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Cold Wars, 
Old and New

1

From the middle 1970s the world witnessed the onset of a Second Cold 
War, a period of east-west hostility and of international focus upon this 
conflict that was comparable, in its essentials, to the First Cold War of 
1946-1953. Whatever accommodations Reagan and Andropov were to 
seek after this Cold War had been launched, the gravity of this develop
ment was plain enough from the very tone in which international rela
tions were being conducted. In contrast to the more co-operative and 
cautious tone of east-west relations evident during the Detente of the 
early 1970s, we could now hear Moscow and Washington engage in 
threat and challenge, self-justification and vilification of the other. In the 
years from 1979 to 1982 at least, an emphasis upon the search for com
mon ground gave way to one of strength and military preparedness as the 
bases of international order; an earlier acceptance of the complexity of 
world affairs, and of the fact that responsibility for problems was 
distributed between different countries, was replaced by a straightforward 
indictment of the opposing side.

The crisis attendant upon Cold War II was, however, not just a matter 
of the tone of east-west relations, but was given special importance 
because of the role played within it by the nuclear aims race and the 
dangers which are rightly seen as flowing from this military competition. 
It is indeed too simple to present the nuclear arms race and east-west con
flict as just two parts of the same process, and very few people believe 
that the present leadership of either east or west would seek suddenly to 
launch an all-out nuclear attack on the enemy. But the two are so closely 
interwoven that a worsening in political contacts between east and west 
is perceived as increasing the danger of war and making it all the more 
necessary to discover some means of halting and reversing the arms race.
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Cold Wars involve an erosion of confidence in the mechanisms of peace
making and in the ability of politicians to find solutions to world pro
blems; at the same time, they increase fear of the opponent and the drive 
towards competition. There is a greater danger of nuclear war developing 
from local conflict or diplomatic miscalculation. It is here in the reduc
tion of political control as well as in the quantitative and qualitative in
crease of modem weaponry, that the tensions of Cold War contain the 
seeds of a possible future nuclear conflict.1

Those who seek to comprehend periods of Cold War face, therefore, a 
double problem. There is first of all the moral problem, of reacting to and 
opposing the forces that bring war nearer and which threaten humanity 
with nuclear destruction. There is, at the same time, an intellectual pro
blem of strengthening moral outrage with an analysis, as accurate and as 
comprehensive as possible, of what the causes of this international ten
sion are. The latter without the former can become an arid exercise, a 
probing detached from the hope of human survival that has in recent 
years come to animate so many people in the cause of peace. The former 
without the latter can, however, contain dangers of equal force, since a 
protest without perception of what causes that against which one protests 
can remain an empty cry; it can be valid in its outrage and concern, but 
ultimately powerless in its ability either to identify the roots of the pro
blem or to convince sufficient numbers of people of its validity. The 
urgency of a political response to the arms race is bolstered, not diluted, 
by such an analytic accompaniment.

The discussion that follows is a product of this dual, moral-intellectual, 
concern, and is part of a wide-ranging debate that has been in train for a 
number of years on the nature of the current international crisis. Many 
writers—journalists and academics, activists and researchers, peace cam
paigners and politicians—have offered their explanation of Cold War II. 
This book joins in that discussion in the full knowledge that there are 
many who have already staked their claim to a solution. Amidst the

*• ‘The risk of a world conflagration arises not so much when a state deliberately pro
vokes a general war—that is hardly ever the case—as when the great powers’ willingness 
to  compromise and find peaceful solutions has been eroded by a growing sense of crisis 
and the sudden emergence of problems to which the traditional solutions provide no 
answer. This is the situation today. What we are witnessing, as people were witnessing in 
1911, is the crumbling of a system, the crisis of a society in the throes of irresistible 
change.’ Geoffrey Barraclough, From Agadir to Armageddon, London 1982, p. 168.



many issues which have arisen in this context, three are given particular 
attention in the ensuing pages. The present chapter seeks to set the 
terms of discussion, by analysing what a Cold War is, and the similarities 
and differences between the Second and First Cold Wars. Chapter Two 
outlines a set of underlying factors, ‘constituent elements’. These struc
ture the course of world politics and provide a means of relating the 
specific issue of the arms race to other political trends in the contem
porary world. It is here, in pressing beyond the individual events of world 
politics, that I discuss the other theories, explicit and implicit, which 
have been offerred as explanations of Cold War II. The remaining 
chapters cover the causes and course of the Second Cold War, beginning 
with the Nixon-Brezhnev initiatives of the late 1960s and ending with 
Reagan’s and Andropov’s policies in the early 1980s.
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Phases of Postw ar H istory
Cold War II is the most recent of four major phases into which 
post-1945 history can be divided. In the broadest terms, it can be said 
that postwar politics have gone through these major phases, which are 
defined primarily by the character of Soviet-us relations at each stage. 
They are: Phase I, the First Cold War, 1946-1953; Phase II, the period 
of Oscillatory Antagonism, 1953-1969; Phase III, Detente, 
1969-1979; Phase IV, the Second Cold War, 1979 onwards.

The first phase, that of Cold War I, lasted from 1946 to 1953. Strains 
between the Allies had been growing during World War II itself—over 
the Second Front, postwar arrangements for Germany, and plans for 
eastern Europe. In 1945 there were substantial conflicts on Germany, 
Poland and Iran and in March 1946 Churchill gave voice to a much 
wider sentiment in the west when he talked of an ‘Iron Curtain’, run
ning from the Baltic to the Adriatic. The term ‘Cold War’, popularised 
by one of its critics, the columnist Walter Lippmann, came into common 
use in 1947. In the Truman Doctrine, announced in March of that year, 
the usa  declared its willingness to organise anti-communist forces in 
Greece and Turkey but this commitment signalled a us support to poten
tial allies anywhere else such aid was needed; the Marshall Plan pro
claimed in June 1947 aimed to revive European capitalism under us in
fluence. No substantive progress in east-west negotiation was made from 
early 1947 onwards, and the London Foreign Ministers Conference of



December 1947 marked the end of meaningful talks between the former 
allies. Six year of almost complete breakdown of communication between 
east and west then followed. In Europe, the height of the Cold War was 
the Berlin blockade which began in June 1948; but it was accompanied 
by forcible takeovers of power by communist parties in much of eastern 
Europe, and by the destruction of communist forces in Greece. They had 
already in 1947 been removed from governments in Italy and France. 
n a t o  was established in 1949, the year when the division of Germany 
into two rival states was confirmed.

By 1949 the focus of international conflict had shifted to the Far East: 
in October 1949 the Chinese communists came to power in Peking, in 
June 1950 the North Koreans tried to unify their country by invading 
the pro-American south, and the Indo-China communist guerrillas, em
boldened by the victory of their Chinese allies, intensified a struggle that 
was to culminate in the defeat of the French expeditionary force at Dien 
Bien Phu in 1954. Cold War I ended as a result of two developments: 
one, the death of Stalin in March 1953, and the attendant ‘Thaw’ in 
Soviet policies at home and abroad; two, the election of Eisenhower, who 
promised to end the Korean war. Together these led to the cessation of 
hostilities in the Far East, with the Korean Armistice of July 1953 and 
the ceasefire in Indo-China in 1954. If the initiative came from the USSR, 
it met a favourable response in the west. By 1954 substantive east-west 
negotiations had begun again, covering Germany, Austria, Korea, and 
Indo-China. In one case, Austria, a solution was found by declaring the 
country neutral in return for a complete evacuation of Soviet forces. In 
two others, Korea and Indo-China, military hostilities ended and parti
tion of disputed countries, Korea and Vietnam, was accepted by both 
sides, in practice if not in theory. No solution was found in Germany, 
and some initial Soviet willingness to bargain away the East German 
state was rebuffed by the west; but the very easing of east-west tension 
overall did enable a lowering of conflict in this central European theatre 
as well. No-one thought that east-west hostilities had ended, and the un
finished agenda of Cold War I was later to be reactivated with delayed 
force—most remarkably in Vietnam. But the easing of confrontation 
meant that, while east-west contestation continued, Cold War I had 
come to an end.

The originator of the term Cold War, the fourteenth-century Spanish 
writer Don Juan Manuel, who was writing of the conflict between Chris
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tians and Muslims at that time, remarks that hot and cold wars are 
distinguished by, among other things, the manner in which they end. 
‘War that is very strong and very hot ends either with death or peace, 
whereas cold war neither brings peace nor gives honour to the one who 
makes it...’2 Don Juan Manuel’s observation applies equally to the Cold 
War of the nuclear age, for it cannot be said that Cold War I brought 
either peace or honour to those who waged it. Neither east nor west was 
able to prevail over the other, and the very partitions that accompanied 
its end—in Germany, Korea and Vietnam—symbolised the inconclusive 
character of its termination. Yet if there were no clear winners, both 
sides can be said to have gained in some measure from it. On the Soviet 
side, the leadership could see that their alliance system was now estab
lished from Berlin to Peking and Hanoi, an extraordinary contrast with 
the situation prevailing in 1945, let alone with that in existence before 
World War II. The terrible devastation of the war had given way to an 
outburst of reconstruction and development in eastern Europe and the 
ussr as, behind almost sealed frontiers, the ‘construction of socialism’ 
went ahead apace. This dynamism was later in the decade to find expres
sion in the expansive visions of Khrushchev and in the scientific achieve
ments of Sputnik and the first manned space flight.

Washington, for its part, had constructed a new alliance system. This 
was world-wide, in a way that the Soviet one was not, and the dynamism 
of the us economy, as it emerged unscathed from World War n , enabled 
us capitalism to exert a hitherto unseen international predominance. The 
u sa  oversaw the rearming of Germany, the revival of the economies of 
western Europe and of Japan, and the projection of a ‘Free World’ 
ideology in which it was the military, political and cultural leader. If, 
therefore, neither the ussr nor the u sa  won honour or peace from Cold 
War I in the manner in which they had anticipated, they both gained 
strategic influence and confidence from this First Cold War of the 
nuclear age.
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2 As translated from Escritores en Prosa Anteriores al Siglo X V ,  Biblioteca de Autores 
Espanoles de Rivadeneira, Madrid 1932, p. 362. Don Juan Manuel (1282-1348) was a 
member of the Castilian royal family who took part in the capture of Algeciras from the 
Arabs in 1344. The discussion of ‘Cold W ar’ comes from his Libro de los Estados, a 
dialogue in which a wise man gives moral advice to  a young prince on the conduct of war
fare against the Muslim foe.
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Cold War I gave way to a period of Oscillatory Antagonism, which 

lasted from 1953 to 1969, and to Detente, which ran from 1969 to 
1979. The period of Oscillatory Antagonism was one in which attempts 
were made to lessen confrontation and reach agreement, and to detach 
some of the tensions internal to each camp from the east-west confronta
tion. But each of these attempts failed, because of the impact of other 
forces and tensions upon the east-west conflict itself3. Thus the Geneva 
conference on Indo-China, the Korean agreement of 1954, and the 
Geneva Summit of Soviet and western leaders in 1955, the first since 
Potsdam in 1945, gave way to the twin crises of 1956, the Anglo- 
French-Israeli invasion of Egypt and the Soviet invasion of Hungary. A 
second pursuit of negotiation, epitomised in Khrushchev’s visit to the 
u sa  in 1959, and the ‘Camp David Spirit’ developed between himself 
and Eisenhower, was overtaken by the breakup of the Paris Summit in 
1960, the Berlin and Laos Crises of 1961, and the Cuba Missile Crisis of 
1962. The latter occasioned the gravest threat to world peace since 
1945. This period of crisis was quickly followed by a third round of 
negotiations, which led to the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty of July 1963, to 
the establishment of a ‘Hot Line’ between Moscow and Washington, 
and to a series of Summits lasting up to 1967.

Events to which the great powers felt compelled to respond again 
halted this process of negotiation. In 1965 us forces went into Vietnam 
and the Dominican Republic, and in 1967 the Third Arab-Israeli War 
provoked renewed tensions between the two sides because of their 
involvement with the conflicting parties. East-west relations were 
already bad when in 1968 Warsaw Pact forces invaded Czechoslovakia. 
Only in 1969, with the advent of the Nixon Administration to office in 
Washington, did Phase III, that of consistent negotiation or Detente, pro
perly begin.

The period of Detente, lasting for a decade until 1979, was one of 
relatively concerted pursuit on both sides of a negotiated framework on 
major issues of dispute between them. It was the period of the salt-I 
Agreement in 1972, the 35-Nation Helsinki Conference on Europe in 
1975, of rising east-west trade and of a belief that Soviet-us rivalry did

5 This period of Oscillatory Antagonism combined elements of Cold War with those of 
Detente. Thus it was not a period of static confrontation, as in the First and Second Cold 
Wars, of or sustained negotiation, as during Detente.



not need to be the major axis of world affairs. The Paris Accords of 
1973, between the u sa  and North Vietnam, enabled America to 
withdraw its forces from Indo-China and so to resolve the most pressing 
issue on its foreign policy agenda. Overall, the relaxation of tensions be
tween the two camps went together with a loosening of the links between 
the east-west and other conflicts. There were, certainly, major crises in 
this period—the 1973 Arab-Israeli war, the Angola crisis of 1975—but 
these did not prejudice negotiation in the manner characteristic of Phase 
II. It was only the accumulation of tensions later in the decade which 
finally ended Detente and ushered in the Second Cold War.

D efining a Cold W ar
At this point, it can be asked what exacdy a ‘Cold War’ is in the sense in 
which this term is used to describe the 1946-1953 period and that 
which began in 1979.4 The term ‘Cold’ is used in a double, contradic
tory, sense: (a) to mean that relations between east and west are cold, 
frozen, paralysed, frosted and so forth, i.e. are not warm; and (b) to mean 
that although relations are bad and warlike, they are to some extent 
restrained and have not reached the point of ‘hot’ war. This double 
significance is clear from what the two contraries are. In the first sense, 
the opposite of Cold War is Thaw. In the second it is allout or Hot War, 
pure and simple. Although formally, it is the second sense which is 
predominant, i.e. a state of bad relations short of hot war, Cold War has 
historically been evoked more in the first sense, to denote a coldness 
bordering on war and to mark a deterioration from periods of greater 
warmth, such as the Alliance of the early 1940s and the Detente of the 
early 1970s. Hence Cold Wars are periods when war is regarded as being 
more, not less, likely than in the preceding period. Whilst nuclear 
weapons may stay the hands of politicians and generals and prevent a hot 
war, they invest the period of confrontation with greater dangers. Thus 
they make the period of Cold War all the riskier and more menacing. 
And this proximity to war is the more evident because Cold Wars 
between the major powers are often accompanied by bloody hot wars 
between their respective allies in the third world.

Cold Wars, Old and N ew  7

4 The Oxford English Dictionary defines cold war as ‘a state of hostility consisting in 
threats, obstruction, propaganda, etc. without physical violence’.
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Six characteristics above all marked the First Cold War and provide the 

historical elements of what constitute modern Cold Wars.
1. The feature most evident to the inhabitants of both blocs was that 
there was a military buildup with special emphasis upon nuclear 
weapons, the purpose of such buildups being to prevent advances by the 
other side along certain publicly identified fronts—in the earlier case 
Europe. During Cold War I the u sa  deployed nuclear weapons in Europe, 
and the Russians for the first time acquired them.
2. The First Cold War was accompanied by a particularly intense propa
ganda campaign between the two camps, in which each side sought max
imally to denigrate the other. The west sought to berate the USSR for its 
‘totalitarian’ qualities, and to establish a homology between the natures 
of Soviet society and Nazi Germany on the grounds that both were 
repressive and warlike. The Russians sustained their critique of the_ex- 
ploitation inherent in capitalism and accompanied this by stressing the 
warmongering character of imperialism, both vis-à-vis the USSR itself and 
in the colonial world, where a considerable number of conflicts Were rag
ing. This ideological conflict often rested upon a suppression of accurate 
or balanced information about the opposite camp.
3. There were no successful negotiations between the u sa  and ussr on 
issues of mutual concern, whether bilateral, in Europe or in the rest of 
the world. Polemics and mutual denunciation replaced compromise and 
negotiated agreement. The inability to find common ground on major 
issues was marked by tense confrontation along an ‘Iron Curtain’ in 
Europe and by armed conflict in the Far East.
4. The conflict between capitalism and communism found expression in 
third world revolutionary situations, in which the west sought to reverse 
and contain local movements that were presented as instruments of 
Soviet policy. This took place in Korea and Vietnam, Malaya and the 
Philippines.
5. There was a tightening of controls within the capitalist and com
munist camps, a construction of military blocs, a repression of those 
suspected of sympathies for the other side (persecution of Titoists in 
eastern Europe, McCarthyism in the u sa ).
6. While conflict, even confrontation, between east and west has con



tinued throughout the postwar period, as have conflicts within the two 
blocs and between metropolitan and third world countries, in the periods 
of Cold War greater emphasis was placed upon mobilising for the east- 
west confrontation than at other times. This does not just mean that the 
stress was upon such confrontation rather than upon negotiation: it 
meant above all that all other conflicts were viewed in the context of this 
overriding one and were subordinated to it. The stress was upon the 
dominance, and if possible exclusivity, of the east-west confrontation.

This analysis of Cold War I rests upon a certain restriction of the term 
that is not always accepted. Historians do tend to treat the First Cold 
War as a self-evident period ending at some point in the 1950s, but the 
term Cold War is now often used to denote the very process of east-west 
conflict itself, or the situation of arms buildup without outright wars.5 In 
these latter usages, the term is co-extensive with the whole postwar 
period, the phases of which are all regarded as part of the Cold War. 
However, although the east-west conflict and the nuclear arms race are 
indeed co-extensive with the period since 1945, they are also distinct 
from each other and both can be distinguished from the Cold War in its 
original, historically specific sense. This refers to a particular period of 
globalised conflict, namely one in which the emphasis is upon military 
and strategic confrontation and in which negotiation is minimal or non
existent.

The conflict between east and west, i.e. communism and capitalism, 
has been a feature of world politics since 1917 and has been globalised, 
i.e. geographically and politically dominant, since 1945; but it has also 
known periods of greater or lesser intensity. It is this fluctuation that ex
plains the phases of postwar history and which suggests a use of the term 
‘ Cold War’ to denote a particular phase of globalised social conflict, one 
intermediate between the two extremes of allout or ‘hot’ war, and of 
maximised accommodation. Those, on either left or right, who assert 
that there has been Cold War continuously since 1945 or even 1917 are 
right in arguing that international social conflict has been continuous;
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5 As in, (or example, E.P. Thompson’s writings in E xterm inim  and Cold War and 
Beyond the Cold War and André Fontaine, History o f the Cold War, New York 1 9 6 9 .1 
am not arguing that the equation of the term cold war with the east-west conflict cannot 
be justified, only that, if it is used in this extended sense, then some other means of identi
fying the periods of greater tension has to be devised.



10
but they tend to understate the degree of fluctuation involved in this pro
cess. Hence they undervalue the specific nature of the more intense con
flicts experienced in the late 1940s and early 1980s. In this restricted 
sense, Cold War is not an inevitable concomitant of globalised social con
flict, whilst the latter conflict is an inevitable consequence of the ex
istence of two rival social systems.

C haracteristics of D etente
Defined in this manner, it becomes easier to identify the peculiarities of 
those periods that have come between the two Cold Wars, that of 
Oscillatory Antagonism and that of Detente. If the latter marks the 
clearest contrast, the former is an ambiguous period containing elements 
and phases of Detente followed by reversion to the characteristics of the 
Cold War. The six features of Detente contrast with those already seen as 
characterising Cold War.

Detente was marked by a retreat from the allout arms race, Ijy a 
rhetoric of peace and a pursuit of agreed levels of armament. While 
Detente was not accompanied, on either side, by substantial disarm
ament, i.e. by a net ^eduction of weapons levels, some limitation of the 
arms race, i.e. arms control, was a prominent aim and achievement in 
the Detente period. During Detente, there was greater tolerance of the 
other social order, more interest in and more accurate information about 
its character. Indeed, there was sometimes a tendency for analysts on one 
or other side to minimise the failings of the other side even when these 
were well known in both camps, and to downplay the degree of conflict 
between the two systems. Detente involved agreements on arms, on 
third world conflicts, on Europe. There were summits, long-running 
conferences and visits of heads of state, all in contrast to the paralysis of 
the Cold War.

Detente was marked by the desire of the west to extricate itself from 
third world confrontations and by so doing to draw the line in the free of 
the revolutionary forces it had been combatting. It was preceded by some 
loosening of political controls in the eastern bloc—by the Thaw intern
ally in 1954-5 in Russia—and it led to looser emigration controls in the 
1970s. A t the same time it reflected a lessening of anti-communist senti
ment in the capitalist countries, and the growth of social movements 
contesting various dimensions of established order. Detente was marked



by the attempt to separate or disentangle the different international ten
sions which are in periods of Cold War bound together by the conflict of 
east and west. All the world’s problems were not seen as part of a single 
overriding antagonism, as they tend to be during Cold Wars.

Cold W ar II
Cold War II developed, like its predecessor Cold War I, from the break
down of relations between the major capitalist states and the ussr that 
were to some degree more co-operative. On the basis of its first four 
years, 1979-1982, it can be seen how it partook, with some significant 
variations, of the characteristics that marked off Cold War I as a distinct 
period of postwar history.

The most obvious index of Cold War is a greater sense of the danger of 
war. Cold War II involved an increased emphasis by both sides upon the 
likelihood of war and on the need for military preparations against possi
ble attacks from the enemy. The rise of the peace movement certainly 
served to draw greater attention to this issue, and it, for the first time, 
achieved a significant audience inside the u s a . But the development of 
resistance to nuclear weapons policies in the west from 1979 onwards 
was not only a response to the sustained accumulation of weapons over 
the past two decades. It was also a reaction to the specific increases in 
military expenditure and changes in weapons deployment associated with 
the late 1970s, i.e. to a military buildup that got under way at the start of 
Cold War II.

Western governments had, since 1978, been calling for a new military 
capacity, stressing the need to expand military expenditure and high
lighting the legitimacy of the use of force in international relations. 
Carter pledged himself in 1978 to a 3 per cent real increase in us military 
spending; the Republican Party Manifesto of 1980 committed itself to 
restoring us military superiority. Speaking to cadets at the us military 
academy of West Point in 1981, on the dangers of the ‘Treaty Trap’, 
Reagan promised to expand America’s military strength: ‘No nation 
that placed its faith in parchment or paper while at the same time it gave 
up its protective hardware ever lasted long enough to write many pages 
in history,’ he said. Reagan’s first Secretary of State, Alexander Haig, 
stated on many occasions during the first months after coming into office 
that the Administration’s priority was, in his phrase, ‘the restoration of

Cold Wars, Old and N ew  11
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us economic and military strength’. He told one audience that some 
things were more valuable than peace. This emphasis upon the need for a 
new military capacity vis-à-vis the USSR went together with greater 
belligerency in third world policies—with increased preparations for in
tervention there, with warnings about a renewed us willingness to in
tervene in key states (e.g. Saudi Arabia) and with threats of force against 
such targets as Libya, Cuba and Nicaragua.6 The increased level of us 
military readiness, imitated to a greater or lesser degree by its European 
allies, was the most evident practical symbol of the changes in the west 
attendant upon the Second Cold War.

There was not a commensurate hardening of policy on the Soviet side. 
Indeed western politicians justified their shift as a response to a con
tinuous Soviet buildup over the 1970s. But force came to play a more 
prominent part in Soviet foreign policy, most notably in the Soviet in
tervention in Afghanistan of December 1979, the first time Soviet 
troops were used in combat outside the Soviet sphere of influence since 
1945. The Soviet Union attained a level of military preparedness never 
seen before and had introduced new missiles into the European theatre, 
the ss-2os. In response to the declarations of the Reagan Administration 
Soviet leaders increasingly stressed that they were prepared to match 
western military innovations and, if necessary, to fight to defend their in
terests when attacked. Whilst not overtly bellicist in tone, as us 
statements often were, Soviet foreign policy statements certainly became 
distinctly more martial with the onset of the Second Cold War.7 Soviet

6' A n  excellent account of new us conceptions of international relations which stress the 
use of force is given by Diana Johnstone in ‘Une Nouvelle Stratégie Impériale’, Le Monde 
Diplomatique, December 1980. Johnstone stresses the importance of the thought of 

' George Liska, long a conservative critic of detente. In his Quest fo r  Equilibrium published 
in 1977 Liska calls for ‘a not inherently illiberal, but confidently conserving, corrective’ 
to  recent US policies. This would involve selective uses of force in the third world. Despite 
the complexity of the sentence, the thought is clear: ‘An occasional employment of force 
and demonstration of resolve in the peripheries will help more than can any feasible 
central-systemic military buildup, compensating for systemic inaction, to reduce to a prac
tically irrelevant minimum the likelihood of major conflict with the Soviet Union’ 
(p. 216). The evolution of us thinking on the use of force in the third world is documented 
in Michael Klare, Beyond the ‘Vietnam Syndrom e ', Institute for Policy Studies, 
Washington DC 1981.
7- In a book published in early 1982, Always Ready to Defend the Fatherland, Soviet 
chief of staff Nikolai Ogarkov stressed the need for the whole nation to mobilise its 
resources in readiness for war. This was more necessary than ever before, he wrote.



officials also, on occasion, adopted a hectoring and minatory tone in 
addressing public opinion in countries that were seen as particularly 
facilitating the us buildup—Japan and West Germany.

Cold War II was also accompanied by new waves of that ideological 
contestation so characteristic of the earlier period. In the west, this in
volved emphasis upon such questions as the weakness of the Soviet 
economy, the plight of dissidents, the rate of Soviet arms expenditure and 
production, and the global implications of Soviet foreign policy. These 
are all serious issues meriting discussion; but the manner in which they 
were conventionally discussed was of a highly speculative and polemical 
kind, one that often bore little relationship to the truth or to historical 
proportion. With the advent of the Reagan Administration the USSR was 
repeatedly accused of backing ‘international terrorism’, and even of at
tempting to assassinate the Pope. Reagan’s remark that the Russians ‘are 
prepared to lie, cheat and steal’ to further their goal epitomised this 
mood.8 Very few commentators associated with the Reagan Administra
tion appeared to know much about Soviet society, or to seek to under
stand the motivations of Russia’s leaders or population. 9 What is strik
ing is that many of the problems identified in this propaganda had, if any
thing, been alleviated in the 1970s. They could not justify the intensified
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because of the need for quick mobilisation and transition to a war-footing in the event of 
war (International Herald Tribune, 12 March 1982). Leonid Brezhnev’s last speech 
before his death in November 1982 was a call to the Soviet armed forces to increase their 
vigilance.
8' The Economist, 3 May 1981. Many of the attempts to prove Soviet involvement with 
‘terrorism’, as in El Salvador, were unsubstantiated; others involved the use of the term 
‘terrorism’ to designate nationalist movements aided by the USSR, such as the p l o  or 
s w a p o , which had on occasion used terror against civilians, but which had legitimate na
tional aims.

Thus the former us Ambassador to Moscow George Kennan speaking in the language 
of establishment admonition: 'This endless series of distortions and oversimplifications; 
this systematic dehumanization of the leadership of another great country; this routine 
exaggeration of Moscow's military capabilities and of the supposed iniquity of Soviet in
tentions; this monotonous misrepresentation of the nature and the attitudes of another 
great people—and a long-suffering people at that, sorely tried by the vicissitudes of this 
past cen tu ry .. .  these, believe me, are not the marks of the maturity and discrimination 
one expects from the diplomacy of a great power, they are the marks of an intellectual 
primitivism and naivete unpardonable in a great government’ N ew  York Review o f Books 
21 January 1982.
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vilification to which the ussr was subjected in the climate of the Second 
Cold W ar.10

The Soviet side did, for different reasons, show less of a change in tone. 
One factor was that in the Detente period, Soviet writers were less ac
commodating to the capitalist viewpoint than many western writers were 
to the ussr , and the switch back to a more polemical tone involved less 
drastic changes. Another factor is that greater control of the press means 
that if Soviet writers reveal less of the truth about their opponents, they 
also retail less untruth and abuse. But the us Administration did not con
tinue to enjoy the favour shown to it in the period of Nixon and Ford, 
and the u sa  was now held responsible for a wide range of militaristic ini
tiatives towards the ussr . Whereas us foreign policy was treated more in
dulgently in the past, it was now charged with counter-revolutionary act
ivities in Afghanistan, Cambodia, Central America and Poland in a 
replay of the polemics characteristic of the earlier Cold War.

Cold War II was accompanied by a dramatic cooling in bilateral rela
tions between east and west, and in particular in negotiations between 
the ussr and the u s a . There was certainly a contrast with the First Cold 
War, when no talks at all took place and discussions on arms control 
were completely blocked. In 1982, three years into the Second Cold 
War, east-west talks were taking place in Geneva, on intermediate-range

10' One indication of this mood is the Cold War novel, that sets out to depict the USSR in 
unremittingly hostile terms and to stress the east-west conflict. Two prime functions of 
Cold War novels, supportive as they are of a body of non-fiction work, are to discredit 
critics of western foreign policy as agents of the KGB, and to make the prospect of nuclear 
war less frightening. A  suitably degenerate instance of the first was The Spike, by Robert 
M oss and A m aud de Bonchgrave (London 1980), a spy story in which opponents of the 
Vietnam war and of US militarism are pictured as Soviet collaborators. The prime example 
of the second is The Third World War (London 1978) by General Sir John Hackett, a 
former commander of the British Army of the Rhine. Hackett alleges that his is but an at
tempt to  tell a moral story, a cautionary tale for the nuclear age, but his novel is a flam
boyant encomium to the possibilities of a limited and, for the west, victorious nuclear ex
change. Hackett’s  theses are essentially three: (1) that the USSR poses as great a threat to 
the west as did Nazi Germany; (2) that the ability of the west to wage this war rests upon a 
strengthening of political will and traditional social values as well as upon military 
preparedness; (3) that nuclear war is winnable—the book ends with the incineration of 
Minsk and Birmingham after a limited nuclear exchange that provokes the revolt of 
Poland and the non-Russian areas of the USSR. The decision to use fiction for ideological 
ends may in some measure reflect conservative exasperation with what were seen as the 
ravages, in the 1960s and early 1970s, of pacifist literature. Thus Norman Podhoretz 
complains, in his The Present Danger, New York 1980, pp. 6 2-3 , of the ‘Vietnamisa- 
tion’, i.e. discrediting, of World War Q by two popular novels of the 1960s, Joseph 
Heller’s Catch-22 and K urt Vonnegut’s Slaughterhouse Five.



nuclear weapons and on strategic arms reductions, in Madrid, at the 
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, a sequel to the 
Helsinki Agreement of 1975, and in Vienna, on Mutual and Balanced 
Forced Reductions in Europe. The ‘Hot Line’ remained in place and data 
on space exploration were being exchanged. But on the western side the 
political intent of such talks seemed to be as much to reduce criticism 
and force concessions on the USSR as it was to seek compromise; and, 
whatever the outcome of these talks, the fact remained that there was 
from the mid-1970s onwards, i.e. before the onset of Cold War II proper, 
a standstill in east-west negotiation. sa lt -II did not follow on from sa lt-I 
signed back in 1972. The csce and mbkr discussions appeared to be going 
nowhere and were used primarily as occasions to pillory the other side. 
In strategic matters a similar lack of agreement was evident—on such 
issues as the Arab-Israeli question, security in the Persian Gulf, the 
Horn of Africa, Afghanistan and the Indian Ocean. Economic ties be
tween east and west were maintained and there was not a complete shut
ting off of the financial and commercial bonds built up in the 1970s; but 
as far as the u sa  was concerned, trade itself became an area of conflict. A 
series of boycotts and cancellations of agreements in the period from 
1979 onwards served to subordinate economic links to the dictates of 
Cold War.

Overall, the flow of meetings and talks during Cold War II served to 
mask the similarity with Cold War I whereas the underlying reality of 
bilateral impasse served to confirm it. Cold War I involved a standoff in 
Europe, with the exception of Greece, but major conflicts in the Far East. 
Cold War II has not led to any direct conflict in Europe either, but during 
the 1970s there were massive social upheavals in all three continents of 
the third world and these helped both to cause and to sustain Cold War 
II. As will be discussed later in Chapter Four, one of the main reasons for 
Cold War II was the wave of third world revolutions which from 1974 
onwards engulfed the South, from Saigon to Managua, and thereby pro
voked deep anxiety in the advanced capitalist states. The response of the 
u sa  and its allies was to blame these developments on the USSR, and to in
stigate counter-attacks in Central America, Western Sahara, the Persian 
Gulf, Afghanistan and Cambodia.11 None of these third world crises
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11 Thus Ronald Reagan: ‘Let’s not delude ourselves. The Soviet Union underlies all the 
unrest that is going on. If they weren’t engaged in this game of dominoes, there wouldn’t 
be any hot spots in the world’, as quoted in New York magazine, 9 March 1981.
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equalled the high point of Cold War I—the Chinese Revolution of 
1949—in scale, but once again the massive but paralysed tensions of 
Europe, the ‘Central Front* of n a t o  designation, were displaced onto 
third world theatres where no such paralysis was to be found.

The u sa  and the USSR sought to accompany the heightened level of 
confrontation with each other by greater controls on dissent within their 
own ranks, both within their own societies and within their own alliance 
systems. Within western society the previous two decades witnessed a 
substantial erosion of traditional ideological and social systems of 
domination—along lines of class, race, sex and age. The Second Cold 
War was linked to a wide-ranging conservative rollback in most spheres 
of social policy, both in the u sa  and Europe. In economic matters this 
took the form of monetarist macroeconomic policies and the devastations 
of supply-siders. In social policy, this rollback involved the reversal 
through fund-cutting and legislation of the gains made by trades union 
organisations and by movements of women, gays and blacks during the 
1970s. A combination of direct confrontation and unemployment was 
also used to undermine trades unions.12 The reassertion of internal unity 
and hegemony was, however, but a concomitant of the re-establishment 
of a new international unity, with in this case the reassertion by 
Washington of us hegemony as forcefully as circumstances allowed. This 
reinforcement of the us position was most evident in military matters— 
pressure on allies for expenditure increases, stationing of Cruise and 
Pershing-II missiles in Europe, demands for support for us initiatives in 
the third world. But it was also extended to encompass inter-capitalist 
economic policy, aid and trade policies towards the third world, and 
negotiating postures towards the USSR.13 In both internal and inter

,2- Hackett, pp. 45-8 , looks forward to a conservative shift in British public life—away 
from trade union power and the welfare state, towards law and order, discipline and in
creased military expenditure, i.e. the Thatcherite programme implemented a year after 
the first edition of his book came out. The ideological instruments of rollback were in 
place long before Cold War n  began. In the USA this involved not only the reassertion of 
‘traditional’ values but the trumpeting of much neo-conservative thought, particularly on 
economic individualism. Typical of the latter is the best-selling Wealth and Poverty by 
George Gilder, New York 1981, which begins: ‘The most important event in the recent 
history of ideas is the demise of the socialist dream.’ Gilder writes: ‘The only dependable 
route from poverty is always work, family and fiith. ’ See also below Chapter Five.
13 For an illustrative discussion of these issues, see Western Security: What has chang
ed? What should be done? by Karl Kaiser, Winston Lord, Thierry de Montbrial, David 
W att, Royal Institute of International Affairs, London 1981. Whilst stressing the need for



national issues, the postulation of an external threat was combined with 
alarm about the erosion of pre-existing values to foster mobilisation for a 
new Cold War.

In the ussr the party leadership had, from the early 1960s onwards, 
brought about a steady reduction in arbitrary and terroristic acts by the 
state security forces. Only in one area, the use of psychiatric clinics to in
tern political dissenters, was there a subsequent net deterioration. But 
the Kremlin accompanied this with an erratic policy towards those out
spokenly critical of the system. This suppression of the overtly critical 
began in the early 1970s and by the late 1970s the dissident movement 
had to a large extent been driven underground; a few publicised trials had 
been used both to intimidate critics within the ussr and to demonstrate to 
their western supporters that the Soviet system was not going to tolerate 
their interference. The onset of Cold War II nevertheless led to an in
crease in hostility to internal opposition as contacts between east and 
west lessened. Jewish emigration was cut by 95 per cent between 1980 
and 1982; direct telephone links to western Europe were severed in the 
latter year, and the mailing of books abroad was impeded. This went 
together with an attempt to stimulate greater patriotic sentiment in the 
ussr and with an emphasis on the need to educate the young in the 
necessities of military discipline. A  small independent peace group set up 
in June 1982 was harassed. In the broader context of eastern Europe, 
special attention was given by the cpsu  leaders to Poland, where opposi
tion was greatest, and in December 1981 martial law was declared there 
by the Polish army in order to contain and reverse the movement that 
had grown up around Solidarity. Polemics against ‘pluralism’, even 
under socialism, became common. While there was no return in 
Moscow during Cold War II to the levels of control associated with the 
Stalin period, involving show trials and political executions, repression of 
dissent in both the ussr and eastern Europe was notably greater than dur
ing earlier periods of tolerance.

Cold War II involved a concerted and sustained attempt by the u sa  to 
subordinate the various dimensions of its foreign policy, and that of its 
allies, to confrontation with the ussr . The image of a ‘Soviet Threat’ was 
used not merely to elicit increased vigilance against the Soviet Union,
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greater understanding on both sides of the Atlantic, this diagnosis, reproducing the con
ventional wisdom of foreign policy establishments, advocates in practice a strengthening 
of unity beneath the American banner.
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but also to create a strategic framework within which other issues should 
be seen and given their due proportion and to mobilise the European 
allies and Japan for economic pressure on the USSR. The emphasis was on 
facing up to the ussr , rather than on seeking compromise, and on giving 
priority to this, rather than on the relative distinctness of the different 
issues dividing the states of the world.

It is relevant to recall how different this was from the dominant tone of 
western political discourse in the earlier part of the 1970s. Then the 
Soviet Union was not seen as the radix malorum, the root of all interna
tional evil, that it was later to become. A revival of the Cold War was no 
more foreseen than the resurgence of politicised religion, a world-wide 
recession, or the combative regionalism of western Europe. Speaking in 
1974, Secretary of State Kissinger was able to say: ‘the biggest problem 
American foreign policy confronts right now is not how to regulate com
petition with its enemies . . .  but how to bring our friends to a realisation 
there are greater common interests than simple self-assertiveness.’14 In a 
major foreign policy speech at Notre Dame University in 1977 President 
Carter called on America to ‘get away from the unhealthy obsession’ 
with the USSR that had marked previous Administrations. For a while 
Carter espoused the viewpoint associated with the Trilateral Commission 
which placed priority on the need to restructure relations between 
capitalist states rather than on the bipolar us-Soviet conflict.

This disaggregation of the problems of foreign policy was accompanied 
by a belief that the USA and the USSR could find common ground on the 
major issues of the day. Thus Kissinger sought to involve the Soviet 
Union in agreements that would encourage it to reduce its arms produc
tion and restrain itself in the third world. Typical of this period was the 
view of the noted foreign affairs specialist Alistair Buchan, writing in 
1973: ‘The Soviet Union and the United States will develop a series of 
specific understandings to keep their strategic relationship stable and to 
attempt to restrain conflict in areas where they cannot escape commit
ment, notably Europe and the Middle East.’15 Similarly, the Washington

14' A s quoted in Mary Kaldor, The Disintegrating West, London 1978, p. 25.
I5- Alistair Buchan, Change Without War, London 1974, p. 99. A  comparable shift was 
noticeable in academic theorising on international relations, with the move away from the 
‘realist’ school dominant until the 1960s, which emphasised great power relations, 
towards ‘pluralist’ and ‘globalist’ theories which stressed international interdependence 
and the possibility of non-military solutions.



correspondent of the Sunday Tim es, Henry Brandon wrote of the u sa  
and USSR as ‘confined by a mutual vulnerability of which they have 
become well aware’ and which would ensure that the 1970s would see a 
lessening of international tensions.16 This expectation was widely held at 
the time. Hence, if Detente involved the twin beliefs of a multipolar 
world and the possibility of compromise with the USSR on the basis of 
shared interest, in Cold Wars I and II western leaders have laid stress 
upon the bipolar and antagonistic character of world politics and on the 
need to marshal all the forces at the west’s disposal for a confrontation 
with the opposite camp.

T he F irst and Second Cold Wars: A  Com parison
Despite these similarities, there are arguments which deny that the 
post-1979 period can legitimately be termed a Cold War. One reason of
fered for rejecting the comparison is that if the First Cold War had a 
strong ideological motivation, this cannot be claimed of the Second Cold 
War, when both camps have been acting much more according to the 
logic of major powers. The historian Am o Mayer has written: ‘The op
posing ideological projects that once fired the Soviet-American competi
tion in international politics are exhausted or bankrupt. In that sense, the 
cold war is over. Now the ussr and the United States are locked into a 
conventional struggle for power centered in the Third World.’17 A  sec
ond argument points to the durability of the agreements negotiated be
tween both sides: sa lt -I and even sa lt-11 were respected, the European 
talks continued, the Hot Line remained in existence; trade continued to 
flow; in contrast to the total suspicion and lack of communication of the 
late 1940s, a system of assumptions about crisis management and arms 
negotiations had been permanently established. A further reason for 
questioning the comparison concerns internal repression: if Cold War is 
accompanied by the control of internal dissent, then however much such 
control was increased on both sides in the period after 1979, this in
crease was not at all comparable to that which accompanied Cold War I. 
There were no executions of people accused of being Titoists in the east, 
no Red Scare or comparable witch-hunts against the left in the west.
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16 Henry Brandon, The Retreat o f American Power, London 1973, p. 345.
17, A m o Mayer, ‘TTie Cold War Is Over’, Democracy , vol.2, no 1, January 1982, p. 32.
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These three counter-arguments can, however, be seen as identifying 

certain differences between Cold War I and Cold War Ü, rather  than as 
reasons for rejecting the comparison altogether, for, despite the dif
ferences between the two, the deterioration in east-west relations along 
the dimensions identified remained substantial. There certainly was a 
variation in the ideological appearance of this Second Cold War, even 
though the actual ending of political conflict between the two camps was 
not as great as Arno Mayer implies. This ideological originality is 
reflected in the political alignments that were created: if the First Cold 
War was clearly anti-communist, this Second Cold War was more 
specifically directed against the u ssr . On the international level, the 
world’s largest post-revolutionary state, China, aligned itself for the first 
part of Cold War II with the forces opposed to the ussr . Within the ad
vanced capitalist states, there was less anti-communist hysteria from 
governments and parties of the right than in the earlier Cold War: on the 
other hand, much of the left adopted positions that are themselves as op
posed to the ussr as those of the right. An eloquent ipdex of this changed 
political configuration was the kind of support being given by 
metropolitan forces to third world guerrillas: much of the European and 
American left supported the Afghan mojahidin, ferociously conservative 
tribal rebels hostile to socialism, democracy, women’s emancipation and 
liberalism of any kind, while the c ia , under the guise of refugee aid, was 
stimulating the resistance of the murderous Khmer Rouge, the c ia ’s 
former foe, from neighbouring Thailand.

The persistence of negotiations and of a shared framework for crisis 
management certainly marks Cold War II off from its predecessor, but 
this may reflect less the degree of confrontation than the shift in the 
international balance of forces that produced this change. The Second 
Cold War differed from the First precisely in the new correlation of 
strategic forces it represented. In Cold War I the u sa  had overwhelming 
military superiority over the ussr , and comparable economic superiority 
over its capitalist allies. The ussr was too weak to negotiate; the u sa  too 
strong to need to. Whilst it has not wholly lost superiority in either field, 
these margins of us dominance were radically reduced in the intervening 
period. This certainly accounts in part for the vigour with which 
Washington prosecuted the Second Cold War; but it also explains the 
greater restraint it was obliged to show, and in particular the willingness 
to engage in negotiations on arms control demonstrated by both the ussr



and the u s a . It remained to be seen how far discussions on European and 
strategic nuclear forces would produce results; but the very fact that both 
sides consented to such talks and affected at least in public to prosecute 
them seriously was in marked contrast to the seven years of the First 
Cold War (1946-1953) when no substantive east-west negotiations at all 
took place. This difference reflects the greater strength of the Soviet 
Union, which was now willing to talk, and the reduced confidence of the 
u s a , which now had to talk, as well as the pressure upon the latter by its 
NATO allies. It does not invalidate the fact that a Second Cold War began 
in the late 1970s.

The argument that the post-1979 period is not a Cold War because 
the level of internal repression has been much lower again underlines a 
difference, rather than establishes the invalidity of comparison. For 
although accompanied by less intense suppression of opponents in east 
and west, Cold War II certainly involved a widespread ideological 
counter-offensive against dissenting forces on both sides. This led, in the 
west, to a reassertion of what are said to be traditional ‘Judaeo-Christian’ 
values, and a fostering of that suspicion of criticism which is so important 
in intimidating and disconcerting opponents at home.

In enumerating the differences between Cold Wars I and II, there is, 
however, a much more important distinction which serves not to annul 
the similarity but to highlight the force of Cold War II: this is the chang
ed role played within it of both the third world and Europe. The First 
Cold War was concentrated initially on Europe—on the German ques
tion and on conflicts over Poland, Greece, and the communist parties of 
western Europe. It was later extended by the crises of the Far East—the 
Chinese, Korean and Vietnamese revolutions, and the guerrilla 
movements in the Philippines and Malaya. Yet even with the pro
minence of the Far East, Europe remained a theatre of dispute.

The onset of the Second Cold War owed little to conflict in Europe. 
The Berlin issue was dormant while Cold War I began in Europe and 
then shifted to the Far East. The events that precipitated Cold War II lay 
in the third world, in, for example, the Arc of Crisis, the region running 
from Afghanistan, through Iran and the Arab world, to the Horn of 
Africa. Yet Europe re-entered the Cold War in another manner. In 
western Europe the imposition of new strategic policies by NATO 
generated opposition that turned these countries into a political battle
ground of immense significance. This coincided with the emergence of
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mass opposition to communist party rule in Poland. Albeit in a quite dif
ferent way, Europe therefore remained a theatre of the Cold War, not 
because military conflict between east and west was an imminent 
possibility, but because of the increasing rejection of strategic 
hegemonies by political movements in both camps—by the peace move 
ment in the west, and by the opposition movement in Poland in the east.

So far, the discussion has focussed on three reasons why it might be 
thought that Cold War II was less intense than Cold War I, and may not 
merit application of the term ‘Cold W ar’. These reasons for denying the 
analogy were the decreased ideological motivation of the two sides, the 
durability of agreements between them, and the lower level of repression 
in both camps. But there are other differences between the two Cold 
Wars which suggest that, if anything, Cold War II was more serious than 
Cold War I. The first such difference is that Cold War II coincided with a 
general economic recession in the capitalist world, as well as with a slow
ing down of growth rates in much of the Soviet bloc as well. It is not 
necessary to posit any one-to-one connection between these two pro
cesses, Cold War and recession, to realise that in a situation of economic 
difficulty, which threatens the authority of governments and disrupts the 
lives of many millions of people, the danger of war increases. Weak 
government, domestic pressure, and a diffuse loss of confidence can all 
combine to render leaderships less cautious than would be the case in 
times of prosperity. If this is true for the developed countries, it is even 
more so for the third world, where mass hunger and the violence of the 
recession have important disruptive political effects. Political leaders can 
see war as a distraction from domestic issues; religious and national 
hatreds increase; the temptations of destroying an enemy and seizing the 
opponent’s economic resources become greater. Cold War I had no such 
additional destabilising component.

In the most important of all perspectives, that of the risks involved, the 
two Cold Wars are also incomparable because Cold War II was far graver: 
a full exchange of destructive potential between the u sa  and the ussr dur
ing Cold War I would have caused enormous damage to both Russia and 
the rest of Europe. But both the ussr and u sa  could have survived as 
functioning societies and economies. The rest of the world would have 
suffered by the extension of the combat through conventional war and 
from nuclear fallout, but would probably have avoided nuclear bombard
ment. A  full exchange of weaponry in Cold War II could destroy



humanity as we know it: there are enough nuclear weapons now ac
cumulated to destroy life on the planet twenty times over. The military 
threat contained within the Second Cold War therefore makes it a far 
more ominous confrontation than was Cold War I.

Whatever their implications, these distinctive features of the Second 
Cold War should not, occlude those respects in which it bore similarity 
to its predecessor, or mask the fact that identifiable historical forces were 
at the origin of both Cold Wars. Both periods of heightened east-west 
tension were produced not by impersonal and immanent forces, nor by 
the mere facts of military accumulation, but by the evolution of that 
globalised social conflict accentuated by the other constituent elements of 
world politics. Cold War II reflected the desire of both blocs to retain 
what they had acquired in the earlier periods of reduced antagonism, 
together with their determination to deploy the fear of the other as a 
composite ideological device for guaranteeing unity at home. Above all, 
it reflected the continued force of long-range goals that were irrecon
cilable with each other and which determined the strategic plans of both 
camps. Soviet actions in the 1970s reflected priorities and plans 
established in the previous decade, particularly in the early 1960s, as 
well as the outlook of a generation of leaders whose formative period was 
the 1930s and 1940s. On the us side, just as the First Cold War was a 
reflection of wartime planning by committees within the Roosevelt Ad
ministration, so the promotion of the Second Cold War has been shaped 
by discussions and decisions among strategic planners and foreign policy 
advisers that have been under way in Washington and New York since 
the early 1970s or before. The Second Cold War was neither an acci
dent, nor the product of some neat conspiracy: it reflected conscious, 
long-term decisions taken by people in power with limited control over 
world events. Theirs was a response to a changing world situation which 
provided new challenges to their system of domination and new oppor
tunities for prosecuting the globalised conflict with the opposing bloc. 
The aim of the chapters which follow is to identify the factors underlying 
and aggravating this conflict and, more precisely, those changes in the 
world situation and the threats and opportunities involved which served 
to occasion the emergence of the Second Cold War at the end of the 
1970s.
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