat if détente ended in failure (some
sort of a neo-realist formula — peace by means of force)'6.

The NATO member-states must spare no effort, said the
Report, to improve relations with the Soviet Union and Eastern
European countries while keeping in mind the fact that the contin-
uation of the policy of detente must not lead to the Alliance’s ero-
sion. To this end they were advised to follow a coordinated policy:
“Currently, the development of contacts between the countries of
Western and Eastern Europe is mainly on a bilateral basis”
because, according to the authors of the Report, “certain subjects,
of course, require by their very nature a multilateral solution””.

Thus, Harmel’s Report solved a whole range of problems
faced by the Alliance. First, the process of establishing relations
with the Warsaw Treaty countries was put under control within
NATO. This facilitated not only the emergence of a new motivation
for the bloc’s existence (to promote détente) but also prevented
the development of centrifugal tendencies generated by the pecu-
liar emulation between the NATO member-countries when looking
for better relations with the East. Besides, having assumed author-
ity in the process of European settlement, the North Atlantic
Alliance actually assume d a number of those political functions
that had been earlier vested only in the governments of national
states — i.e. the Alliance was even more transformed from a
defense pact into an organization dealing with a broader notion of
“security”.

Events in the fall of 1968 convinced the allies that the chosen
“double track” strategy was correct. British Defense Minister D.
Healey noted that the Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia was as
useful for preserving NATO in the next 20 years as the Prague coup
in 1948 for the creation of the North Atlantic Alliance. British

16 KoHbiwes B.H. AMEpPUKAHCKUI Heopeanuam O NPUPOLE BOWHbLI. IBOOLNSA
nonutuyeckoi Teopun. Cnb.: Hayka. 2004.

17 The Future Tasks of the Alliance. Report of the Council. Ministerial
Communiqué, North Atlantic Council, Brussels 13th-14th December 1967 // NATO
final communiqués. Texts of final communiqués. 1949-1974. Brussels, 1974. P. 198-
202.
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Defense Minister D. Healey noted that the Soviet intervention in
Czechoslovakia was as useful for preserving NATO in the next 20
years as the Prague coup in 1948 for the creation of the North
Atlantic Alliance. British defense minister said that the Soviet inva-
sion in Czechoslovakia was as useful in terms of preserving NATO
in the forthcoming 20 years as was the Prague coup in 1948 for the
establishment of the North Atlantic alliance (retranslated from
Russian)'8 Again NATO proclaimed the consolidation of its defense
capacity as its priority task while, according to the bloc’s leaders,
the further quest of the ways leading to détente should not reduce
cohesion between the allies™®.

In spite of the period of a limited “quarantine” that under-
scored the condemnation of Czechoslovakia’s occupation, the
contacts with Eastern bloc countries were soon resumed. The rea-
son for that was the fact that alongside the theoretical existence of
a desire to ease international tension there was another, matter-
of-fact objective — détente was supposed to facilitate the erosion
of unity within the socialist camp?°. Besides, both the United
States and the USSR had an incentive in mutual agreements on
the recognition of the post-war world setup based on the exis-
tence of two opposite blocs of states and their military-political
entities (the WTO — NATO). The Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe and its crux — the signing of the Helsinki
Final Act — in August 1975 practically secured the status quo
established in Europe. Probably this was the goal that conditioned
success of the process of détente in the late 1960s and early
1970s. But this period was followed by another round of tension
and arms race.

18 ApxuB BHeLLHen noantukn MU, PO (nanee ABIM P®). d. 160. On. 33, I1. 84,
.18, J1.93.

19 Ministerial Communiqué, North Atlantic Council, Paris 15th —16th Dec 1968 //
NATO final communiqués...: Texts of final communiqués. [1]: 1949-1974. Brussels.
1974. P. 160.

20 ABM P®. . 160. On. 33, 1. 84, 1. 18, J1. 93.
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Discussion presentations

Oleg Pechatnov,
Professor of History, the Moscow Institute of International
Relations (MGIMO — University )

In my presentation | would like to go back to the topic of the
origin of the Cold War.

If one is to judge by the highest standards, the majority in this
room will agree this rivalry, as far as its main features go, seems to
have been inevitable just as it happens in human history, especial-
ly keeping in mind the difference in the socio-political systems and
geopolitical, cultural and civilization factors. But this rivalry could
have assumed various forms including those that were less dan-
gerous or confrontationist if the two sides had shown more
restraint and readiness for a compromise.

In September 1945 Stalin told Senator C. Pepper it would be
difficult to preserve alliance relations after the war but, as Christ
had said, “seek and ye shall find”. Indeed, this seeking was not
done. It was not done one the Soviet side because Stalin was fully
preoccupied with the consolidation mission of his sphere of influ-
ence which he wanted to achieve at any cost and in spite the
West’s resistance. In a collection of documents that | have pub-
lished there is my description of how Stalin gave Molotov a severe
scolding in November 1945. Stalin nearly fired him having claimed
that Molotov had been too liberal with the allies: Stalin was encour-
aging Molotov and the rest of Politburo to adopt what he called a
firm line of “reserve and determination” in the relations with the
allies.

The United States, too, was not seeking an alternative. Let
us compare the situation within the two countries at the end of the
war. The USSR was by far weaker than the US, and both Moscow
and Washington were well aware of this. The Soviet strength was
mainly one-dimensional. This was military strength. The USSR
sustained a disastrous loss of life — almost by 90 times more
than those of the US. Unprecedented ruination of the USSR in the
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war was the cause of the post-war rehabilitation imperative. The
second imperative was to safeguard the nation’s security mindful
of the lessons of Russian/Soviet history and the Second World
War.

The area of these priorities was very much visible in the plans
of the Soviet leadership: the 1941 borders, a “sanitary cordon in
reverse”, i.e. a pro-Soviet buffer along the USSR’s western bor-
ders, a maximum depth of defense along its entire perimeter and a
free exit into the world ocean.

Stalin hoped this priority could be achieved while preserving
at least more or less steady, if not alliance relations with the West,
especially because in the years of the Second World War — inci-
dentally, just like during the First World War — the Western leaders
were showing understanding of the USSR’s geopolitical require-
ments and even made overtures for the future in relation to the
straits in the Black Sea, the Mediterranean (trusteeship over for-
mer ltalian colonies) and rendered assistance in the post-war reha-
bilitation. Indeed, Stalin had enough ground to hope that he could
combine the two things.

Steady relations with the West were important to him in order
to achieve an amicable recognition of the Soviet sphere of influ-
ence and get assistance for the post-war rehabilitation and also to
be able to profit by British-US contradictions because if there were
a British-US bloc against the USSR no advantages could have
been reaped from those contradictions, this being a trump in
Stalin’s hands.

Still, the maintenance of priority objectives within this geopo-
litical ambition and the need to provide for the country’s security (in
his own understanding, of course) were more important for Stalin
than preserving relations with the West. Ideology did play its part in
this respect.

First, because it distorted the perception of reality and result-
ed in an underestimation of liberal capitalism’s viability and an
overstatement of the potential of inter-imperialist contradictions.

Secondly, ideology was pushing the Soviet side to excessive
suspicion and distrust, to being “by far more watchful” as M.M.
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Narinsky said. That means that ideology was pushing toward an
over-reaction to the real and hypothetical threats coming from
the West, It was going too far in safeguarding the USSR’s securi-
ty.

During the war the allies, especially Americans, understood
this (as is evidenced by documents) and were making allowances
for this ideological drawback while trying not to give the Soviet
leaders too much cause for suspicion. After the war this courtesy
was soon gone for good.

| agree with N.P. Shmelev: Soviet policy in 1945-1946 was
definitely tough, forceful and, in some respects, expansionist.
Gross mistakes, even from the viewpoint of the then Soviet inter-
ests have been committed in Iran and in Turkey. This is true.
Besides, it was a leap in the dark. The Soviet side did not disclose
its interests. It did not even try to prove the legitimacy of these
actions to the West or explain its moves. The reply from the US side
was approximately the same.

This caused mutual apprehension and concern. But on the
whole my thesis is that the Soviet Union, being the weaker side in
this conflict, had less choice and less freedom of action than the
West because of the strict limitation on its resources as well as due
to the more imperative nature of its security maintenance objec-
tives.

This takes us to the US (and, certainly, British) contribution in
unleashing the Cold War. | have worked quite a lot in the US diplo-
matic and military archives. And | can still remember the despon-
dency that | felt after | had analyzed the documents on the US mil-
itary planning. The swift strategic reassessment of the Soviet Union
that happened just within a couple of months turned the USSR
from an ally — for it continued as an ally till the end of the war with
Japan — into an enemy.

Already in September and October 1945 the point of depar-
ture in the US military plans was the war with the Soviet Union as its
chief enemy that was likely in the relatively near future. Had the
Soviet policy really changed within these two or three months? Of
course, not. The point was not so much the change in the Soviet
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behavior but, instead, the change in the policy that the US pursued.
And here one faces the question as to the degree of responsibility
for the future course of events displayed on both sides. | am in no
way justifying the Soviet side. But the USA that possessed greater
strength, greater freedom of manoeuvre, a wider choice, greater
maturity and diplomatic experience could have afforded a more
magnanimous and reserved policy toward its quite recent ally.
Indeed, the Americans had a greater safety margin than we did
while the Soviet Union at the time was a beginner at the global
world politics and needed to be judged by a somewhat milder stan-
dard.

Instead of working out at least a partial settlement of the dif-
ferences or finding a modus vivendi there came Fulton, and 1946
was not an accidental date. In spring of that year the military
component of the new strategy of deterrence was formulated,
and its main message as we now know was not merely to deter
the Soviet Union but oust it from the sphere of influence that had
expanded after the war (especially in Eastern Europe) and, even-
tually, to soften and liquidate the Soviet system, to change the
regime, if one employs the language that the present US strategy
is using.

In our publications US historian of diplomacy F. Logevall and
myself — independently of one another and almost simultaneous-
ly — came to one and the same question: Truman’s Administration
did not conduct any meaningful negotiations with the Soviet Union
and not even conceived the possibility (as the its in-house docu-
ments show) for such negotiations during its internal discussions.
Why not?

Logevall explains this with things like the US exceptionalism,
its staunch belief in being right and the consequent demonization
of the opponent. Any resistance to the US plans, any hostility
against the USA was seen as resistance to the cause of progress
and, generally, to the rightful cause. He also refers to the fact that
the United States lacked experience of being on equal terms
within an alliance. This is the reason why it was particularly diffi-
cult to recognize the Soviet Union as a new center of power after
the war.
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| would also add here the low threshold of discomfort shaped
during the centuries of absolute security that cost nothing to the
US: it had no record of external aggressions or of real threats to its
territory. This factor, the low threshold of discomfort, has promoted
excessive caution and overreaction not only to real but also to
hypothetical, if not often made-up threats. We can still see this in
the US policy.

Here one can also add its ideological obsession with anti-
communism. Hans Morgenthaw, the patriarch of the school of
“realism” in the USA, had a very good reason to write that US anti-
communism was stronger than Soviet anti-capitalism because
Marxist ideology often catered for the interests of the Soviet state
while US ideology of anti-communism was setting many parame-
ters of these interests.

In short, | believe that only after one takes into account all
these factors and the behavior on both sides he can understand
why the probability of the Cold War — high as it was — developed
into its actual inevitability when the War ended.

Thus, relations between the former allies could have been
better though this would have required greater efforts. But, on the
other hand, they could have been worse indeed. Both sides have
displayed certain reserve and prudence at the inception stage of
the conflict when it seemed there was no way to settle it other than
in military terms. And this, too, is an unquestionably proven histor-
ical fact which we must not forget.

Natalia Yegorova,
Professor, Institute of History, Russian Academy of Sciences

Let me shortly dwell on several questions. First of all, this is the
problem of extremely slow progress in taking security restrictions
off the archive documents. Sometimes access thereto is difficult.
The situation with the Russian archives is the main obstacle that all
researchers encounter in their study of the Cold War while keeping
the proper level of contemporary knowledge.

| represent the Cold War Studies Center in the Institute of
World History. We are a small Center, and in our work we are trying
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our best to develop international scientific connections, to estab-
lish and promote contacts with specialists from regional universi-
ties in Russia as well as with the research institutes and universities
in Moscow. Therefore, | would like to express common opinion that
the unsatisfactory situation with the archives must be addressed as
a matter of urgency. Maybe this should be done at the level of a
government policy because the laws on the Russian archives have
to be changed in keeping with the spirit of time and world experi-
ence.

Historians, nevertheless, have covered a lot of ground on the
basis of available documents in their study of the period that we
are talking about. This was the period of the genesis and devel-
opment of the Cold War, the so-called Stalin decade in the Cold
War. Certainly, ideological dimension of the Cold War was better
supplied with documents and was studied better. Its diplomatic
history was not so well studied due to the above-mentioned diffi-
culties in obtaining documents from the archives. This has been
also the reason why the study of its military aspects has been
much worse.

We have already dealt with the complex set of issues that
brought about the Cold War. | agree that the causes from which the
Cold War originated were manifold. They include ideology, politics,
psychology, disparity in the perception of events as well as civiliza-
tion-based factors. But | would like to note that in spite of different
interpretations of the sources of the Cold War the majority of
researchers in their definitions of this phenomenon have relied on
a common conceptual framework On the whole, the Cold War
appears as a confrontation-based model (or form) of relations
between two antagonist socio-political and economic systems
under the conditions of nuclear weapons existence. The nuclear
factor must be stated without fail when making the definition of the
Cold War. Besides, the Cold War was coming about in the situation
when two powerful military blocs were being structured. These
were NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organization about which some
speakers were talking about today.

Unfortunately, practically all documents on the Warsaw Treaty
in the Russian archives are classified although as Christian
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Ostermann said in his report a fundamental work edited by Vojtech
Mastny was published in the West. It contains documents on the
Warsaw Treaty from Eastern European archives and from the
archives of the former GDR. Now Russian specialists are com-
pelled to translate from English into Russian the Soviet documents
that they need for their work. Foreign archives have lifted security
restrictions on these documents, which are not accessible in
Russia. This is how the matters stand.

Since we are facing an inherently difficult situation with
Russian archives that leaves an impact even on the study of the
early period of the Cold War, historians should turn more often to
the problems that allow to combine empirical and theoretical
approaches. The problem of the end of the Cold War is a major top-
ical problem in theoretical terms. Besides, the documents in the
archive of the Gorbachev Foundation are accessible. | have learnt
from the Web site that very many foreign scholars have turned to
these documents and books while the Russian specialists must be
reproved of not being too active in using available opportunities.
Another, no less interesting and topical problem that requires keen
attention is the problem of detente. While it can neither be studied
without relevant documents, it also implies important theoretical
substantiation. Indeed, discussions are still going on as to what
détente was. Some scholars assume it was an alternative to the
Cold War. So there is plenty for scholars to work on.

Nikita Zagladin,
Professor, Of History, Institute of World Economy and
International Relations of the Russian Academy of Sciences.

| am very glad we are taking up a study of the causes of the
Cold War. This a most contestable problem in the history of the 20th
century that is very much charged with ideology. We have inherited
from the past a paradigm of looking at it as if to find the parties in
fault for the Cold War. In the scientific respect this paradigm is
futile. Its adepts are citing points — that look quite convincing in
their outward appearance — to support the “wyte” of the Soviet
Union or of the United States or they agree to a “compromise” see-
ing both parties as culprits (the viewpoint of the so-called “revi-
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sionist” historians in the USA). Perhaps, additional points to prove
either of the conclusions can yield their author some popularity
while they yield next to nothing in terms of drawing lessons from
the Cold War and the development of the theory of international
relations.

It seems we need a change of the analysis paradigm and give
up the idea of finding out who was wrong and who was right and,
instead, go over to a multi-factor systemic study of the causes of
the Cold War. It is necessary to take into account an entire set of
interests’ interactions — military, economic, political, subjective,
objective, short-term and a few other. Trying to find just one factor
that was the cause of the Cold War seems to be not really produc-
tive in the scientific sense.

As one can conclude from the presentations that we have
heard here, there is no unanimity in approaches and viewpoints on
this matter between the participants in this meeting. Some people
abide by the old paradigm and are inclined to pay particular atten-
tion to the issue of “being guilty”. Other speakers have already
focused their attention at various factors that had generated the
Cold War, — something that testifies to the fact that this confer-
ence is coming to the advanced ground in science.

A number of circumstances that were the causes of the Cold
War have been made clear within the framework of our discussion.
I am not going to repeat myself and, instead, | shall concentrate
attention at the aspects that my colleagues have not been talking
about.

Out of their sight were basic provisions of the theory of inter-
national relations that testify to the effect that coalitions of weaker
countries are set up against any strong power. Let us employ a his-
torical parallel. Let us recall the Vienna Congress after the
Napoleonic wars held in 1815. That is not to say that Russia at the
time seized too much or made claims that its neighbors could not
accept. But, nevertheless, an anti-Russian coalition of all
European countries nearly came about at the Vienna Congress.
The coalition even included France that had been defeated not so
long ago. There was only one reason why: Russia seemed very
strong and capable of becoming a threat to others or to their inter-
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ests. Napoleon | who, in hope of securing Russia’s support, sent
Alexander | a draft agreement aimed against this coalition and only
“the Hundred Days” of | Napoleon prevented its conclusion. This
did not turn Alexander into Napoleon’s ally but it encouraged
Russian diplomats to show more flexibility and prevented the emer-
gence of a coalition of West European and Central European pow-
ers aimed against Russia.

What does this example reveal? In my opinion, it reveals the
influence that military thinking has on politics. The specificity of the
military thinking lies in defining probable enemies. Besides, there is
only one criterion applied: the capability to deal a most serious
damage in the event of a conflict. Alliance, friendly and neutral rela-
tions do not count. It is assumed that yesterday’s ally can always
become an enemy when the situation changes. Indeed, in history
this has been common occurrence.

Let us employ historical parallels once again. Any re-division
of the world, and re-allocation of the spheres of influence has been
always accompanied with conflicts and collisions. And, more often
than not, former allies turned into enemies. Let us recall the end of
the First World War. Italy and Japan supported the Enténte but in
the years of the Second World War they became enemies of their
former allies — France, Great Britain and the United States. The
reason was dissatisfaction over the re-allocation of the spheres of
influence.

Even when it is officially declared that there are no specific
enemies the military top must plan defense in every sector». This is
a specialty of the military thinking and, indeed, the role of the
armed forces in any country is very high after winning in any war.

Thus, after the Second World War (in fact, even before it
ended) the US and British military top started to see the Soviet
Union as the chief future source of the likely military threat.
According to the first post-war estimates made by the US General
Chief of Staff, even the US possession of nuclear weapon did not
ensure avictory in the event of a war with the USSR. First, the USSR
could defend itself against this weapon because the nuclear carri-
er vehicles — heavy strategic bombers B-29 — were more vulner-
able in the face of the Soviet anti-aircraft defense facilities.
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Second, in Euro-Asia and in Africa the Soviet Union enjoyed sub-
stantial supremacy in ground troops and, according to these esti-
mates, could seize all countries in Europe as far as the English
Channel as well as the whole of Asia, the Middle and Near East and
Northern Africa. All this was perceived — and communicated to the
Western ruling circles as a totally unacceptable and a very danger-
ous prospect.

After the USSR developed its own nuclear and then ther-
monuclear weapons (even in the early 1950s the USSR had its
delivery vehicles — the Tupolev bombers — that could theoretical-
ly reach the US territory in a one-way flight) the situation as seen by
the US military top became even more dangerous. This boosted
the arms race.

According to the Soviet military commanders the USA as a
country in monopoly possession of the nuclear weapons that had
demonstrated its will and determination to use it against the civilian
population of Hiroshima and Nagasaki was also a threat that could
inflict it very grave, if not irreparable damage. The probability that
the USSR could inflict any substantial degree of damage on the US
territory was minimal before the USSR obtained intercontinental
ballistic missiles. The Soviet military top was also mindful of the
potential enemy’s advanced military and economic potential and
its absolute supremacy on sea. The majority of towns and cities in
the Soviet coastal regions were vulnerable to the attacks by the US
sea-borne aviation.

All this was a very good reason for the military top both in the
USSR and the USA to look at each other through the prism of many
centuries of mankind’s historical experience and see the other
party as a most dangerous potential enemy.

I am in no way justifying this logic, but it is part and parcel of
a mentality typical of all military men. In the long run, it is their
duty to perceive reality under the angle of “threats”, including
potential and eventual ones, because they are responsible for
their countries’ security. It is the duty of politicians, while taking
stock of the military opinion, to provide a more balanced assess-
ment of the situation and not let the military thinking take their
countries too far along the path of confrontation and opposition.
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But this was not done during the initial period of the Cold War.
Why did this happen?

In the USSR I.V. Stalin did not allow anyone to influence his
decisions. There are great many facts that testify he was able to
control the professional military top. Among these facts are G.K.
Zhukov'’s falling out of favor, repressions that hit the military top in
the late 1940s and a few more. L.I. Brezhnev was unable to oppose
the military logic but this dates back to a totally different period in
history.

US historiography qualifies H.S. Truman quite as a mediocrity,
man of a limited mind, whom — during his time as the US Vice-
President — President F.D. Roosevelt would keep out both of “big”
diplomacy and of handling military issues. This line of judgment
may be right to some extent but one should not conclude on this
basis that Truman was inclined to yield to the pressure coming from
the military men. The system of decision-making in the US pre-
cluded the possibility of a one-dimensional influence exerted by
one political force (even at the time of McCarthyism). Besides G.S.
Truman proved his resolve and capability to stand his own ground
(as is shown, in particular, by the resignation of General McArthur
who had insisted on the use of nuclear weapons in Korea).

Consequently, the pressure from the military — although it
explicitly affected the policy pursued by both parties — was not the
crucial factor in moving toward the Cold War. Resentment between
former allies develops into a sustained opposition if there are
underlying causes for that.

The nexus between home and foreign policy that was not spo-
ken about today is certainly an axiom, and reference thereto seems
trite. But it must not be disregarded in this particular context.

The previously locked and ideologically one-dimensional
Soviet system somewhat opened after the war. Very many soviet
soldiers went to other countries and could see the way people lived
there. So they had enough ground to doubt many theses that the
official propaganda promoted. Besides, the people wanted a
change for the better after the war and expected a relaxation of the
domestic policy. As reflection of this feeling at quite a high level
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was the idea of one more New Economic Policy proclaimed by the
top managers of the State Planning Committee with the purpose to
rehabilitate the economy. But Stalin and his closest entourage
were keener on the idea that corresponded their mentality — the
idea of development by means of mobilization. Having apprehen-
sions as to the survival prospects of the system of governance and
management that they had created they were going out of their
way to tighten the screws on the nation and maintain exceedingly
strict discipline within the country.

The method worked and, indeed, it helped in building back the
damaged economy. But to make the method effective it was nec-
essary to create an image of the foreign enemy, so Western coun-
tries and especially the USA were turned into such an enemy.

Speakers before me have said here that the Cold War was not
merely an opposition between the USSR and the USA, but it meant
fighting between the two systems. It is true that the Soviet Union —
for the first time in its history — became the leader in the system of
alliances that was going through a very difficult period of its incep-
tion right after the war. The Soviet leadership also used the image
of the foreign enemy in order to consolidate this system and to
strengthen the stand of the communist and workers’ parties in
power.

Not only the Soviet Union but also the United States devel-
oped keen interest in having an image of the foreign enemy.

Let me remind that in his day Roosevelt assumed that the
main frictions after the war would be between the USSR and Great
Britain while the USA would act as an umpire and, perhaps, help
Britain while, on the whole, being a “happy third”. This vision of the
future conceded that normal relations could e maintained between
the Soviet Union and the United States. Incidentally, this explains
F.D. Roosevelt’s tractability at the Yalta meeting of the three great
power leaders. But after the war ended it turned out that Britain
had been too weakened to play the part of the main force oppos-
ing the USSR in the world arena. Hence, the USA had to assume
this role. In this respect the transition to the Cold War, considering
the internal economic situation of the USA, was a saving remedy for
the US economy.
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Already in 1945-1946 there were deterioration symptoms in
the US economy caused by a decline in the amount of military
orders. In spite of the huge economic potential of the US, its gold
reserve, etc., there began a curtailment of production. But it suc-
ceeded in avoiding a crisis. A method to overcome it was the adop-
tion of the Marshall Plan that allowed to direct the output surplus
produced in the USA to the European countries in the form of aid.
Another method of economic recovery was the Cold War. Already in
1948 the declining trend was successfully offset. There began
orders to produce strategic bombers. Nuclear industry was devel-
oping at fast rates. In other words, Us economic incentive in the
Cold War was obvious.

There were also interests connected with the system of
alliances. Although Americans are pragmatic, they have a skill of
thinking in strategic, long-term categories. It was absolutely
obvious the America’s exceptional position (more than 50% of
the world industrial output) could not last forever. The US profited
by the weakened position of Great Britain, France, Germany,
Japan, etc. But Americans could not but understand that the
allies and former enemies that joined the US alliances system
would soon restore their war ruined economies, and this could
open a new round in the struggle to re-divide the world between
Western Europe and North America. In order to prevent this from
happening and keep in control of its system of alliances or any-
way to preclude uncontrolled forms of the struggle for the mar-
kets US needed an external enemy. The Soviet Union became
this enemy. The Soviet leadership, especially under I.V. Stalin and
partly under his successors, in particular under N.S. Khrushchev,
as if serving Washington’s order, were turning their country into
some sort of fright that helped the US achieve its goals.

It was due to the Soviet policy that after Western European
countries and Japan had recovered their economic potential the
economic war that began between them and the USA took a civi-
lized course — the introduction of agreed export and import quo-
tas, the use of uniform rules of trade, etc. The desire of the US
allies to preserve the US “Nuclear umbrella” and keep themselves
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safe from the Soviet aggression (no matter whether eventual or
real) prevailed over all other interests.

A few years ago an American pacifist stated that the Soviet
and US militaries were best friends because while seeking to intim-
idate their governments with external threats they were getting
money to finance the implementation of new military programs that
required relevant responses from the potential enemy.

Following this logic, the spiral of the arms race was infinitely
moving ahead. In my view the prevalent situation was somewhat
different. The Cold War was really controlled by politicians who —
both in the USSR and the USA — were gaining from it in several
respects. This also explains the situation that the discussion par-
ticipants spoke about earlier: neither side was trying to initiate or
boost the Cold War or assume responsibility for its aggravation,
while doing nothing to avoid it. Moreover, one can recall that both
at the initial and the follow-up stages of the Cold War both sides
were eager to show they were peaceful and launched various
peace initiatives. It is quite another matter that these initiatives
were formulated as inherently unacceptable to the opponent and
gave him a reason to turn the proposal down.
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Part II. How the Cold War Ended

Introductory remarks

Anatoly Chernyayev,
Doctor of History, the Gorbachev Foundation

While thinking about the motive, propellants and driving
forces of the Cold War | have counted something like twenty points.
I am not going to list all of them, but these include everything —
ranging from historical inevitability, irrational motive and, to put it
simply, a silly doing to amorality in politics. And the emphasis on a
particular group of motives will determine the answer to the ques-
tion: who is to blame or whose fault is greater?

From here follows another, even more important circum-
stance. Having come to the brink we faced the question: where do
we begin the dismantling of these factors, motives, causes, etc.
Gorbachev is the chief person in bringing the Cold War to an end
and he started with morality. | think this was the most correct and
optimal choice if one understands morality in broad terms — rang-
ing from the nuclear war prevention, the removal of ideological
confrontation that was absolutely vehement and sowed hatred
between people, to taking due regard for the real vital interests of
one’s own peoples and of the international community as a whole.

There is a variety of assessment and opinion as to the duration
time of the Cold War. | have quite a definite judgment, which |
uphold in all convenient and inconvenient cases and situations.

Some people say that the Cold War ended with the fall of the
Berlin Wall. Other people think it ended with the signing of the Act
on the Reunification of Germany. There is a belief that it ended as a
result of cooperation between the Unites States and the USSR in
stopping Saddam Hussein’s aggression. The there is an opinion the
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Cold War was gone after the Soviet Union ceased to exist and after
the West defeated communism. There are other points of view as
well. The choice of any of those certainly depends on the ideologi-
cal engagement and on some other reasons or, perhaps, on the lack
of knowledge about the real course of events. But science requires
clarity in notions while the science of history uses dates.

The Cold War is a definite period in history. The prerequisites
of any historical period come about before the period begins while
its effects continue after the period is over. And there was a very
good reason to call that period a War. And there is a very definite
way to declare and finish wars.

I believe the Cold War was declared, if not started in Fulton in
February 1946 and ended in Malta in the beginning of December
1989 when the leaders of the two superpowers — the main actors
involved in the Cold War — stood up from their seats in a small
cabin on board cruise ship “Maxim Gorky” and shake hands (there
were many pictures of this taken mostly by Italian newsmen). And
then the leaders say that the no longer see their countries as
adversaries. Those of us who attended this (we were few) under-
stood that a new phase was beginning — and not just a phase in
diplomatic relation, but in the world development. | think that the
follow-up developments confirmed our first impression.

In my articles | am giving a detailed description of what was
happening in Malta. | am a little bit surprised that historians and
publicists pay an inadequately small attention to the event that took
place in Malta. But in the archive there are transcripts of discus-
sions and negotiations that took place there. The new book by
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev The new book by Mikhail
Sergeyevich Gorbachev «To Understand Perestroika» (Russian
edition, 2006) a lot of attention goes to this event — the Malta
Summit — and its is adequately appraised.

Indeed, the ingredients of the Cold War are still there. They
have remained even after the Soviet Union was gone.
Nevertheless, the period that had contained the gist of confronta-
tionist features was over, and those features were no longer acting
the way they had acted before. This was a point of no return to a
process that had lasted 40 years, and this has decisive importance.
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How Did the Cold War End?

Andrey Grachev,
Chairman of the World Political Forum’s Scientific Committee

Present in this conference room are many people — first and
foremost M.S. Gorbachev — who contributed their energy and
political courage to do an unprecedented thing in world history:
they brought to an end the most dangerous political conflicts of the
past century that threatened Mankind with the third and, probably,
the last world war. In this audience it is simply absurd on my part to
remind those present the historical sequence of events. My objec-
tive, therefore, is to launch and encourage a discussion on ques-
tions that the unique epoch either left unanswered or did not make
fully clear. The discussion can also address issues, which were
added as various versions, if not myths to the description of events
that radically changed the world more than 15 years ago.

For doing this | would like to raise several key and, maybe,
unexpected questions before the participants in the discussion.
Without addressing these issues it is impossible, in my opinion, to
answer the question, which the organizers of this conference have
put before us. “How did the Cold War end?” As a matter of fact, this
question should be worded differently. We all know how the Cold
War ended. We still argue about “why it ended”. Let me suggest
some of my questions. What was the precise time when the Cold
War ended? What did it end in? And, at last, an absolutely unex-
pected question: “Did it end at all?” Some people may think these
questions farfetched or nalve because at first glance answers to
these questions seem obvious.

The point is that the events of past years that we have all lived
through — although these events are now gone from the sphere of
current politics and did not become part of canonical and
respectable history — shifted to the sphere of propaganda and,
simultaneously, to the sphere of mythology having generated well-
established and carefully groomed political myths. Their descrip-
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tions and especially their interpretations differ so much that it is
high time we asked whether or not we are talking about one and the
same thing.

It stands to reason that the former main participants in the
Cold War both in the West and in the East can supply different and
substantially varied accounts of the results of the Cold War and of
the reasons why it ended. | shall try my best to remind you, in a nut-
shell, of the main schools and versions that are claiming to have
explained what happened.

One of them, particularly widespread in the West and espe-
cially in the USA, maintains that the end of the Cold War resulted
from the West’s united and resolute containment policy toward the
Soviet Union and communism as a whole, which — except just a
few episodes of detente that reflected nalve and short-lived hopes
on the part of Western leaders that they could “teach” Soviet lead-
ers the rules of a civilized co-existence — had the form of a per-
manent and increasing economic, political and military pressure on
the USSR, primarily through the ruinous arms race imposed on the
Soviet Union. Under this version, the West particularly owes its
eventual triumph in this historic confrontation to President
Reagan’s firm line aimed to crush the “evil empire”. This policy sig-
nified a categorical refusal to appease the communist leaders. It
intended to give up illusionary détente which had taken the form of
a “one-way street” and resumed rivalry with the USSR in the arms
race. The threat that this rivalry may shift to outer space was
intended as a means to put the Soviet Union on its knees and force
its leaders to surrender on Western terms.

Another version that was also worded in the West argues that
the West succeeded not because of its irreconcilable stand of
massive pressure against the USSR which only helped the Soviet
totalitarian regime to maintain the atmosphere of a besieged
fortress at home and within the entire zone of Soviet influence but,
conversely, because détente imposed on the USSR — in its various
forms ranging from Willie Brandt’s Eastern Policy to the Helsinki
Final Act — became a trap for the Soviet leaders because it made
them compete with the West not in the sphere of producing means
of mutual extermination where the Soviet system could have been
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quite competitive but, instead, in the field inherently alien to this
system — political democracy, human rights, personal freedom
and adequate conditions for a dignified life. According to the line of
reasoning employed by the adepts of this version, this policy has
ultimately resulted in the erosion and internal decomposition of the
system’s monolith and brought about pro-Western ideological and
reformist trends within Soviet society. It ended when the intrinsical-
ly degraded opponent of the West turned into something similar to
a dead nut whose shell was bound to crack.

In spite of the fundamental difference between these two ver-
sions they have one point in common: they are unanimous in giving
exclusive credit to the West for the failure of the communist project
in the USSR, although for the sake of justice one should remind
that the Soviet leaders, strange as it might seem, were no worse
than their Western competitors when whipping up the arms race or
trying to reap political advantages from the potential of internation-
al détente. A more accurate statement is that during the decades
of the Cold War both sides, while using both methods and seeking
inspiration in different ideologies, abided by the same logic and the
jointly established rules of the game and pursued one and the
same aim: to prevail over the opponent. It is appropriate if | recall
an image that Henry Kissinger, a hero of the epoch, used when he
compared the behavior of the two superpower leaders with the
fighting of two giants who were either blind or blindfolded and wav-
ing clubs. The one thing that Kissinger didn’t say is that the two
giants armed with nuclear clubs were doing these dangerous
moves when both of them lived in a house of glass.

In contrast to the Western version of the causes that ended
the Cold War is the interpretation given by the authors of
Perestroika. | am saying this under the control of its mastermind, its
theorist and its architect — M.S. Gorbachev. | think the unques-
tionable fact that the wind of historical change that eventually
brought down Churchill’s Iron Curtain, which he had announced to
the world in Fulton, was blowing from the East and not from the
West, lends particular weight to their opinion. In keeping with this
assumption the Cold War, which, in the process of its escalation
that practically went out of politicians’ control, was accompanied in
both camps by hideous arms race, which developed from a historic
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rivalry between the two competitors aspiring to rule the world into
the main threat to the world, into a global disaster for mankind.
Because of this its stopping was bound to become a priority for a
truly responsible policy.

This is how the New Political Thinking was born that was later
followed by a practical policy which incorporated unique political
initiatives, offered unexpected compromises and unilateral steps
and even proposed concessions to its partners that had been
incredible within the former political logic. At the same time, while
making these moves in keeping with the spirit and the principles of
the new political philosophy and with common sense, as the
authors of the new Soviet policy believed, they thought they were
acting under external pressure or were borrowing Western values.
Suffice it to recall in this context the discussion on this matter at the
Malta Summit which is so eloquently reproduced not only in M.S.
Gorbachev’s book of reminiscences but also in the reminiscences
by Bush and Baker. According to M.S. Gorbacheyv, at that time the
turn toward political democracy and the support of human rights —
at least for him and his associates — was not a departure from
socialism and socialist values, but, on the contrary, it meant going
back to the aims and ideals socialism had proclaimed. The new
policy merely abandoned an imperial, if not even imperialist
embodiment of socialism.

The crucial turn in the Soviet foreign policy to discard the logic
of confrontation and Cold War is defined by its masterminds as a
natural component in the overall concept of perestroika. This was a
project aimed to democratize Soviet society and set it free from
ideological dogmas and repressive bureaucratic regime. The con-
sistent consequence of this in foreign policy was seen as the aban-
donment both of the so-called “Brezhnev Doctrine” and of the
entire messianic project inherited from the 1917 October
Revolution that had aimed to build an alternative world civilization.
Philosophy and practice of the New Political Thinking maintained
they were a purely domestic product that grew out internal prob-
lems. They did admit they owed something to the West having only
borrowed from its most enlightened and democratically or social-
democratically minded section (Einstein — Russell, Palme, the
Club of Rome, etc.) the appeals to give up the absurdity of nuclear
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confrontation and become concerned with the universal global
problems facing Mankind as a whole.

It stands to reason that now, having the benefit of hindsight
and the achieved results — the end of the confrontation between
the two super-armed powers and military blocs, the elimination of
the threat of a nuclear world conflict, major shifts in the field of
nuclear disarmament, the dismantlement of the Berlin Wall and re-
unification of Germany, the withdrawal of Soviet troops from
Afghanistan and many other moves, — people who initiated these
historic achievements have every ground to feel gratified and duly
proud.

But, as we now know, there is pluralism of opinion in the East,
too. When here, in Moscow, one cannot but mention one more ver-
sion of why the Cold War ended. This version is widely spread here
and diligently inculcated by certain people. It explains everything
that happened by the deliberate or by the nailve defeatist policy
adopted by Gorbachev’s team, its capitulation to the West, if not a
conscious betrayal of the Soviet national interests. Its authors,
including those who themselves, | am sure, have no faith in this
explanation are actively using it in order to retrospectively avenge
themselves on Gorbachev either on personal or political grounds
or to gain a score in the new political games while trying to cash in
on the nostalgia about the once great power so widely spread in
our society. It is noteworthy that they are either unaware or are
deliberately shutting their eyes to the fact that their version virtual-
ly coincides with the most laudatory Western concept that presents
the end of the Cold War as the West’s law-governed triumph over
the East that has thrown itself upon the mercy of its conqueror. The
only difference is that the USA and their NATO allies are talking
about their victory over the Soviet empire and the communist
regime, while in Moscow they are lamenting on Russia’s historic
defeat. “Hitting Russia while aiming at communism”.

Meanwhile those who identify Russia’s fate with the destiny of
the obsolescent totalitarian regime, those who think that a national
tragedy befell Russia when more than a dozen of national states
appeared, those who are proclaiming the collapse of the empire
that proved incapable of reforming itself to be the greatest disaster
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the last century and, incidentally, forget about the tragedies of the
two World Wars and the Holocaust are, in the first place, dooming
themselves to a political defeat. They prefer pining for the past
instead of taking pride in that Russian/Soviet society — unlike
Germany or Japan — was strong enough to discover its own, intrin-
sic democratic forces that allowed it to set itself free of the totali-
tarian regime and achieve this by their own effort and not as a result
of external interference. They bear a by far greater responsibility
than the arrogant West for having inculcated in the social con-
sciousness a dangerous complex of an ill-fated and defeated
nation.

Such a wide dispersal of opinion between the West and East,
or, to be more exact, between Russia and the West, in assessing
the results of the Cold War and the causes of its termination is log-
ically moving from the level of historians and analysts to practical
policy and lays the groundwork for ambiguity, prejudice and a
potential new tension in relations between the states who had only
recently buried the hatchet of the Cold War and promised an epoch
of a cordial Entente to the world and to their own peoples. One
should do them justice and remind that the case in point on both
sides are the politicians of a new generation who, luckily, are differ-
ent from their predecessors because they have not been growing
up in fear of a nuclear apocalypse. Neither have they covered the
difficult path from confrontation to cooperation and confidence.
This seems to have been due to the “phony character” of the real
Cold War. After it ended there was not another Yalta Conference or
Potsdam Conference and, in particular, no Nuremberg or Tokyo tri-
bunals to have officially stated who had won the war and to have
punished the defeated side. Each side got the right to interpret
what had happened. The USA as the self-proclaimed sole winner
and some of its allies treated the rest of the world as their mandat-
ed territory. Russia, listed as a loser, started looking for solace in
hopes of taking historical revenge.

This may be the reason why our present international rela-
tions, whenever they become complicated, so easily go back to
believing that most complex political problems can be resolved
through force. The arms race is flaring up, military budgets are
growing and the military-industrial complex is rising fast. In order to
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solve both external and purely domestic problems and to facilitate
their own societies’ and public opinion’s “manageability” politi-
cians both in the East and in the West do not stake at appealing to
nationalism which, to be sure, they are calling patriotism. They
emulate in finding new enemies and are tolerant to the revival of the
spirit of confrontation. Unfortunately, there is nothing new in this.
Certainly, it does not have the slightest hint of a new political think-
ing. These politicians are simply re-discovering the truth that is old
as the hills and was contained in Macciavelli’s points of advice or
the Concise Course of the Soviet Communist Party History: the
atmosphere of a confrontation maintained in society, the presence
of an enemy’s image that needn’t even be explicitly defined — in
fact, the Cold War was doing this — is more instrumental in home
affairs rather than in foreign policy. It allows to consolidate gover-
nance and the ruling regime and, of course, the popularity of its
leader. And when we hear a Bolshevik clich? “He who is not with us
is against us” coming from an American President this makes us
realize that the replacement of ideological dogmas with theological
ones does not prevent people from thinking in categories of a
black-and-white or a one-dimensional world. Going downhill in this
way nowadays mostly results in a very lukewarm peace, if not a new
Cold War.

As it happened, having applauded the fall of the Berlin Wall
and the rising Iron Curtain the East and the West light-heartedly
decided it would never come down again. However, if we are to
bury the Cold War for good, we must draw lessons from it. To begin
with, it would be quite good if we at least could reach agreement in
relation to the time when it really ended. The former participants in
the Cold War differ even on this point. Some see the symbol of its
stopping in the statement that Reagan made in the Red Square in
the summer of 1988 that he no longer viewed the USSR as “an evil
empire”. Others think the historic gain came in November and
December 1989 — the fall of the Berlin Wall and the Soviet-US
Summit in Malta at which Gorbachev and Bush-senior declared
they no longer saw themselves and their countries as adversaries.
The former US Secretary of State Baker who preferred doing to
talking believed the end of the Cold War came in the fall of 1990
when the USA and the USSR voted together in the UN S