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  Preface


  The end of the Cold War can now be explored in countless American personal papers, printed collections and online sources. Many are just beginning to be investigated. Soviet
  material from the Russian vaults is also plentiful even though a lot of it is accessible only in foreign libraries. Diaries and transcripts of meetings and conversations sharpen our picture of a
  momentous period in world politics. It has become possible, for instance, to trace exactly how Ronald Reagans 1987 Berlin Wall speech underwent its successive revisions or how
  Soviet leaders amended their words before finalizing the Party Central Committee minutes.1 The records have to be handled with some
  caution, not least because politicians filtered what they allowed to be recorded. But it is better to have more archives than fewer. The insights they afford are the foundation stone for this
  book.


  For the Soviet side, Party Politburo minutes are found in the working notes filed by the General Department of the Secretariat. Many of these notes are conserved at the Hoover
  Institution in its RGASPI Fond 89 and in the papers of Dmitri Volkogonov, who made copies from the Presidential Archive in the early 1990s. Furthermore, several of Gorbachvs associates
   Anatoli Chernyaev, Georgi Shakhnazarov and Vadim Medvedev  ignored the ban on keeping a record of what they witnessed. Their work has appeared in printed form, and in
  Chernyaevs case I have consulted his papers in the Russian Library at St Antonys College, Oxford. Also of importance is Stanford Universitys collection of the Party Central
  Committee minutes, which include successive drafts of the proceedings  and even speeches that were prepared but not delivered.


  The Hoover Institutions collections on leading Soviet figures are among the most informative for the last years of the Cold War. Three are truly outstanding. Foreign Affairs Minister
  Eduard Shevardnadze asked his aide Teimuraz Stepanov-Mamaladze to take regular notes on his meetings and conversations. The result is an incomparable record of deliberations and decisions in Soviet
  foreign policy; it is a pleasure to bring them to attention for the first time.2 Vitali Kataev of the Party Secretariats Defence
  Department assiduously documented the discussions inside the Soviet leadership on arms reduction. This material is unusually helpful in elucidating the links between the politicians and the
  military-industrial complex. Anatoli Adamishin, who headed the First European Department in the Foreign Affairs Ministry before his appointment as Deputy Foreign Affairs Minister,
  kept a diary through the 1980s and beyond. His observations offer an enthralling and largely unexamined source on the USSRs internal politics and international relations.


  For the American side, I have consulted the holdings at the Ronald Reagan Presidential Library at Simi Valley, California. The Hoover Institution Archive also contains rich material from the
  Committee on the Present Danger and from the personal papers of CIA Director William J. Casey and National Security Adviser Richard V. Allen. Crucial for this account are the copious notes taken by
  Charles Hill during his work with Secretary of State George Shultz: I am grateful to them for allowing me to quote from this exceptional source. In addition, I found much in the National Security
  Archive at George Washington University, both on site and electronically. I also used the collections at the George H. W. Bush Presidential Library as well as online publications available via
  Freedom of Information Act requests. David Holloway at Stanford kindly shared his copies of CIA papers. Molly Worthen of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill did the same with some pages
  from Charles Hills work diary; and I am indebted to Sir Rodric Braithwaite, UK Ambassador to the USSR and the Russian Federation in 19881991, for providing his diary of that period,
  and to Sir Roderic Lyne, who also served in the British embassy in the perestroika years and later became Ambassador to Russia, for his recollections of how things appeared at the
  time.


  The Hoover Institution Archive staff have been unstinting in their assistance, and for this book I especially benefited from the advice I received from Lora Soroka, Carol Leadenham, David Jacobs
  and Linda Bernard. The staff in the Archives and Library have been a constant joy to work with. At the Reagan Library, Ray Wilson provided excellent guidance to its collections. At the National
  Security Archives, Tom Blanton and Svetlana Savranskaya pointed me in the direction of important documents in their collection. Richard Ramage at St Antonys has been helpful in looking out
  for books and articles in the Russian Library.


  My thanks go to George Shultz for talking to me at length about his time at the State Department. I am also grateful to Charles Hill, Executive Assistant to Secretary Shultz in those years, for
  several informative conversations. Since it is part of my analysis that George Shultz  along with Eduard Shevardnadze  was one of the decisive enablers of the peace-making process,
  his oral testimony has been invaluable. I am indebted to Harry Rowen for explaining his memories and to Jack Matlock and Richard Pipes, who kindly answered queries by correspondence. On the Soviet
  side, I have enjoyed discussions in past years with Mikhail Gorbachvs aides Anatoli Chernyaev and Andrei Grachv, and former Deputy Foreign Affairs Minister Anatoli Adamishin has
  cheerfully answered queries about his diary and offered ideas about lines of research. Lord (Des) Browne, UK Defence Secretary in more recent years, and Steve Andreasan of the Nuclear Threat
  Initiative have sharpened my understanding on the lingering dangers of nuclear weapons in the world after the Cold War.


  I have had frequent discussions at the Hoover Institution with Robert Conquest, Peter Robinson and Michael Bernstam. Each wrote influentially at the time of the events under scrutiny. I was
  helped by their willingness to explain the idiosyncrasies of the American political system and its dealings with the USSR. I would also like to thank Joerg Baberowski, Tim Garton Ash, Paul Gregory,
  Mark Harrison, Jonathan Haslam, Tom Hendriksen, David Holloway, Stephen Kotkin, Norman Naimark, Silvio Pons, Yuri Slezkine and Amir Weiner for discussions about the Cold War when we were together
  in the San Francisco Bay area. Hoover Institution Director John Raisians support for this and other projects has been warm and consistent over many years and the financial sponsorship of the
  Sarah Scaife Foundation has been much appreciated.


  Conversations with Roy Giles at the Russian Centre in St Antonys College have given me invaluable insights into Western military thinking in the late 1980s. I also thank Laurien Crump for
  her advice on sources about the Warsaw Pact while she was a research fellow with us. I have benefited from bibliographical advice from Archie Brown, Julie Newton, Alex Pravda and Sir Adam Roberts.
  Richard Davy offered ideas on European security history. Over many years, Norman Daviess comments on Russia and Europe have enlivened our partnership in London and Oxford.


  I have incorporated advice from colleagues who kindly agreed to read the entire final draft  David Holloway, Geoffrey Hosking, Bobo Lo and Silvio Pons. I owe them a large debt for many
  invaluable suggestions. The same is true of Anne Deighton, Paul Gregory, Andrew Hurrell, Sir Roderic Lyne, Melvyn Leffler and Hugo Service, who examined several chapters. My literary agent David
  Godwin discussed the idea for the book when I returned from California excited about the material in the Hoover Archives. His encouragement is much appreciated. At Pan Macmillan, Georgina Morley
  has offered constant help in sculpting the book into shape. By far and away my biggest debt is to my wife Adele, who has been through the draft twice and made innumerable suggestions for
  improvements. I can well imagine that some of my findings will prove controversial  it is unfeasible to write seriously on this subject without raising hackles. But the book has been a
  pleasure to research and write. The errors, misjudgements and infelicities that remain are my responsibility and mine alone.


  Robert Service


  London N16


  June 2015


  


  INTRODUCTION


  Cold War was the state of neither war nor peace between America and the Soviet Union in the decades after the Second World War. Victory in 1945 over Germany and Japan had left
  them as the two global superpowers and their own subsequent stand-off could at any time have erupted into a hot war with nuclear weapons that no one, anywhere on earth, would survive.
  On both sides, politicians and public alike quickly recognized the dangers of the situation. But although everyone wanted to prevent a Third World War, the USSoviet struggle seemed
  interminable as ever more destructive atomic arsenals were built up.


  In the contest of ideologies one corner was occupied by America, which stood for capitalism, while in the opposite corner the Soviet Union championed communism. After crushing the Third Reich,
  the USSR exported the Marxist-Leninist model of state and society to Eastern Europe. Revolutions quickly followed in China and elsewhere, and Joseph Stalin proclaimed that the global balance of
  power was tilting in favour of communism. America shored up governments in every continent that were willing to resist the spread of communist influence. The superpowers founded vast military
  coalitions, NATO and the Warsaw Pact. Washington denounced the Kremlins abuse of human rights; Moscow condemned the American limits on welfare provision. They endlessly accused each other of
  being predatory imperialists. They financed coups and counter-coups, revolutions and counter-revolutions all over the world. They subsidized client states and sought to control them in their own
  interests. When forecasting the inevitable demise of the rival superpower, they predicted that all manner of evil would vanish from the earth on that joyous day.


  At the same time they knew very well  and Stanley Kubricks 1964 film Dr Strangelove made it vividly clear  that any small miscalculation could lead to the firing of
  nuclear missiles which would produce a planetary disaster. Despite every technological advance, mistakes could much too easily still occur along the chain of surveillance. The political leaders
  with responsibility for war and peace depended on their counter-espionage agencies and alarm systems for information about whether the other side was about to get their retaliation in first. The
  consequences of a false alert could be catastrophic.


  America and the USSR constantly struggled with each other. In June 1950 the communists of northern Korea, with covert Soviet assistance, invaded the American-backed south of the country. America
  and its allies sent forces to halt their advance in a war that lasted three years. In October 1962 the superpowers teetered on the brink of world war when Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchv began
  to install strategic ballistic missiles in Cuba as a challenge to American power. Khrushchv backed down only after President John Kennedy threatened to use force to halt the process. The
  missile crisis shocked the rival leaderships into agreeing strategies to prevent the recurrence of such an emergency. They also negotiated about how limit the size of their nuclear weapon
  stockpiles. Under President Richard Nixon and General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev they moved towards a peaceful rivalry known as dtente, at the same time vying for influence in what was known
  as the Third World. President Jimmy Carter suspended dtente in December 1979 in response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. After Ronald Reagans victory in the presidential
  election in November 1981, the stand-off between the superpowers sharpened. In late 1983 Soviet leaders received intelligence reports that the Americans were planning a pre-emptive nuclear
  offensive under cover of NATOs Able Archer military exercise. The atmosphere cleared only when Washington provided assurances about its peaceful intent.


  What held the two sides back from a hot war, not just in the early 1980s but throughout the Cold War, was the certain knowledge that the enemy had the weapons to mount a
  devastating counteroffensive. Only a fool in the Kremlin or the White House could expect to emerge unscathed from any conflict involving nuclear ballistic missiles. Yet no serious attempt was made
  to end the Cold War. At best, the leaders strove to lessen the dangers. Their policies were conditioned by influential lobbies that promoted the interests of national defence. For decades the
  Soviet military-industrial complex had imposed its priorities on state economic policy, and the Western economic recession that arose from the rise in the price of oil in 1973
  encouraged American administrations to issue contracts for improved military technology to stimulate recovery.1 The Cold War
  therefore seemed a permanent feature of global politics, and pacifists and anti-nuclear campaigners seemed entirely lacking in realism.


  Things changed sharply in March 1985 when Mikhail Gorbachv became Soviet General Secretary and formed a partnership for peace with Ronald Reagan. Not long before becoming President in
  January 1981, Reagan was shocked to hear that America had no defence against a nuclear attack. Wanting an end to the arms race, he called for a reduction in the stocks of atomic weapons held by
  both superpowers. Gorbachv echoed his appeals to eliminate all nuclear weaponry, and the Chernobyl power station disaster of April 1986 heightened his awareness of the dangers of even
  civilian nuclear energy. A serious meeting of minds occurred as General Secretary and President directed their administrations towards cooperation in reducing the number of nuclear missiles held on
  land, at sea and in the air. As the rapprochement grew, Reagan and his successor George Bush watched with wonder as the USSR dismantled its totalitarian politics and communist ideology and
  permitted a growing measure of civil freedom and economic reform. As a result, in 19871990 alone, against every expectation, the superpowers signed agreements on intermediate-range and
  strategic nuclear weapons, on Afghanistan, on conventional forces and on German reunification. Anticommunist revolutions swept across Eastern Europe in 1989. Global politics would never be the same
  again and Bush felt safe in declaring the Cold War to be over.


  How and why did the great change come about? The relationship between Moscow and Washington was acutely hazardous at the start of the 1980s, and yet by the end of the decade the USSR and America
  had achieved an historic reconciliation. That this happened so peacefully was a colossal achievement; the Cold War could easily have ended in catastrophe.


  This is hardly a neglected topic, for the end of the Cold War has attracted a massive literature. Memoirs have poured from the pens of the leaders and their officials and there has been a flood
  of documentary collections, not to mention scholarly accounts. There have always been rival schools of explanation. In the eyes of Gorbachvs admirers, a nimbus of acclaim hangs over
  him alone for reconciling the super-powers and giving peace a chance. This perception was widespread in East and West while he was in power and is an enduring article of belief even among some of
  his detractors. The General Secretarys determination and charisma are seen as the tools with which he realized his idealistic conception of politics in the USSR and around the
  world.2 According to a rival school, however, it was really Reagans anticommunist policies that dragged Gorbachv to
  the negotiating table. The President is said to have achieved his purposes by the firm pursuit of American military modernization, and his Strategic Defense Initiative is regarded as the straw that
  broke the camels back. He is praised for striking up a rapport with the Soviet leader without compromising his national objectives.3


  Gorbachv and Reagan were truly exceptional politicians working in cooperation in extraordinary times.4 But even when
  Gorbachvs contribution is recognized, the question arises as to whether he jumped or was pushed into reforming Soviet policy. And though Reagan is increasingly regarded as having
  achieved a decisive impact on the process, the need persists to assess the importance of his nuclear disarmament programme. In his handling of Gorbachv, moreover, Bush by common consent was
  initially less nimble than his predecessor. In fairness to him, however, Bush rose to the highest office at a time of extraordinary change in Eastern Europe and elsewhere.5 It makes sense to ask how it was that the leaders interacted and why they changed their minds about each other. This requires the sharing of attention
  equally between the superpowers. General Secretary and President in fact did nothing of importance in foreign policy without thinking about the likely response of the other, and the thread that
  holds together the events under scrutiny in this book is the desirability of a genuinely bilateral analysis.


  American and Soviet leaders brought much pragmatism and improvisation to their dealings, and the stunning disintegration of communist order in the USSR and Eastern Europe required them to be
  hugely adaptive.6 White House and Kremlin displayed this quality in abundance. Reagan, Gorbachv and Bush coped skilfully with
  the unknown unknowns that arrived daily on their desks for rapid decision.


  The importance of ideas also demands some fresh consideration. The Soviet reformers proclaimed their quest for a middle way between authoritarian socialism and advanced capitalism. They saw
  themselves as a vanguard on active service in a clash of value systems. The American administration displayed the same combative spirit when advocating principles of democratic choice and the
  market economy and defending what it regarded as the Wests interest.7 Crusaders fought on both sides, and Reagan and
  Gorbachv were passionate about the righteousness of their campaigns. It soon became clear that Reagan favoured a goal of denuclearization that failed to convince most of his leading
  officials. Gorbachv, though, claimed to share Reagans disarmament objectives and pressed for rapid signature of treaties. Whether or not Gorbachv genuinely believed in the total
  elimination of nuclear weaponry, he acted as if he did; and as political and economic difficulties piled up in the USSR, the practical pressure on him to deepen the rapprochement with America
  intensified. The balance between pragmatic pressure and intellectual conviction is something that deserves examination.


  It was never easy to build a durable confidence between Washington and Moscow. Such were Bushs suspicions that the first thing he did on becoming President in January 1989 was to order an
  exhaustive review of American foreign policy. The two leaderships continued to have much to learn about each other. The media of each superpower were consistently sceptical, if no longer
  aggressive, in depicting the other side. Gorbachv has been said to have drawn his early analysis from the brighter products of Soviet research institutes.8 But the influences on his subsequent thinking have to be examined in the light of his dismissive remarks about the briefings he received from both academics and
  the KGB. As regards Reagan and Bush, many of their own officials implored them to look on Gorbachv as a trickster who was trying to coax undesirable concessions out of the Americans. Expert
  reports were heavy and frequent, and the task is now to establish what each President made of them and how much they relied on their personal instincts and face-to-face observations. Reagans
  trust in Gorbachv grew at the summits in Geneva, Reykjavik, Washington and Moscow in 19851988. Bush was Gorbachvs friend from the Malta summit of 1989 onwards.


  The leaders in Moscow and Washington had to find ways to carry their political establishments along with them. For years before the mid-1980s it had been argued that the American
  military-industrial complex had no interest in moves towards global peace. The heavy industry ministries and army high command in the USSR were similarly regarded as eternally attached to
  militarist objectives.9


  Reagan and Bush were conscious of the scepticism among American conservatives about the agreements that they wanted to finalize with the Kremlin. Growing unease was also noticeable among Soviet
  communist conservatives about the concessions that Gorbachv made to White House demands as he pursued rapprochement. Reagan succeeded in reassuring his political constituency; Gorbachv
  did the same, at least until the end of the 1980s. Of the two, Gorbachv had the tougher task, since he was all too obviously giving up to the Americans more than he appeared to gain; and
  whereas Reagan inherited a stable political and economic order, Gorbachv was frantically trying to overturn decades of communist thought and practice. But why did the armaments lobbies in
  both countries prove to be the dogs that did not bark  or how did the leaders succeed in restoring calm when some barking took place? One part of the answer is that Reagan satisfied his
  military manufacturers and armed forces by boosting the contracts for research and production. But the same can scarcely be said about Gorbachv and fellow reformers who switched the state
  budget away from the old priorities of defence. Leading officials in the party, KGB and Defence Ministry united against Gorbachv in August 1991, but a question remains about why it took them
  so long to make their attempt.


  Behind this lies another question that is seldom considered: to what extent did the Politburo understand the scale of its difficulties even before Gorbachv became its General Secretary?
  Commentators have long recognized the economic pressures that were bearing down on the USSRs budget by the early 1980s.10
  Though the Politburo knew its allies in Eastern Europe to be mired in debt to Western banks, it was in no condition to bail them out or provide a path to technological regeneration. Poland was in
  chronic political crisis. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was expensive in lives and money. Moscows support for Cuba, Vietnam, Ethiopia and guerrilla campaigns in southern Africa was a
  relentless drain on finances. Meanwhile the economic revolution inaugurated by the new information technology was leaving the USSR behind. Ever since the late 1940s America and its allies had
  imposed an embargo on selling advanced equipment with a potential for military use to the Soviet Union. They had interpreted this broadly to include many basic items of civilian industrial
  machinery, and the consequence was an ever wider gap in productivity. And the Politburo stayed vulnerable to international diplomatic pressure because of its human rights obligations under the
  terms of the Helsinki Final Act that Presidents Brezhnev and Ford had co-signed in 1975 with the leaders of Eastern Europe, Western Europe and Canada.


  The USSRs difficulties by themselves do not amount to proof that the Soviet leadership recognized them for what they were. Fortunately, it is now possible to examine the Kremlin
  deliberations before 1985. Gorbachv was to claim that the Politburo was unaware about the real situation in the country until he introduced his programme of reforms. Was his picture of
  Kremlin politics a credible one or merely a self-serving caricature? Much hangs on the answer. If he is to be believed, then he kicked down a barred door; if not, it was already half-ajar. This is
  an important field for enquiry, yet it does not exhaust the list of mysteries about Gorbachvs contribution to change. The question also arises about how, once he started his reform of
  foreign policy, he succeeded in keeping the support of the rest of the Soviet leadership.


  Of course, Gorbachv and Reagan experienced many other demands on their time and energies. Though they are lauded for the results of their foreign policy, little attention has been paid to
  their management of the process. Gorbachvs choice of Eduard Shevardnadze as his Foreign Affairs Minister has attracted inadequate attention. Shevardnadze pressed for radical options in
  foreign policy, and until 1989 their partnership was largely harmonious. Reagans choice to head the State Department fell upon George Shultz, who was excited by the opportunities that
  presented themselves for arms reduction agreements. Whereas Shevardnadze initially enjoyed almost the entire Politburos approval, Shultz had to struggle against several leading officials of
  the Reagan administration who opposed any conciliation with Moscow. Not until 1987 did Reagan definitively come down on Shultzs side against them. Shevardnadze and Shultz were imaginative
  planners who showed themselves indispensable as the strategic enablers of agreements on disarmament that their leaders could sign. This book will scrutinize how the statesmen whom I have called the
  big four  Reagan, Gorbachv, Shultz and Shevardnadze  made their crucial collective contribution to rapprochement between America and the USSR.


  It was the two superpowers that provided the crucial impetus for the process that brought the Cold War to a close. Both of them appreciated the need to carry their allies and friends along with
  them. In later years, West European presidents and premiers would line up to testify that they had worked consistently with the Americans to end hostilities with the USSR. Prime Minister Margaret
  Thatcher, President Franois Mitterrand, Chancellor Helmut Kohl and Foreign Affairs Minister Giulio Andreotti each claimed to have made a decisive useful contribution. (Their Canadian,
  Japanese and Australian counterparts showed greater modesty in their recollections.) This calls for an audit of the pile of evidence that Americas NATO allies in the mid-1980s, with Thatcher
  to the fore, privately attacked Reagan for what they saw as his undue willingness to place his trust in the Kremlin.11 Kohl and his Ten Points in favour of German reunification in November 1989 had a very obvious impact on events. The question arises about whether even he could have
  sustained his political campaign unless he knew he could count on American support. In addition, what influence is to be attributed to the pro-Gorbachv campaigns of both the peace
  movement and most communist and socialist parties in Western Europe?


  Gorbachv had an easier time with the Warsaw Pact than the American Presidents had with NATO. Though the East European party bosses felt disquiet about his attempt to reform the USSR, most
  of them endorsed his relaxation of the tension with America. They nevertheless became disorientated and confused as the communist orders difficulties grew in the 1980s.12 But they did not leave power voluntarily, and the pivotal factor in their fall was the bravery of the activists and crowds who took to the
  streets. Gorbachv refused to sanction armed intervention to save communism. Few would deny that his policy of encouraging people to stand up for their rights contributed to the revolutions
  that overwhelmed the old leaderships. But it is still left to ask why the events of the year 1989 caught him so much by surprise  and to examine the impact they had on the situation in
  Lithuania and other Baltic Soviet republics.13 Indeed, his entire global strategy continues to raise questions. No one can doubt
  the importance of Soviet leaders decision to abandon almost all the USSRs toeholds in the Third World despite their continuing objection to American global pretensions.14 But they still call for further investigation. World politics changed at astonishing pace, and each big or little shift affected all the
  others. And almost without anyone noticing it, the Soviet Union lost its superpower status.


  The Cold Wars end was no pre-ordained process, but most accounts do at least agree that it was possible at any time for America and the USSR to relapse into their older postures of
  confrontation. Reagan, had he so decided, could have refused to deal constructively with the USSR. As an American conservative he had plenty of room for complaint about Soviet policies.
  Gorbachv himself could have decided to halt or reverse his reforms. Many of those who had supported his appointment as General Secretary wanted him to do exactly this  and eventually
  his own leading appointees turned on him in the August 1991 coup. Enough of the communist system survived to have made this a practicable alternative. Gorbachv, propped up by fellow
  reformers and prodded forward by Reagan and Bush, chose to travel in the opposite direction  and, step by step, the Cold War came to a peaceful end.


  America won its struggle with the USSR, which fell into the ash-heap of history. Gorbachv contended that the Soviet reformers were also victors since they had actively promoted
  conciliation between the superpowers and political democratization in the Soviet Union. Here a riddle awaits its answer. The American leadership made no attempt to disguise how it continued to
  pressurize the Kremlin. Reagan and Bush stipulated that if the USSR desired a rapprochement with America, it would not be enough to get out of Afghanistan and slacken the grip on Eastern Europe:
  Gorbachv would also have to change the way that he treated his own people. The Americans made demands about radio jamming, exit visas, Baltic freedom, political prisoners and defamatory
  propaganda. The pressures were relentless before 1985 and lasted through all the years while Gorbachv was in power.15 But
  as the USSRs economic woes deepened from 1989, Gorbachv found it ever harder to say no to Washington. What has yet to be established is how much of his willingness to compromise
  resulted from the stress applied by the Americans and how much from the Soviet economys current and long-term troubles.


  This agenda for enquiry encompasses one of the cardinal episodes of recent world history. Time was when accounts of the closing years of the Cold War depended overwhelmingly on reminiscences by
  leaders and officials. From the Washington and Moscow vaults there subsequently emerged documentary collections that threw light on decisions at the highest level. Now it is possible to go to the
  archives and examine the original records of what Reagan, Gorbachv and Bush said and wrote at the time. Copious holdings exist, scattered across Russia, the rest of Europe and America as well
  as on the World Wide Web. These are extraordinary enough in themselves. But there are also exceptional sources in the unpublished diaries and papers of Soviet and Western officials who were close
  to the seats of supreme power  those of Anatoli Adamishin, Rodric Braithwaite, Anatoli Chernyaev, Charles Hill, Vitali Kataev, Jack Matlock and Teimuraz Stepanov-Mamaladze. The personal
  records that they kept at the time give an unmatched sense of the exciting, important events they were witnessing.


  The final justification for yet another account of the end of the Cold War is the idea of giving equal attention to the Soviet Union and America and their interaction in a churning world of
  transformation, a transformation that encompassed politics, economics, individual choice, institutional opportunity, ideology, cognitive growth and geopolitical challenge.
  The Cold War could so easily have had a different outcome, with baleful consequences for all of us. But things turned out as they did, and overwhelmingly for the better. What follows is the story
  of how and why Washington and Moscow achieved their improbable peace.


  


  PART ONE


  


  


  1. RONALD REAGAN


  The man who entered the White House as US President on 20 January 1981 inspired anxiety in many people around the world. Ronald Wilson Reagan had the reputation of a
  Red-baiter. Few people thought highly of his intellect, and many attributed his success against the incumbent Jimmy Carter in the election of the previous November more to unease about recent
  foreign policy than to any confidence in Reagan as a competent leader.


  As a former Hollywood actor, he had the reputation of having been born in a lucky shirt in 1911. In fact he experienced an unsettling childhood in Illinois because his salesman father was an
  habitual drunk. His mother, a devout follower of the Disciples of Christ, steadied the family. At school Ronald was outstanding at acting, sport and storytelling and had a holiday job as a
  lifeguard. He went on to Eureka College, where he majored in economics and sociology before finding work as a radio announcer. After taking a screen test with Warner Brothers in California he
  became a movie actor, and though he never belonged to the handful of global stars, he did play alongside Humphrey Bogart and Errol Flynn. He married the film actor Jane Wyman in 1940 and they
  started a family. Conscripted into the armed forces in the Second World War, he continued to make films in the First Motion Picture Unit and in 1947 became President of the Screen Actors Guild.
  Jane Wyman divorced him in 1949 and three years later he married Nancy Davis, who was also a film actor. As his film roles became fewer, he worked for General Electric as the host of its weekly
  drama show. His second marriage became the rock of his personal life. Reagan hated being away from Nancy even for a short time and constantly discussed public affairs with her.


  As a young man he had voted for F. D. Roosevelt and the Democratic Party, but steadily his politics shifted away from the Democrats and it was as a Republican that he won election as
  Californias Governor in 1966. He unsuccessfully sought his new partys nomination as its presidential candidate in 1968. He lost again in 1976, to the incumbent
  Gerald Ford, but was an undeniable force on the American political right. He had no serious Republican rival in 1980 and proceeded to sweep aside the incumbent Jimmy Carter in the November
  election.


  From Truman to Carter, the assumption since the end of the Second World War had been that the West should only try to contain the USSR; no US President had ever truly endeavoured to reverse the
  expansion of Soviet influence around the world. Ronald Wilson Reagan was determined to change things. He saw America as a country that had lost faith in itself after the debacle of the Vietnam war.
  He planned to increase the American military budget and put the USSRs finances under the strain of an arms race. He would challenge the Kremlin throughout the world. He intended to denounce
  communism in all its manifestations, and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979 appeared in every one of his speeches as proof that the USSR was an expansionist power. He wanted
  America to stand up for its values and protect its interests. As President he meant to pull NATO and other allies and friendly powers along with him. His values were those of an American
  conservative. A Christian believer, he sprinkled his speeches with references to God. He saw his religious faith as integral to his confidence in America, personal freedom and the market
  economy.


  In Soviet official circles he was an object of instant fear and loathing. He was known as a Cold Warrior, and the central communist newspaper Pravda routinely denounced him as a
  warmonger. Moscows commentators had been no gentler on Jimmy Carter. Stunned by Carters reaction to the invasion of Afghanistan, they had professed indifference to the struggle for
  the presidency between Carter and Reagan. Soviet media routinely described both candidates as anti-Soviet.


  In Washington Soviet Ambassador Anatoli Dobrynin, who had headed the embassy since 1962, assured his Kremlin masters that he was doing everything to alert the Reagan administration to the
  current dangers to world peace. He drew attention to the propaganda of Gus Hall and the Communist Party of the USA.1 He boasted about the
  embassys celebration of the 110th anniversary of the birth of Lenin. Dobrynin in reality knew that Hall counted for little in American politics and that most Americans had negligible
  interest in Lenin. He was merely reporting what was expected of him. Realism had yet to enter the official reports to the Politburo. Politburo member Andrei Gromyko had been
  Soviet Ambassador in Washington and New York from 1943 to 1948, and with his long experience of America might have tried to break the cycle of Soviet official ignorance. He had no such desire. His
  outlook was shaped by the same ideological mould. Every leading politician in Moscow took it for granted that Reagan would follow a reactionary and imperialist line of
  policy. Soviet spokesmen suggested that an incompetent and reckless man was in occupation at the White House. The fact that US Democrats and even some Republicans agreed with this analysis
  strengthened this feeling in the Soviet Union.


  Reagan disliked the idea of meeting any Soviet General Secretary until such time that he could be sure that a summit might produce results in line with his objectives. When Brezhnev died in
  November 1982, Reagan signed the book of condolences at the Soviet embassy in Washington. But he refused to go to the funeral. Reagans Secretary of State George Shultz thought this a
  mistake, but the President held his ground.2


  Close associates alone knew how genuinely he treasured the objective of making the threat of thermonuclear war a thing of the past.3 He
  had begun to make this clear at a briefing session that Jimmy Carter had arranged for him in 1979. Whenever he spoke about the Cold War, Reagan brushed aside calls for arms limitation: he demanded
  arms reduction.4 Indeed, he wanted to abolish all nuclear weapons. He wrote later about the awesome power of his office:


  
    
      
        As President, I carried no wallet, no money, no drivers license, no keys in my pocket  only secret codes that were capable of bringing about the annihilation
        of much of the world as we knew it.


        On inauguration day, after being briefed a few days earlier on what I was to do if ever it became necessary to unleash American nuclear weapons, Id taken over the greatest
        responsibility of my life  of any human beings life.5

      

    

  


  He wanted a stronger America. But while being determined to finance an expansion of American military power, he was committed to averting Armageddon.


  When campaigning for the presidency, he paid a trip to the nuclear weapons bunker at Cheyenne Mountain in Colorado. Like most of his fellow citizens, he had assumed that the Americans had a
  reliable system against attack by Soviet missiles. His technical advisers  Richard Allen, Fred Ikl and William Van Cleave  had always known otherwise.
  Their words failed to hit home until Reagan made his own enquiries.6 He learned to his horror that America could not prevent a nuclear
  first strike. The Americans could only retaliate  which would mean that they would blow Moscow to bits: this was the logic of mutually assured destruction. The
  problem was that the entire planet would suffer from blast, fire, radiation and smoke that would kill hundreds of millions of people, perhaps billions. America too would be devastated, and Reagan
  found little consolation in the thought that the Russians would suffer an equal calamity. At the start of the First World War, British Foreign Secretary Earl Grey had commented that the lights were
  going out all over Europe. Reagan foresaw total global darkness if ever a Third World War broke out. He felt in his bones that he had to try to do something  something drastic  to
  make such a conflict impossible.


  He had to prove his credentials as a competent leader. Already sixty-nine when he stepped into the White House as President, he needed to show that he was not too old for the job. Though he had
  a hearing aid, he was otherwise in good shape.7 He loved the open air and enjoyed horse-riding and chopping and sawing the wood on his
  Californian estate. Once when White House staff were cutting timber on the South Lawn, he told Kenneth Adelman: Just wish I was doing what those fellows are doing instead of going to all
  these stupid meetings hours at a time. Adelman noted that while many forest rangers had yearned to be President, Reagan was the only President who was dying to become a forest
  ranger.8 His career as an actor had made him familiar to the public but also confirmed a prejudice that he lacked the mental rigour needed
  by a President. He himself had an aversion to being thought very intellectual  or indeed intellectual at all. He dispensed folksy charm and liked to appear an ordinary guy. If ever
  disagreements became intense, he dispelled them with one of his many Irish jokes. He spoke simply and avoided long words.


  The people around him knew the reality to be different from the image. Milton Friedman, founder of the Chicago school of economics, enjoyed his company and conversation.9 His spokesman Mike Deaver recalled that Reagan, when beyond the public gaze, was an eager reader of serious books on foreign policy, economics, social
  issues.10 Pete Hannaford, an adviser, was in no doubt about Reagans studiousness before he became President after seeing
  him devour the National Review, the American Spectator and Human Events. As President he kept up his reading and grew to like the Cold War novels
  of Tom Clancy, whose Hunt for Red October he stayed up all night to finish. He also admired the poetry of dissident Soviet poet Irina Ratushinskaya, whose work he got to know when a
  British cleric sent him a copy; and he read the memoirs of the defecting Soviet Ambassador Arkadi Shevchenko.11 But Reagan protected his
  image of bluff, ordinary man. Some associates felt that he found it easiest to understand complex matters by talking them over with experts rather than by private study.12 Reagan retained a respect for Nixon after his resignation from the presidency in 1974 when the press exposed his lies about the break-in at the headquarters
  of the Democratic Party. As fellow right-wingers on the American political spectrum, they frequently corresponded whenever Reagan wanted to try out ideas before presenting them to his
  associates.13


  Reagan talked to Arthur Hartman, the American Ambassador in Moscow, who confirmed his intuition that the Soviet economy was in a mess and that the Russian people were sceptical about the
  communist authorities and their ideas.14 He corresponded with the British anticommunist campaigning journalist Brian
  Crozier.15 Word spread that Reagan was ignoring the advice of informed Sovietologists. He was indeed cutting against the grain of
  American political science. A Washington Post editorial implied that this was proof of his wrong-headedness. Robert Conquest disagreed, quoting Gromyko on the world revolutionary
  process and ridiculing those Western experts who postulated that the USSR had a pluralist political system.16 National Security Adviser Richard Allen forwarded a copy of Conquests letter to the Post.17
  Conquest had got to know Reagan in the Carter years and was impressed by his eagerness to ask questions about the USSR and listen to the answers.18 Reagan was genuinely trying to understand the superpower across the Atlantic. Although he had his fixed general bias, he always wanted to know more.


  He worked diligently on his prose. While conceding that his adviser Pete Hannaford had greater flair for newspaper articles, he could fairly claim that he could write the spoken word
  better.19 He drafted quickly and then spent hours on refining speeches that gave scope for his actors skills in front of a
  microphone.20 With his Hollywood experience, he required little time to decide how to deliver them.21 He knew how to pace himself through the day but his penchant for afternoon naps caught the attention of comedians and satirists, who charged him with indolence. His hair
  colour also attracted comment as, unlike most other men in their seventies, he had gone neither bald nor grey, which led to speculation that he dyed his hair. Mike Beaver,
  his spokesman, claimed that it was Brylcreem that gave him the dark gloss.22


  There was an underestimation of Reagans ultimate purposes even at high levels in his own administration. National Security Adviser Richard Allen sought to rectify the situation by
  spreading the word that the President was serious about making nuclear war impossible.23 Reagan had been talking about defensive
  concepts since 1973. Hating the idea of mutually assured destruction, he searched for a way of protecting America from the threat of nuclear holocaust. Among those who knew his thoughts were
  theoretical physicist Edward Teller and President Nixons Office of Management and Budget Director Caspar Weinberger, and after entering the White House he continued to talk about
  possibilities with them as well as with Ed Meese, Martin Anderson and Richard Allen.24 Meese held some exploratory meetings, and Reagan
  in early 1982 instructed the National Security Council staff to explore ways of moving beyond traditional defence strategy. Teller encouraged this, as the President recounted in his diary:
  Hes pushing an exciting idea that nuclear weapons can be used in connection with Lasers to be non-destructive except as used to intercept and destroy enemy missiles far above the
  earth.25 Support immediately followed from the Joint Chiefs of Staff.26


  Reagan, however, continued to baffle his entourage even though no one yet doubted his conservative political credentials. He kept a psychological distance from other people; he always seemed to
  hold something back in his dealings with them. William F. Buckley Jr, who was close to him, still felt that the friendship was always 90% ideological.27


  If officials had difficulties in understanding Reagan, the confusion was still greater outside the administration. In his own eyes, he had a straightforward political approach and told George
  Shultz: I think Im hard-line & will never appease but I do want to try and let them see there is a better world if theyll show by deed they want to get along with
  the free world.28 The problem was that he had jangled the tambourine of his anticommunism so noisily. Time and time again he
  declared that the Soviet Union had overtaken the Americans in military capacity. Allegedly, Brezhnevs claim to have merely achieved parity was a smokescreen to disguise the
  massive build-up of the USSRs offensive capacity. The President used a language of hatred for everything about the USSR. He never missed a chance to stress his
  detestation of Leninist doctrines and practices. Coupled to this was a commitment to an increase in Americas financial expenditure on the development and production of military equipment,
  and he urged the American Congress to support him in enabling America to gain a decisive superiority for its armed forces. He appointed people to his administration who were eager
  hawks in the Western debate about the Soviet threat. Most people saw and heard only this side of Reagan and were deaf to his genuine basic desire to make a Third World
  War impossible.


  The Presidents early measures appeared to corroborate this analysis as he approved a sharp rise in US military expenditure. Believing that America had fallen behind in the arms race, he
  sanctioned an increase in the size of the nuclear arsenal. He allocated resources for research on new kinds of weaponry. He promoted strategic modernization. He wanted the Americans
  to outmatch the Soviets in their lethal capacity. After the economic recession caused by the Saudi-led hike in the oil price on world markets in 1973, American administrations under Ford and Carter
  had approved programmes for the development of new weaponry for land, sea and air. They did this to a large extent out of a desire to assist industrial regeneration. Reagan in his electoral
  campaign had drawn on the support of manufacturing corporations that desired an expansion of contracts for development and production of what the armed forces were demanding. He needed no
  persuasion to fulfil his promise.29


  His presidency nearly came to an abrupt end on March 1981, two months after inauguration, when John Hinckley shot and wounded him outside the Washington Hilton hotel. Rushed to hospital, he came
  dangerously close to death. He impressed everyone by his stoicism: as he was being wheeled into the operating theatre, he rang his wife Nancy and said: Honey, I forgot to
  duck.30 Though he had won the election by a massive majority, opinion polls revealed a large residual suspicion about him. The
  assassination attempt and his plucky reaction helped to improve his ratings. He himself reflected on how he wanted to handle things when he returned to the White House and fulfil his ambition to
  lessen the dangers of a world war. He in no way dropped his ambition for military modernization, but he intended to implement moves towards a diminution of tension with the USSR. The thought
  occurred to him that he had nearly died before seeing whether the Politburo was agreeable to serious talks. He wanted to make a definite overture in unambiguous language. He
  had no definite design, only a desire to make the attempt.


  Writing a personal letter to Brezhnev from his sickbed, Reagan proposed a joint effort at making peace in the world. The draft was passed around officials in Moscow for comment, and everyone was
  struck by the emotional tone. But was it sincere? The Politburo decided that it was yet another move in Washingtons propaganda game. When an aide advised Politburo deputy member Mikhail
  Solomentsev, he snapped: This is all nonsense. Its demagogy. Can you really not see that hes engaged in demagogy and just wants to deceive us?31 Reagan pleaded for the release of Anatoli Shcharanski from his labour camp. He promised that he would encourage no publicity about such an outcome; he also
  indicated that it would facilitate the possibility of resuming arms talks with the USSR.32 Next day, he repealed the Carter embargo on
  grain sales. He was fulfilling an electoral pledge made to farmers in the American Midwest in order to secure their support in the 1980 presidential campaign. He argued the wheat export ban had
  never been an effective way to alter the behaviour of Kremlin politicians  he added that the recent easing of Soviet pressure on Poland had aided his decision. At the same time he warned the
  leadership in Moscow that he would react strongly to acts of aggression wherever they take place. If Poland were invaded, the consequences would be dire.33


  On 18 November 1981 Reagan sought to demonstrate his sincerity by announcing the objective of ridding the entire European continent of intermediate-range nuclear missiles. This became known as
  the zero option. The President proposed to withdraw and destroy Americas Pershing-2 ballistic missiles as well as the ground-launched cruise missiles in exchange for the USSR
  agreeing to do the same with its own intermediate-range arsenal.34 Previously the two superpowers had relied on intercontinental (or
  strategic) weapons. The Americans installed the new rockets in reaction to the Soviet decision to put its SS-20 nuclear missiles in Eastern Europe. The result had been a drastic
  shortening of the time available for a decision on war in the event that one side suddenly started an offensive. European security, already perilous, was rendered still more so. Within a few
  minutes of being fired, a Soviet missile could hit any West European capital and an American one could strike Moscow.


  He had little confidence that the Brezhnev administration would respond in a helpful spirit. The British and French weaponry was excluded from his proposal, and it was
  never likely that the Politburo would agree to a military settlement that left the USSR vulnerable to attack from Western Europe. No leader in the Kremlin was known to favour a drastic reduction in
  any category of armaments.35 The so-called 1941 syndrome had pervaded the thinking of politicians and commanders since
  Hitlers invasion of the Soviet Union had caught Stalin napping. Subsequent generations of leaders were determined to avoid any course of action that might expose the USSR to a sudden
  military onslaught. Priority was given to insuperable defence; it was impregnated into everyones thinking. The Politburo and the General Staff were at one in assuming that a large stockpile
  of every category of up-to-date weaponry was essential to the USSRs security; indeed, nobody in the Kremlin trusted Reagan and everyone suspected that the zero option was mere
  propaganda designed to hoodwink world opinion.


  The coolness between Moscow and Washington turned to ice on 13 December 1981 when General Wojciech Jaruzelski, the Polish Prime Minister, announced the introduction of martial law.
  Polands communist rule had been challenged since August 1980 by an unofficial trade union, Solidarity, led by the electrician Lech Wałęsa. Strikes and demonstrations started in the
  Lenin Shipyards in the northern port of Gdańsk. This working-class movement quickly gained national popularity and attracted cooperation from anticommunist intellectuals. For months there had
  seemed to be a possibility that Brezhnev would send in the Soviet Army as an occupation force. Jaruzelskis action spared him any such need. It also ruined any serious chance of movement
  towards conciliation between America and the USSR. Reagan held an emergency National Security Council meeting. The news was all bad, as he hurriedly recorded in his diary: Our intelligence
  is that it was engineered & ordered by the Soviet. If so, and I believe it is, the situation is really grave. One thing certain  they wont get that $100 mil. worth of corn.
  The CIA did not yet know the exact influence that Brezhnev and his Politburo had exerted, but the whole administration was determined to make the Soviet leaders pay a heavy price for the events.
  Reagan liaised with Pope John Paul II and the Vatican Secretary of State Cardinal Casaroli; he concluded that Jaruzelskis moves must have been months in the planning.36


  The Presidents ideas for dealing with the USSR gained some clarity in National Security Decision Directive no. 75, which he signed in January 1983. Decades of foreign policy were
  consigned to history. Reagan would face down the USSR. He wanted to contain and over time reverse Soviet expansionism. At the same time he intended to
  promote, within the narrow limits available to us, the process of change in the Soviet Union towards a more pluralistic political and economic system. Though he wanted negotiations
  with Moscow, this would only occur on the basis of strict reciprocity and mutual interest. He aimed to make it understood in Moscow that unacceptable behavior will incur costs
  that would outweigh any gains.37 America would modernize its armed forces. It was essential to sustain a growth in defence
  expenditure over a lengthy period. The American administration would avoid measures that might unduly ease the USSRs economic difficulties. Although Washington would lift the embargo on
  wheat exports, the list of prohibited industrial goods was to be lengthened. Reagan set his face against the transfer of any technology that had a potential for military use.38


  American policy should be to seize the initiative: There are a number of important weaknesses and vulnerabilities within the Soviet Empire which the American should exploit. The
  directive envisaged the empire as involving Eastern Europe, Afghanistan and Cuba. America should discriminate in favour of any East European countries that rejected Moscows
  control of their foreign policy or were undertaking some internal liberalization. On Afghanistan, the Americans should aim at maximizing the cost to the USSR and bringing about a military
  withdrawal. There should be assistance for efforts in Latin America, the Caribbean and southern Africa to remove the Cuban interventionist forces.39 Communist China and Yugoslavia had spoken out against Soviet expansionism so America should continue to sell military equipment to China and increase financial credits to
  Yugoslavia.40 No rapid breakthrough in bilateral relations with the Soviet Union was likely as this could add to calls on
  the administration to adopt a less assertive posture: It is therefore essential that the American people understand and support US policy. The West needed to reach a consensus on how
  to act together. Reagan wanted to show that he desired a stable and constructive long-term basis for USSoviet relations and not an open-ended, sterile confrontation with
  Moscow.41


  Reagan kept his options open. If Soviet international behaviour were to worsen, perhaps by an invasion of Poland, we would need to consider extreme measures.42 This was not exactly a grand strategy for the dismantling of communism in the USSR.43 He set down
  guidelines that sometimes criss-crossed with each other. He wished to challenge the global power and pretension of the USSR; but he also sought peace in the world. He ignored
  the prospective difficulties. He wanted his presidency to make a decisive impact.


  


  2. PLANS FOR ARMAGEDDON


  Soviet military doctrine held that the USSR could win a nuclear war with America. There was no secret about this. Chief of the General Staff Nikolai Ogarkov, no less, wrote in
  one of his booklets:


  
    
      
        Soviet military strategy proceeds from the viewpoint that if the Soviet Union should be thrust into a nuclear war, the Soviet people and their armed forces need to be
        prepared for the most severe and protracted trial. The Soviet Union and the fraternal socialist states in this case, compared with the imperialist states, will be in possession of definite
        advantages: the established just goals of the war and the advanced character of their social and state systems. This creates for them the objective possibility of achieving
        victory.1

      

    

  


  As leader of the Warsaw Pact, the USSR advocated communism and proclaimed its spread to be inevitable. It offered assistance to allied states which accepted its primacy in the world
  communist movement and to forces and parties that were engaged in an anti-imperialist struggle. It depicted America as militarist and imperialist in intention and practice. At
  the same time it professed a commitment to peace and suggested that the worldwide growth in Soviet armed power and political influence rendered world war less likely. But Ogarkov repeated that if
  such a war were to start, the USSR had the capacity to emerge as the victor.


  Whereas in public he endorsed the idea of a winnable campaign and prepared for a limited nuclear conflict, he privately rejected all this as gravely unrealistic. He concluded that
  the USSR had no choice but to ready itself for an all-out war with America. His deputy, Sergei Akhromeev, disagreed and wanted to prepare for a less than total conflict  he conducted a study
  of how Moscow might use its SS-20 missiles in an emergency. Politburo member and Defence Minister Dmitri Ustinov, who had served Stalin himself as Peoples Commissar of
  Armaments, had grown unaccustomed to people who disagreed with his opinions. He understandably preferred to discuss strategy with Akhromeev than with Ogarkov.2 Although Akhromeev kept Ogarkov abreast of these conversations, acute tension prevailed between Ogarkov and Ustinov.3


  Ogarkov and Akhromeev agreed that any kind of nuclear war would be disastrous. Throughout the 1970s, Cuban leader Fidel Castro had urged Soviet leaders to take a sterner approach to the
  Americans. He called on Moscow to prepare for a pre-emptive direct strike on America. The General Staff countered his arguments by highlighting the devastating ecological consequences of nuclear
  radiation for his small island. Castro reluctantly quietened down.4 But relations between Ogarkov and Ustinov continued to deteriorate, and
  in September 1984 Ustinov got the Politburo to shunt Ogarkov into retirement and promote Akhromeev to Chief of the General Staff. Akhromeev immediately took a basic decision of exceptional
  importance. Soviet military technologists were designing the Dead Hand system, which would enable the automatic launching of Soviet intercontinental missiles if America were to start a war and kill
  the USSRs political and army leaders. The sensory detectors were designed to react to light, to seismic movement and to radiation. When Oleg Baklanov in the Party Defence Department endorsed
  the project, Akhromeev stepped in and overruled it: he felt horror at the idea of eliminating the subjective need for command and exposing the country and the world to the danger that a war might
  start because an electronic device had malfunctioned. The Dead Hand trigger mechanism was never fully realized.5


  NATO in the early 1980s planned on the basis that the Warsaw Pact could field at least ninety divisions in Europe, including 13,000 tanks  mainly T-64s and
  T-62s.6 This gave the USSR and its allies a vast quantitative superiority, and the Supreme Allied Commander Bernard Rogers admitted in
  confidence that his forces would be able to conduct a successful defence with conventional weapons for only a very brief period.7 The NATO
  armies facing the Warsaw Pact had ammunition for only thirty days. To compensate for this, the idea was that new supplies would be ordered from a dozen big munitions factories in America, and
  Rogers was aware that production and transport would take time.8 On both sides there were commanders who could see the implausibility of the
  schemes that were put in place. Little or no attention was given to the difficulties of moving across territory that had suffered devastation. Refugees would be streaming
  everywhere. The weather could be snowy in the winter and wet and muddy in the autumn and spring. Rapid transportation would quickly become impossible.9 What made things worse in any likely emergency was the time that would be needed for NATO to consult its member countries before going to war.


  The caveat has to be entered that a lot of the Eastern equipment was of poorer quality than the Western. Quantity was not everything, and a confidential report by the West German Defence
  Ministry to this effect became public knowledge in 1983.10 NATO technical intelligence was directed at assessing the designs and
  capabilities of arms, counting the number of troops and tracking their geographical movement. The high command understandably hoped to avoid being caught unawares. The concern was that the Soviet
  General Secretary might take it into his head  or be persuaded  to launch a sudden offensive. While much was discovered about the Warsaw Pacts dispositions, even the West
  German report underestimated the weaknesses in the Soviet Armys readiness. Back in the USSR, as the General Staff was painfully aware, large parts of its garrisons lacked the basic necessary
  equipment. Despite the vast funds dedicated to the armed forces, they were never enough to satisfy the demands of contemporary conventional warfare. The commanders also revealed that they had an
  insufficient number of trained soldiers.11


  In such circumstances it was almost certain that both sides would quickly resort to using their nuclear weapons. This was as true for NATO as for the Warsaw Pact. West German General Leopold
  Chalupa put it bluntly: the Western powers had an inferior quantity of conventional forces and no biological weapons; the military command would inevitably request the deployment of the missiles
  that were under American control.12 The balance of military power was stabilized in a dangerous fashion in the mid-1970s when both sides
  installed intermediate-range rockets in Europe. The USSR had started the process by deploying its SS-20 missiles. Even when based on Soviet territory, they could reach Western Europe within
  minutes. The Americans responded by persuading their allies to accept Pershing-2 missiles as a desirable deterrent. Britain and West Germany permitted their introduction on local American bases.
  The CIAs William Odom told National Security Adviser Brzezinski that it would make better sense to put them in more distant places such as Portugal or the Shetland Islands.13 There was some fatalism about the decisions in Moscow and Washington. It was as if the politicians found that once the
  weapons were being produced, it was hard to stop them from being deployed regardless of the probable reaction by the other side.14


  Soviet political leaders had been numbed by the discovery of what their budgetary allocations were supporting. Brezhnev and government premier Alexei Kosygin attended a Soviet military exercise
  together in 1972 and learned about the probable consequences of an American nuclear first strike against the USSR. The General Staffs assumption was that the armed forces would have to
  operate at a thousandth of their peacetime strength. Eighty million citizens would have perished. The Soviet Union would retain only fifteen per cent of its industrial capacity. Its European
  territory would become contaminated by a devastating level of radiation. When the Soviet intercontinental missiles retaliated, the prediction was that America would suffer an attack of even greater
  proportions. The apparatus for launching these missiles was passed to Brezhnev as guest of honour. Although he knew that they had only dummy warheads, he blenched at the idea of pressing the
  button. His hands shook and he repeatedly sought Marshal Andrei Grechkos assurance that the procedure was entirely safe: Andrei Antonovich, are you sure this is just an
  exercise?15


  Brezhnevs reaction so worried the General Staff that it took to briefing Politburo leaders in soft language that would minimize any distress to them.16 For their part, the politicians disliked to pry. They did not want to hear about anything too upsetting.


  According to Colonel General Andrian Danilevich, the whole Politburo from Brezhnev to Gorbachv left the General Staff to draw up its practical schemes without interference: They
  never really asked what we were doing. The result was that politicians had little idea about the schemes available for activation in an emergency.17 Even Defence Minister Ustinov had no better than a sketchy acquaintance with the likely level of destruction.18
  Apart from anything else, Soviet leaders wanted to avoid agitating their citizens about the ghastly consequences of war. The public debate was heavily controlled by the party leadership. It was
  confined to generalities about the destruction of civilization. No comment appeared on the projections about casualty numbers or urban targets. Nothing was published or even written
  about post-war
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NATO AND THE WARSAW PACT IN 1985
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NATO Countries:

4 April 1949

Belgium, Canada, Denmark,
France, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal,
United Kingdom, United States
18 February 1952

Greece, Turkey

9 May 1955

West Germany

30 May 1982

Spain
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Warsaw Pact Countries:

Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,

| German Democratic Republic,
Hungary, Poland, Romania,

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

Southern Ocean
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