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There was a time when writings on the Cold War seemed to fall into neat
categories. They were either 'orthodox' (Soviet expansionism was to blame),
'revisionist' (American expansionism was to blame), or 'post-revisionist' (history is
complicated). More convenient still, these categories were said to correspond
roughly with the 1950s, the 1960s and the 1970s, matching the course of the Cold
War (as seen from within the United States) from consensus on containment of
Soviet power, to the deconstruction of that consensus during the war-torn 1960s,
and the relative mellowing of the national and international mood during the
detente of the early 1970s.

As a rough and ready means of organising masses of writing, the above scheme
had its uses. There were indeed few critical voices during the 1950s, though they did
exist — I. F. Stone and C. Wright Mills being prominent examples. During the
1960s, by contrast, it is true that the most conspicuous histories were critical of the
American foreign policy record, but they never constituted a majority within the
profession, and it is worth noting that the most famous revisionist text, William
Appleman Williams's The Tragedy of American Diplomacy, was first published in
1959, during the period of supposed orthodoxy. In short, the chronological and
philosophical distinctions between orthodoxy and revisionism do not coincide
neatly.

As for post-revisionism, though John Lewis Gaddis made a famous case in 1983
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384 Contemporary European History

for a 'post-revisionist synthesis', that claim now looks somewhat dubious. 'What is
happening', he wrote, 'is the emergence of a genuine synthesis of previously
antagonistic viewpoints, based on impressive amounts of new research.1 Impressive
amounts of new research there certainly were, associated with the opening of new
archives at an expanding rate since the early 1970s, but there was no obvious basis
for a new synthesis, if by that is meant a set of philosophical assumptions and
organising ideas. Indeed, the responses to Gaddis' article and the progress of Cold
War historiography after 1983 demonstrate that deep philosophical differences still
existed between historians, even if the temperature of their debates fell.

What had happened by the early 1980s was that Cold War historiography had
emerged from its 'heroic phase', in which historians in effect fought the battles they
were describing, into a phase of more detached historical inquiry.2 Post-revisionism
was not a label for a new consensus on the origins of the Cold War but a catch-all
term for the multiplicity of perspectives which became possible once the heat of
battle had died and new sources became available. Of course, to say that there was
no consensus on Cold War origins is not to deny that there was some agreement
about the limitations of past research and on the basic agenda for new research.
Among the elements of post-revisionism which Gaddis identified as central to the
new historiography of the early Cold War was the view that American 'empire'
was never imposed upon unwilling subjects in Europe and elsewhere but 'arose as
much by invitation as by imposition'. That emphasis still holds today, as we shall see
below, and does represent an important departure from the excessive Americano-
centrism of revisionist historiography. But to accept this proposition is not to say
that the conditions for a new synthesis were present.

Today we are even further from synthesis than we were in 1983, though for
reasons which are less obvious than would appear. On the face of it, the end of the
Cold War promises detachment from the emotions and ideological fervour which
seemed inescapable while the Cold War was on. The Cold War is now truly
history; it has a beginning, a middle and an end. Surely historians can put aside their
differences and work towards a common understanding of Cold War history.

There are three reasons why this has not happened. Firstly, that never has been
and never will be the way historians work. The advance of historical understanding
works via debate and disagreement, whether the subject is economic change in the
Roman Empire, the crisis of the seventeenth century or the origins of the Cold
War. Historical distance of itself does not produce detachment or consensus.
Secondly, the mass of new sources, especially Soviet and East European, has
generated new subjects for historians to disagree about or, less contentiously put,
more disparate details to be digested and related to existing knowledge.

Thirdly, the end of the Cold War has rekindled old controversies rather than
dampening them down. Orthodoxy appears resurgent as the most negative esti-

1 John Lewis Gaddis, 'The Emerging Post-Revisionist Synthesis on the Origins of the Cold War',
Diplomatic History, Vol. 7 (Summer 1983), 171.

2 The term and the idea behind it is Herbert Butterfield's, as cited by Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr, in
'The Cold War Revisited', New York Review of Book, 25 Oct. 1979, 46.

, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960777300003544
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Nottingham, on 22 Jan 2019 at 09:04:41, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960777300003544
https://www.cambridge.org/core


The Origins of the Cold War 385

mates of Stalin and Stalinism seem to be confirmed by newly released information.
The sense that the Soviet experiment failed, combined with Western triumphalism
and the rush among some Soviet scholars to embrace the West, has lent credence
to some simple-minded interpretations of Soviet policies. It can be expected that
this problem will be partially cured over time, as new sources are investigated
and digested, but the emotions generated by the Cold War have not disappeared.
Too many scholars have too much invested in it. The signs are that Cold War
revisionism, too, is having a new lease of life: witness the publication of Richard
Ned Lebow and Janet Gross Stein's We All Lost the Cold War (1994). Though not
centrally concerned with Cold War origins, it deploys an essentially revisionist
perspective to analyse the Cuban missile crisis, the October War of 1973 and the end
of the Cold War. In short, the historiographical pot has been re-stirred by the end of
the Cold War.

II

The books under review represent some of the possibilities and problems associated
with post-Cold War historiography. Four priorities can be discerned among them,
though they are realised with varying degrees of success. In the first place, there is a
recognition that the Cold War was an international phenomenon rather than a
simple face-off between the United States and the Soviet Union. The edited
volumes by Melvyn Leffler and David Painter, on the one hand, and David
Reynolds, on the other, both contain the word 'international' in their subtitles,
suggesting an awareness that purely national perspectives are inadequate to the task
in hand. Wiggershaus and Foerster's subtitle speaks of 'common problems and
conflicting national interests during the foundation phase of the North Atlantic
Alliance'. It is clearly no longer possible to accept, for example, a history of US or
Soviet foreign policy as constituting a history of the Cold War. The sense that the
Cold War was a creature of a particular structure of international politics is never far
from the surface of these volumes, even if the structure is rarely analysed explicitly.

The second priority is related to the first but deserves to be mentioned separately:
namely, a shift of attention away from the policies of the superpowers towards the
policies of lesser powers. It is thus not merely that many historians now regard the
Cold War as a global structural phenomenon but that the minor players are seen as
active agents in the balance of power and were capable of exercising significant
constraints on the activities of the major players. Calling attention to the 'strength of
the weak' in international relations has become virtually a cliche.

Thirdly, in these and other writings there is a lively interest in the relations
between military strategy and economics. There always has been and doubtless
always will be distinct problems in these two fields which require separate
treatment, but increasingly, historians are interested in the economics of security
and the security aspects of economic development.

Fourthly, historians are seeking to reintegrate domestic history into an under-
standing of international relations. The classical 'realist' assumption that nation states
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386 Contemporary European History

are like billiard balls, relating to each other on the basis of commonly held drives to
assert power, is less and less plausible as nations become increasingly subject to
transnational forces (especially economic) which limit the autonomy of states. The
internal character of nations clearly does make a difference to the interactions
between states.

Underlying all these priorities is the problem of synthesis, since not all the
priorities mentioned above point in the same direction. For example, an excessive
emphasis on international structures may preclude serious attention to the internal
politics of nation states. How, to look at the problem from the opposite end, does
one integrate the mass of detailed work on individual nations into a whole picture?
Is it even possible to envisage a total picture of the origins of the Cold War, given
the twin problems of epistemology- of how one can understand different levels of
historical reality at the same time - and the increased volume of data? These are the
sorts of problems raised by the books under review. How well do they succeed in
meeting them?

Ill

David Reynolds has put together an impressive collection of essays on The Origins
of the Cold War in Europe. It represents a necessarily provisional assessment of current
research on Western Europe, considered nation by nation, with the addition of
substantial essays on the United States and the Soviet Union. The national focus of
the essays and their restriction to Western Europe provide a clear focus but at some
cost to an understanding of the whole picture of Cold War origins. This is a
multinational rather than an international account of the origins of the Cold War, a
point to which I shall return. At the very least, though, we can no longer accept the
fiction that Western Europe was a power vacuum which the United States rushed
to fill.

More positively, these essays offer a rich and variegated account of the struggles
of Western European nations, both the victors and the vanquished, to rebuild
societies and economies within a context of competing pressures. These pressures, it
is clear, were supplied not simply by growing US and Soviet division but by
internal disagreements about possible futures. Neutralism was a powerful force in
France in 1946 after De Gaulle's departure, Georges-Henri Soutou demonstrates,
and the shift to the West began to take shape only in 1947. Italy's pro-Western
choice, Ilaria Poggiolini shows, was due in part to the Cold War and American
policies, but 'the other [factor] can be described as peculiar to Italy: the role of the
Roman Catholic Church in providing the basis of a mass political following for the
Christian Democratic party and in supporting the strengthening of Italo-American
relations' (p. 140). Reynolds himself offers a balanced account of Britain's role
in moulding Cold War institutions, steering a careful course between the view that
Britain was putty in the hands of the United States and the 'revisionist' view
that Britain was instrumental in waking the United States up to its global
responsibilities.
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The Origins of the Cold War 387

Among the most arresting of the essays is Wolfgang Krieger's on Germany. Like
the other authors he gives full attention to the issue of archival sources and to
historiography, one of the most useful features of this volume as a whole. Krieger
notes that until recently German historians showed little interest in the Cold War
and its worldwide ramifications, preoccupied as they were with the Historikerstreit
about the linked questions of war guilt in 1914 and the Holocaust. Now that
German historians have turned their attention to the Cold War, however, three
questions predominate: firstly, whether the West German political system repre-
sented the will of the people or whether it was 'imposed by the Allies'; secondly, the
issue of the Federal Republic's foreign policy orientation; and thirdly, the legacy of
Nazism, in particular the question of the success or otherwise of denazification.
Krieger's answers to these questions are subtle and complex, but they all come down
to the view that key developments in the early history of what became the Federal
Republic are to be explained in terms of internal rather than external forces.

Specifically, on the first point, he suggests that 'Germany was unlikely to become
socialist for reasons quite independent of what the American capitalist occupiers did
or didn't do' (p. 156). Secondly, he argues that the policy of integration with the
West rather than non-alignment was not, as Adenauer's critics then and since have
claimed, a sell-out to the Allies, nor a lost opportunity for the Federal Republic to
act as a bridge between East and West, and thereby to achieve reunification.
'Adenauer and his circle', Krieger suggests (with apparent endorsement), 'firmly
believed that Germany could not survive in a no-man's-land between the two blocs'
(p. 157). Finally, on the sensitive issue of the Nazi legacy, Krieger resists the notion
that the failure to pursue denazification through to its end can be ascribed to the
Americans' determination to drop all principles in the service of the crusade against
communism. In fact, the Americans were much more insistent on punishing Nazis
than were the British, the French, and even the Soviets, who had 'little faith in any
epuration (cleansing) of the German people' (p. 160). The slowdown on denazifi-
cation, Krieger concludes, was intimately bound up with the growing self-percep-
tion of West Germans as a mature and stable democracy.

Cees Wiebes and Bert Zeeman on Benelux and Helge Pharo on Scandinavia
examine the phenomenon of 'small states among big powers' or, more precisely,
groupings of small states among big powers. Different security concerns, for
example, led Norway and Sweden in quite different directions — towards NATO
and non-alignment respectively — while within the Benelux countries Dutch
Atlanticism contrasted with the Belgian priority of European co-operation. Wiebes
and Zeeman conclude their essay with a candid statement which applies also to some
of the essays on smaller countries in the Wiggershaus and Foerster volume: 'a careful
study of their [Benelux] policies in the years 1945—55 will not lead to a fundamental
redirection of the study of the origins of the Cold War, but any attempt to present a
balanced history of early post-war Europe can no longer simply bypass the influence
of these three small countries. The Cold War was not a bi- or even tri-lateral affair'
(p. 191).

The superpowers, however, still occupy centre stage in the historiography of the
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388 Contemporary European History

Cold War and this volume opens with essays on the United States and the Soviet
Union. Anders Stephanson's piece on the United States is largely historiographical
and contains, among many other things, an interesting critique of Melvyn Leffler's
Preponderance of Power (1992), the most substantial of recent studies of American
foreign policy in the early Cold War. More generally, Stephanson is highly critical
of the 'national security synthesis' in early Cold War studies, which he regards as the
product of an excessive concern with geopolitics (pp. 45—7). He lumps Leffler
together with John Gaddis in this category, on the face of it a curious pairing of a
neo-orthodox with a neo-revisionist historian. Stephanson's aim evidently is to
reinstate ideological conflict as a central feature of the early Cold War, an aim shared
by David Reynolds (in Leffler and Painter, pp. 130—1). Indeed, Gaddis himself, in a
recent essay, has bemoaned his own and others' inattention to ideology, in particular
to the extent that this has led historians to downplay the costs of the Cold War to
citizens of communist countries.3

Vladislav Zubok and Constantine Pleshakov's discussion of Soviet policy is of
paramount importance and for the moment represents the fullest account of current
work on the Soviet Union for this period. The essay is conceptually more sophisti-
cated than most of the others either in this book or in the others under review.
Without being excessively theoretical, the authors offer immensely useful frame-
works for understanding the various levels of Soviet policy. But they can also write
with an enviable directness and clarity: 'as for the roots of the Cold War:
ideologically it stemmed from the 1917 revolution in Russia, geopolitically from
the Second World War, which left the USA and USSR in positions of dominance,
and technologically from the atomic revolution of 1945' (p. 57).

As for their findings on Soviet foreign policy, amid the many details, one
conclusion stands out: that, contrary to the assumptions of many historians, it is
doubtful whether there were 'missed opportunities' to make a post-war peace with
Stalin. Zubok and Pleshakov give little comfort to Cold War revisionists, though
no doubt fully informed debate is only just beginning on this issue, given the fact
that Soviet archival material is still appearing.

I have spent a good deal of space on Reynolds's book, since it is likely to remain
an important reference point for some years to come. Like all multi-authored
enterprises it leaves open the question of how detailed conclusions on a multiplicity
of topics are to be fitted into a coherent overall picture. Reynolds supplies some of
the answers in his thoughtful introduction. Three over-arching themes emerge
from the essays, he suggests: the struggle for mastery of Germany, the strength of
socialism and communism in Western Europe, and the role of American initiatives
in the reshaping of post-war Europe.

Two reflections suggest themselves. Firstly, the identification of themes represents
only one stage on the way to synthesis; what will ultimately be required is concepts
which will serve to integrate the themes. Secondly, a point which is more specific to

3 John Gaddis, 'The Tragedy of Cold War History', Diplomatic History, Vol. 17 (Winter 1993),
7-9-

, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960777300003544
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Nottingham, on 22 Jan 2019 at 09:04:41, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960777300003544
https://www.cambridge.org/core


The Origins of the Cold War 389

the conclusions of this book, it is possible, as Reynolds recognises (p. 92), to
over-emphasise the role of the lesser powers in the origins of the Cold War. To the
extent that their role has been ignored or under-played in past writings, then books
such as Reynolds's represent a welcome corrective. Ultimately, however, the task
of those who seek a synthesis will be to find ways of integrating these national
histories into a genuinely international history of the Cold War.

Similar questions are raised by Leffler and Painter's Origins of the Cold War. This
is a curious and in some ways unsatisfactory collection. The subtitle, 'an inter-
national history', is a misnomer in so far as it suggests an integrated whole. In fact, it
is a collection of essays and extracts from books on aspects of the early Cold War.
All but one of the items have been previously published and nine out of sixteen
pre-date the end of the Cold War, some by a good few years. It is, of course,
important to resist the notion that the best historical writing is always the most
recent, but this book bills itself as a reassessment of the origins of the Cold War in
the light of its ending and one is led to expect that the essays are written from this
perspective. Of the three essays on the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, for
example, two were published originally in 1984. Both authors in question (David
Hollo way and Charles Gati) have written extensively since 1984 on the subjects
treated in this volume. Indeed Holloway's Stalin and the Bomb (1994) is probably the
single most important book to have been published on the early Cold War in the
last ten years. Would it not have been possible to obtain an essay from Holloway
which represented his recent conclusions in the light of the archival work he has
done in the last decade?

The aim of the Leffler and Painter book, with a student readership in mind, is to
bring together important writings which are often scattered in specialist journals.
The editors supply a general introduction and short introductions to each of the
essays. Viewed in this light (i.e. forgetting that we had been promised something
different), there is some value in the collection, though the absence of an index is a
serious omission in a book which aims to serve a student readership. As compared
with the Reynolds volume, Leffler and Painter's perspective is global, and includes
groups of essays on Europe and the Third World, as well as thematic sections on
'Soviet and American strategy and diplomacy' and 'linking center and periphery'.
There are familiar names: Bruce Cumings on Korea, Charles Maier on the Western
alliance, Leffler on American national security policy, Martin Sherwin on the
atomic bomb (an essay from as long ago as 1973), David Reynolds on Europe, and
Marc Trachtenberg on nuclear policy. There are useful items on the Third World
dimensions of the Marshall Plan, on the Iranian crisis of 1946, on revolutionary
movements in Asia, on China and on Latin America.

The approach is broadly revisionist, though not consistently. At one point in the
introduction we read that 'the Cold War came to engulf the whole world because
US, European, and Japanese leaders believed that the needs of the industrial
economies of northwestern and northeastern Eurasia demanded the retention of
markets and the preservation of access to raw materials in the underdeveloped
periphery' (p. 9). Two pages on we read that 'these essays on the Middle East and
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Asia suggest that agency rested not simply with the Great Powers but also with local
elites and popular movements' (p. n). Taken as a whole, the essays mirror the
tension contained in these two statements: between a somewhat old fashioned
revisionism which places emphasis on American/Western economic imperialism
and a more flexible 'internalist' perspective.

On the question of synthesis, the editors offer some pointers in the introduction
and epilogue. They speak of the 'international system' in the post-war period as
being shaped by five developments: 'Great Power rivalries, changes in the tech-
nology of warfare, transnational ideological conflict, reform and reconstruction of
the world capitalist system, and movements of national liberation' (p. 12). When
this structure collapsed, they conclude unsurprisingly, the Cold War ended
(p. 317). All this is fine, but these arguments remain under-developed. They
scarcely serve to integrate the essays. In the end, the book is little more than the
sum of its parts.

Wiggershaus and Foerster's volume on The Western Security Community takes us
into realms of detail which are only hinted at in the other books under review.
This collection of essays subjects the foundation of NATO to minute scrutiny
country by country; the focus then turns to problems of co-operation and
integration in the North Atlantic Alliance. The structure of this volume therefore
reflects both the characteristic problem of NATO itself - how to reconcile
conflicting national interests with the promotion of a common purpose — and the
historiographical problem of doing justice to the conclusions of archival research
while also satisfying the need for synthesis. There is no space here to list the
detailed conclusions reached in the individual essays. Suffice it to say that this is
work of high professionalism, based on extensive research in government archives.
It will be an essential reference point for historians working on the foundation of
NATO for some time to come.

The general viewpoint adopted by the authors can be subsumed under Alan
Milward's by now famous statement that Western integration was promoted by the
member nations 'not to hasten their disappearance from the stage of history but
rather to guarantee that they would continue to dominate that stage'. In short, the
emphasis in these essays is on the ways in which individual countries 'used' the
Atlantic alliance as a means of resolving problems which were peculiar to their own
histories and needs. A theme which runs through several of the essays is the failure of
Europe to develop its own security system to match the integration of national
economies, though Lawrence Kaplan makes the case that one of these failed
experiments, the Western European Union (WEU), provided NATO's basic
infrastructure. Pierre Melandri, on the other hand, sees in the demise of the
European Defence Community (EDC) an indication of the dilemma which has
dogged Western Europe from the beginning: namely, its dependence on the United
States for security.

The book opens with fine introductory chapters by Wilfried Loth on the
formation of the blocs and by Klaus Schwabe on efforts towards co-operation and
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integration. The most striking essay, however, is Donald Cameron Watt's 'Notes
Towards a Synthesis' which forms the conclusion to the book. Historiographical
development, he proposes, passes through six stages, beginning with contemporary
analyses immediately after the events in question and ending at stage six, over thirty
years later, with a fully developed historiography. This latter entails not only
engagement with all the relevant sources but an ability to cope with the myths
which have been generated during the earlier, more heated, stages of development.
Particularly important, as far as Watt is concerned, is the boundary between the
fourth and fifth stages. The former, which begins with the release of government
documents some thirty years after the event, is a stage of instant (or 'Nescafe')
history in which 'the pressure of time impels [historians] to treat the new evidence,
not as the basis of new analysis (which would take time) but as material with which
to illustrate, confirm, and justify the concepts already established during the
previous stages'. Paradoxically, the release of new evidence thus 'strengthens rather
than upsets the received version' with its accretion of myths, its attributions of
blame and responsibility for errors and disasters. In the fifth stage, during which
historians for the first time begin to read history forward from the events rather
than backward from the present in which they are writing, the main concern is to
clear away the myths and write history 'as it really or actually happened'. Only in
the sixth stage are historians able to 'reintegrate the myths rejected by their
predecessors into the processes of reassessment, recognising that the myths them-
selves are part of the total historical process' (p. 417).

NATO history, says Watt, is somewhere between the fourth and fifth stages, and
it is important not to attempt a premature synthesis. That, we are told, would be to
underestimate the problems of imperfect knowledge and of terminological and
perceptual imprecision.

Would that history and life were so neat and tidy! No one will reject the
proposition that historians must resist a rush to judgement. Nor will it be denied
that many historiographical controversies can be understood in terms of Watt's
scheme. There is a danger, however, of being too prescriptive about the steps which
are appropriate at any particular moment. Often the greatest advances occur when
individuals are prepared to step outside the set boundaries of research and debate.
The cost of not recognising this may be to confine the conclusions of scholarly
research to scholars themselves. This may indeed be the fate of the Wiggershaus and
Foerster collection. There is only incidental recognition that NATO has been in
turmoil for a number of years and that this condition may offer new vantage points
from which to view the early history of NATO.4 Watt would doubtless regard
such a perspective as hopelessly present-minded, but it is surely possible to write
good history which is more obviously cognizant of present interests. It is partly a
matter of presentation. Few of the authors in this volume make concessions to their
readers in the way of style.

4 The fact that the conference on which this book is based took place in 1985 perhaps explains this
omission. One wonders, though, why it took so long to publish the book.
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IV

Patrick Glynn's Closing Pandora's Box occupies a position at the opposite end of the
historiographical spectrum from Wiggershaus and Foerster. Glynn takes the whole
century within his purview, he has a political point to make, and he writes with a
general reader in mind. His thesis is alarmingly simple: that much historical analy-
sis and policy-making during the Cold War has been based on a set of myths
peddled by arms control advocates. The product of liberal, internationalist think-
ing which is incapable of understanding power, the arms control myth states that
arms races are inherently dangerous and lead to wars. The original villain of the
piece, according to Glynn, was 'revisionist' historiography of the First World War:
namely, the view, which became common in the 1920s, that all the Powers bore
responsibility for the outbreak of war. In the words of Sir Edward Grey, 'the
moral is obvious: it is that great armaments lead to war. If there are armaments on
one side, there must be armaments on other sides.' Such thinking, says Glynn, 'sur-
vived . . . into the Cold War, coloring both policy thinking and academic litera-
ture about war and peace and the accumulation of military power' (p. 3).

Against this vision Glynn sets Fritz Fischer's view that the First World War was
provoked by Germany's desire to change the status quo. The moral of this story is
the opposite of that of the liberal internationalists; it is that power can only be met
with power and that it is weakness on the part of the international community
rather than strength which feeds the expansionist designs of dissatisfied powers and
hence breeds war. In a word, appeasement is not only wrong but positively
dangerous. Winston Churchill is the presiding genius of this book. His words and
policies are invoked at every possible opportunity, most notably the statement that
'it is the great mistake to mix up disarmament with peace' (p. 364).

Reading this interpretation forward into the post-Second World War period,
Glynn finds much to praise wherever the West has stood up firmly to aggression
(witness the establishment of NATO, Reagan's determined promotion of the
Strategic Defense Initiative, and the coalition against Saddam Hussein) and much
to blame where the West has made concessions to communism (in, for example,
virtually all the arms agreements with the Soviet Union). Essentially, Glynn's view
is that of the Republican Right in the United States, dressed up with considerable
scholarship and no little writing skill.

Readers will make their own minds up about the merits of this thesis. For present
purposes the important question is whether all attempts at synthesis are fated to be so
simplified. If all one read on the Cold War were the books under review here, one
could be forgiven for thinking that nothing lay between Glynn's sweeping simplici-
ties and the sometimes cramped, if deeply considered, conclusions of the scholarly
essays in the other books. Taken together, these volumes illustrate both the dangers
of the synthesising imagination and the pressing need for it. There will always be
room for historical accounts which chart a middle way between these extremes.
That will mean devising concepts which are sufficiently coherent to make for con-
sistent argument and sufficiently flexible to take account of complex realities. This
may be the greatest challenge facing historians of the Cold War.
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