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Transnational organizations and the
Cold War
matthew evangelista

Many actors crowd the stage of Cold War history: political leaders, mass
movements, economic and military forces, ideologies, technologies, cultures,
and identities. The role of transnational organizations may seem minor by
comparison. Yet much evidence suggests that these groups helped keep the
Cold War from turning into a hot war and contributed to the peaceful
resolution of the East–West conﬂict and the nuclear arms race that represented its most dangerous component. Transnational contacts often contributed to an atmosphere conducive to the improvement of East–West relations,
and sometimes transnational activists inﬂuenced speciﬁc decisions of governments by, for example, suggesting particular initiatives to resolve conﬂicts or
move forward stalemated negotiations.
Transnational relations have been deﬁned as “regular interactions across
national boundaries when at least one actor is a non-state agent or does not
operate on behalf of a national government or an intergovernmental organization.”1 The concept is intended to capture the phenomenon that many have
observed of ordinary citizens involving themselves in issues that used to be
the exclusive preserve of governments, or promoting new issues, such as the
environment or human rights, onto the agenda of interstate relations.2 Such
citizen-activists formed networks across borders, established sister-city relationships, and engaged in “track-two diplomacy” as an alternative to the oﬃcial
1 Thomas Risse-Kappen (ed.), Bringing Transnational Relations Back In: Non-State Actors,
Domestic Structures and International Institutions (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1995), 3.
2 Margaret Keck and Kathryn Sikkink, Activists beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks in
International Politics (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1998); Jackie Smith, Charles
Chatﬁeld, and Ron Pagnucco (eds.), Transnational Social Movements: Solidarity beyond the
State (Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press, 1997); Sidney Tarrow, The New
Transnational Activism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005).

400

C:/ITOOLS/WMS/CUP/368226/WORKINGFOLDER/9780521837217C19.3D

401 [400–421] 4.6.2009 1:50PM

Transnational organizations and the Cold War

negotiations of government diplomats.3 The deﬁnition also encompasses
regular interactions between state agents of one country and people of no
oﬃcial status in another, or between former and/or future government
oﬃcials. During the Cold War, some government oﬃcials both in Moscow
and in Washington maintained good contacts with their own transnational
activists and sometimes those of the other side.4 Soviet and US oﬃcials alike
tried to inﬂuence the activists – most notably participants in the European
peace movements of the 1980s – but by and large organizations managed to
maintain their independence.
The broadest coverage of transnational organizations during the Cold War
would consider the role of such groups as Oxfam in disaster relief, Amnesty
International in the promotion of human rights, and the International Committee
of the Red Cross in monitoring compliance with the laws of war. This chapter
is more narrowly focused on issues of “high politics” – the military and armscontrol policies of the superpowers, particularly concerning nuclear weapons,
and their involvement in regional conﬂicts. Many of the organizations discussed included members from or maintained branches in many countries,
but the eﬀorts of those organizations were targeted primarily at the United
States, the Soviet Union, and their respective allies. US and Soviet transnational activists cut a high proﬁle in this account, but citizens of other countries
ﬁgure as well.
In the context of the Soviet Union, the notion of a “nonstate agent” is
somewhat problematic, given the dominant role of the Communist Party in
the country’s political life and its supervision over all foreign contacts. Yet
even organizations whose Soviet members required oﬃcial approval of the
Communist Party provided opportunities for informal exchange of ideas that
deviated from and in some cases ultimately inﬂuenced oﬃcial policy. On the
US side as well, many participants in nongovernmental organizations who
were acting ostensibly as individuals maintained close ties to, and sometimes
sought approval from, their government. For both the US and Soviet governments, the high-level contacts typically enhanced the credibility of these
otherwise “ordinary citizens.”
3 These activities were so widespread by the late 1980s that the Center for Innovative
Diplomacy in California began publishing a quarterly Bulletin of Municipal Foreign Policy to
report on them. On the Soviet case, see David D. Newsom (ed.), Private Diplomacy with
the Soviet Union (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1987); and Gale Warner and
Michael Shuman, Citizen Diplomats (New York: Continuum, 1987).
4 A good example on the US side is Raymond L. Garthoﬀ, A Journey through the Cold War:
A Memoir of Containment and Coexistence (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press,
2001).
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Numerous organizations constituted the network of transnational relations
during the Cold War. Some adopted names explicitly, even ponderously,
describing their activities: the Committee of Soviet Scientists for Peace,
Against the Nuclear Threat; the National Academy of Sciences Committee
on International Security and Arms Control; International Physicians for
the Prevention of Nuclear War. Others went by more mysterious names,
often meaningful to few beyond the participants themselves: Chautauqua,
Dartmouth, Pugwash.

Origins of East–West transnationalism
The heyday of transnational inﬂuence on Soviet foreign and security policy
came during the period of Mikhail Gorbachev’s reforms in the second half of
the 1980s. Some important initiatives, however, date back to the mid-1950s,
with the death of Iosif Stalin and the onset of the thaw associated with his
successor Nikita Khrushchev.5 For the shestidesiatniki, the “children of the
sixties” inspired by Khrushchev-era reformist politics, two events signaled the
opening to the outside world and the possibility for forging transnational
contacts. They represented themes that persisted throughout the rest of the
Cold War era: the importance of recognizing a common humanity and the
value of maintaining nongovernmental communication across international
borders. The ﬁrst event was a visit to Moscow State University in June 1955 by
Jawaharlal Nehru, the prime minister of India, and representative of the newly
emerging Non-Aligned movement. Nehru’s linking of the “question of peace
to the preservation and progress of all human civilization” made a big
impression on a young law student in attendance named Mikhail
Gorbachev.6 The second event was the World Festival of Youth, held in
Moscow during the summer of 1957. In the words of Aleksei Adzhubei,
Khrushchev’s son-in-law and then editor of Komsomol’ skaia pravda, the newspaper of the Young Communist League, “if the ﬁrst of these” events – the visit
of Nehru – “personiﬁed the new, ‘open’ diplomacy, the second was a step
towards an open society, a manifestation of the faith of youth in a better future
and the faith in youth” on the part of the authorities.7 Another Russian
observer explained that the festival “was signiﬁcant in that it allowed
5 See David Priestland’s in chapter volume I.
6 Mikhail Gorbachev, Zhizn’ i reformy [Life and Reforms], 2 vols. (Moscow: Novosti, 1995),
vol. I, 73.
7 Aleksei Adzhubei, Te desiat’ let [Those Ten Years] (Moscow: Sovetskaia Rossiia, 1989), 119
(emphasis added for clarity).
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Muscovites to see and even speak with foreigners for the ﬁrst time in
decades.”8 In fact, wrote the historian Roi Medvedev, it was the ﬁrst time
“in the history of the USSR that so many guests from other countries had
come to Moscow,” and the event left a strong impression in the memories of
the city’s residents.9
Hopes for such broad-scale contacts between ordinary people were ultimately disappointed, but a certain sector of the Soviet elite did manage
to pursue relations with their foreign counterparts. In 1958, for example, the
journal Problemy mira i sotsializma (Problems of peace and socialism) was
founded in Prague with an international editorial staﬀ of European, US, and
Third World Communists. The Soviet members of the staﬀ who edited
the journal in the early 1960s read as a Who’s Who of reformist oﬃcials
and academics who became Gorbachev’s brain trust in the second half of
the 1980s: Georgii Arbatov, Oleg Bogomolov, Anatolii Cherniaev, Gennadii
Gerasimov, and Georgii Shakhnazarov, among many others.10 Contacts with
foreigners, even if fellow Communists, opened the eyes and minds of the
Soviet participants and made them early supporters of ending the Cold War
and the arms race.
The post-Stalin era also witnessed the birth of one of the most prominent
transnational organizations, the Conference on Science and World Aﬀairs,
known as the Pugwash Movement, after the estate in Nova Scotia where it
held its ﬁrst meeting in 1957. It was primarily an organization of scientists
interested in issues of public policy, in the ﬁrst instance the US–Soviet nuclear
arms race. If the post-Stalin thaw provided the political preconditions for a
transnational dialogue of scientists, developments in nuclear technology provided the stimulus. By 1954 both the United States and the Soviet Union had
developed and tested thermonuclear weapons (hydrogen bombs or H-bombs),
with the potential for explosive power thousands of times greater than the
bombs that destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Responding to the alarm
caused by radioactive fallout from nuclear tests, Prime Minister Nehru “called
8 Vladimir Shlapentokh, Soviet Intellectuals and Political Power: The Post-Stalin Era
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1990), 140.
9 R. Medvedev, “N. S. Khrushchev, god 1957-i – ukreplenie pozitsii” [N. S. Khrushchev,
1957: A Strengthening Position], originally published in Argumenty i fakty [Arguments
and Facts], no. 25 (1988), reprinted in Iu. V. Aksiutin (ed.), Nikita Sergeevich Khrushchev:
materialy k biograﬁi [Nikita Sergeevich Khrushchev: Materials towards a Biography]
(Moscow: Politizdat, 1989), 43–47.
10 Robert D. English, Russia and the Idea of the West: Gorbachev, Intellectuals, and the End of
the Cold War (New York: Columbia University Press, 2000), esp. 70–73; A. S. Cherniaev,
Moia zhizn’ i moe vremia [My Life and My Times] (Moscow: Mezhdunarodnye otnosheniia, 1995).
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for the setting up of a committee of scientists to explain to the world the eﬀect
a nuclear war would have on humanity.” At the same time, Bertrand Russell,
the British philosopher and mathematician, began to speak out on the danger
of nuclear war. He drafted a document echoing Nehru’s call for a conference
of scientists “to appraise the perils that have arisen as a result of the development of weapons of mass destruction.”11
Russell sought endorsement of his statement from prominent fellow scientists, starting with Albert Einstein, who signed it two days before his death.
The Russell–Einstein Manifesto, as it became known, attracted a great deal of
attention when Russell read it at a press conference in London in July 1955. The
statement urged governments “to realize, and to acknowledge publicly, that
their purposes cannot be furthered by a world war.” To fellow scientists it
appealed “as human beings, to human beings: Remember your humanity, and
forget the rest.” It insisted that “we have to learn to think in a new way.”12 The
very slogan came to inspire the ‘new thinking’ (novoe myshlenie) promoted by
Gorbachev and his supporters three decades later. Eduard Shevardnadze, the
foreign minister who carried out Gorbachev’s epochal reforms, paid tribute to
the Russell–Einstein Manifesto in his memoirs as “the key to the most
complex and troublesome riddles of the age.”13

Bilateral contacts during the Khrushchev
and Brezhnev years
The original signatories of the manifesto, from Britain, France, Germany,
Japan, Poland, and the United States, were soon joined by Soviet scientists –
most prominently Academician Aleksandr Topchiev. Topchiev, a senior
oﬃcial in the Soviet Academy of Sciences, became head of the Soviet
Pugwash Committee.14 The Soviet leadership initially favored creating
an alternative international organization that would be dominated by
Communists sympathetic to Soviet policies, as it sought to do at the mass
level with the World Peace Council. Soon, however, Khrushchev came to
appreciate the role that a transnational dialogue with independent foreign
11 Joseph Rotblat, Scientists in the Quest for Peace: A History of the Pugwash Conferences
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1972), 1 and appendix 1, 137–40.
12 Ibid., appendix 1, 137–40; Sandra Ionno Butcher, “The Origins of the Russell–Einstein
Manifesto,” Pugwash History Series, no. 1 (May 2005).
13 Eduard Shevardnadze, The Future Belongs to Freedom, trans. by Catherine Fitzpatrick
(New York: Free Press, 1991), 46–47.
14 V. M. Buzuev, and V. P. Pavlichenko, Uchenye predostergaiut [Scientists Warn US]
(Moscow: Nauka, 1964), 89.
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scientists could play in reducing the risk of war. He also endorsed direct
bilateral contacts between Soviet and US scientists. His thinking on this issue
was inﬂuenced by his relationship with Leo Szilard – one of the leading atomic
physicists and an immigrant to the United States from Hungary. Szilard had
been in contact with Topchiev about organizing a US–Soviet discussion. In a
private meeting in New York, Khrushchev promised Szilard that Topchiev
would make all the necessary arrangements.15
Because illness prevented Szilard from taking an active role at this point
beyond securing Khrushchev’s blessing, he recommended that Topchiev deal
with a group of scientists led by Paul Doty, a Harvard chemistry professor.
Their eﬀorts were supported by the American Academy of Arts and Sciences
in Cambridge, Massachusetts, which established a Committee on International
Studies of Arms Control in March 1961. It became the main vehicle for promoting
the bilateral discussions which became known, among the US organizers, as
the Soviet–American Disarmament Study group or SADS. In late November
1961, Topchiev sent a cable to Doty conveying Soviet acceptance of SADS.
In the meantime the bilateral scheme nearly foundered for lack of support
on the US side. The Ford Foundation, which initially expressed interest, made
ﬁnancial support for the venture contingent on written approval from the
administration of John F. Kennedy. William Foster, the director of the newly
created Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), was initially hostile
to the idea of a bilateral study group. After two discussions with Doty, he
oﬀered to endorse the undertaking only if ACDA were given veto power over
selection of the US participants. Doty and his colleagues were not willing to go
that far. Foster eventually signed a statement, drafted essentially by Doty’s
committee, which fell short of an endorsement; it expressed conﬁdence that
the group would “act as responsible private citizens and scientists,” but were
“not oﬃcial spokesmen in any sense whatever.” The Ford Foundation ﬁnally
awarded the grant to fund SADS in April 1963.16

15 See L. Szilard’s correspondence with N. Khrushchev and his memorandum of the
meeting on October 5, 1960, reprinted in Helen S. Hawkins, G. Allen Greb, and
Gertrud Weiss Szilard (eds.), Toward a Livable World: Leo Szilard and the Crusade for
Nuclear Arms Control (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1987), 46–48, 279–87; William
Lanouette, Genius in the Shadows (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1993), ch. 27.
16 Chronology of the activities of the Soviet–American Disarmament Study (SADS) group,
compiled by Anne Cahn, and “Report on Informal Arms Control Meetings with the
Soviets,” Committee on International Studies of Arms Control, American Academy of
Arts and Sciences, Cambridge, MA, n.d. (probably between June 1964 and March 1965). I
am grateful to David Wright for providing me these and other materials from his
research in the American Academy archives.
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Whereas the Soviet–American Disarmament Study group emerged as a
spinoﬀ from the larger, multinational Pugwash Movement, the Dartmouth
Conferences originated speciﬁcally as a bilateral US–Soviet project. The
Dartmouth initiative arose from a conversation between Norman Cousins,
editor of the popular Saturday Review of Literature, and President Dwight
D. Eisenhower, whom Cousins had ﬁrst met in 1951. In Cousins’s recollection, “Eisenhower’s basic idea was that private citizens who had the conﬁdence of their government could serve as an advanced guard for
diplomats,” elucidating disagreements and exploring possible solutions that
the two governments were not yet willing to accept.17 Cousins promoted
the idea of such a conference on a visit to Moscow in 1959, and with
subsequent Soviet agreement, the ﬁrst meeting was held on the campus of
Dartmouth College, in Hanover, New Hampshire, in October 1960. The
Ford Foundation provided initial funding, but later the Kettering Foundation
became the main institutional sponsor of the Dartmouth Conferences. Over
the years, the roster of regular participants ﬁt Eisenhower’s expectations of
prominent personalities, close to their government, and there was some
overlap with members of the Pugwash and SADS organizations. Given
Dartmouth’s increasing focus on “task forces,” particularly to discuss
regional conﬂicts, specialists on the Middle East, such as Evgenii Primakov
and Vitalii Naumkin on the Soviet side, and Harold Saunders and Robert
Neumann on the US side, were especially valuable participants. When
Dartmouth meetings were held in the Soviet Union, one regular US
attendee – David Rockefeller – occasionally found himself invited to visit
top leaders such as Khrushchev or Prime Minister Aleksei Kosygin to talk
about matters such as East–West trade.18
Despite Khrushchev’s forced retirement in October 1964, and the end of
the thaw in Soviet culture and politics, his successors continued to support
unoﬃcial bilateral and multilateral discussions on security issues. Indeed,
the ﬁrst half-decade of the Leonid Brezhnev era (as we might call the
period extending until Gorbachev came into oﬃce in March 1985) marked
a high point in the activities of the transnational scientists’ movement.
Pugwash convened some twenty-ﬁve conferences, workshops, and symposia in the ﬁve years between the end of Khrushchev’s rule and the ﬁrst

17 James Voorhees, Dialogue Sustained: The Multilevel Peace Process and the Dartmouth
Conference (Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace Press, 2002), 25.
18 Ibid., passim; Gennady I. Chufrin and Harold H. Saunders, “A Public Peace Process,”
Negotiation Journal, 9, 3 (April 1993), 155–77.
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session of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) in November 1969.19
The early Brezhnev period also witnessed the most intense bilateral
interchange between Soviet and US scientists, as the Soviet–American
Disarmament Study group pursued the work begun during the last year
of Khrushchev’s tenure.20 This era also saw what is generally considered
the most impressive achievement of the transnational disarmament community: oﬃcial US and Soviet acceptance of the value of mutual limitations on antiballistic missile (ABM) defenses and the ABM Treaty of 1972
that formalized that acceptance.
Western partisans of the Pugwash movement have long argued that the
interchange between scientists from both sides of the Iron Curtain generated
important ideas that found their way into formal arms-control treaties, contributed to an improvement in East–West relations, and helped avert a nuclear
war. The Norwegian Nobel Committee drew a similar conclusion when it
awarded its Peace Prize to Pugwash and its longtime director, Joseph Rotblat,
in 1995. Scholarly assessments have been more cautious, describing cases of
success as well as failure in the Pugwash scientists’ eﬀorts to inﬂuence Soviet
and US policy.21
The partial opening of Soviet-era archives has allowed for some evaluation
of the impact on Soviet decisionmaking of the scientists’ arguments. It has also
yielded some self-assessments by Soviet Pugwashites. In September 1972, for
example, Mikhail Millionshchikov, then chair of the Soviet Pugwash delegation, drafted a report to the ruling presidium of the Soviet Academy of
Sciences in anticipation of the ﬁfteenth anniversary of the Pugwash movement. Millionshchikov clearly wanted to impress the academy oﬃcials
enough to encourage them to continue sponsoring the Soviet delegation.
He wrote: “In ﬁfteen years the participants of this movement have examined
many important proposals having substantial signiﬁcance for the resolution of
problems of disarmament and the achievement of a reduction in international
tensions. Several of these proposals later became subjects of examination at
19 J. Rotblat, Appendix A, “List of Pugwash Meetings, 1957–92,” Pugwash Newsletter 29,
4 (May 1992).
20 On the origins of the SADS group, see Bernd W. Kubbig, “Communicators in the Cold
War: The Pugwash Conferences, the US-Soviet Study Group and the ABM Treaty,”
PRIF Reports No. 44, Peace Research Institute Frankfurt (Frankfurt am Main,
Germany, October 1996).
21 For an overview of the Pugwash movement, see Metta Spencer, “‘Political’ Scientists,”
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 51, 4 (July/August 1995), 62–68; for an account from
Russian scientists, see Yu. A. Ryzhov and M. A. Lebedev, “RAS Scientists in the
Pugwash Movement,” Herald of the Russian Academy of Sciences, 75, 3 (2005), 271–77.
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the government level and were used in working out international agreements
and treaties.” Among the agreements that, in Millionshchikov’s view, resulted
from Pugwash proposals, he lists the nuclear nonproliferation treaty, the
limited test-ban treaty, international agreements banning the deployment of
weapons of mass destruction on the ocean ﬂoor, the biological weapons
convention, the ABM treaty, and SALT I.22
Even accounting for hyperbole, Millionshchikov’s list of what he considers
Pugwash’s accomplishments is impressive. Perhaps more interesting is that
Millionshchikov valued Pugwash – and particularly the bilateral Soviet–
American meetings – for exactly the same reasons his US colleagues did: the
unoﬃcial nature of the discussions, the importance of personal contacts, the
common language and way of approaching problems that the Soviet and US
scientists seemed to share, and the prospect that insights and ideas from the
discussions would reach governments: “The importance of the Pugwash
meetings consists precisely in the fact that a dialogue takes place there
between people who know the problems well and who can unoﬃcially inform
those government bodies which deal with these problems through state-tostate channels.” He stressed the participation at past Pugwash meetings of US
presidential advisers such as George Kistiakowsky, Jerome Wiesner, Walt
Rostow, and Henry Kissinger.23

The end of détente and the revival of
transnationalism
By the beginning of the second decade of Brezhnev’s rule – the mid-1970s – the
transnational activists’ successes had virtually put them out of business. Arms
negotiations between the superpowers became a normal part of their relations
and were handled by professional diplomats and politicians, working full-time,
rather than by scientists and other “amateurs.” By the end of the 1970s,
however, neither side’s expectations about détente had been fulﬁlled. The
desire on the part of some Soviet leaders to use détente as an excuse for
reducing Soviet military spending proved futile. Arms control, even at its most
successful, had done little to restrain the costs of the arms race. From the
perspective of the US government, attempts to use détente to impose a code
22 “Proekt (dokladnyi zapiski) v Prezidium Akademii nauk SSSR ob itogakh 15-ti letnei
deiatelnosti Paguoshskogo dvizheniia uchenykh,” September 24, 1972, M. Millionshchikov
papers, fond 1713, opis’ 2, delo I.5.2, no. 209, Archive of the Academy of Sciences of the
Russian Federation.
23 Ibid., esp. 5–10.
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of conduct on Soviet behavior in the Third World were equally discouraging.
Two events in December 1979 epitomized the dual disappointments of
détente: the decision by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) to
deploy a new generation of US intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) in
Europe; and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. The sharp deterioration of
East–West relations inspired the transnational amateurs to reactivate their
contacts.24
Participants in the Dartmouth Conferences had considerable experience
working during periods of US–Soviet tension. Indeed, one of its early meetings took place in October 1962, in the midst of the Cuban missile crisis. Topics
at Dartmouth meetings over the years included the Vietnam War, US involvement in Central America, Soviet intervention in Angola, and prospects for
peace in the Middle East. In the 1980s, Soviet policy in Afghanistan became a
regular topic of discussion. Soviet participants came to understand the seriousness of oﬃcial US concern about the matter, persuaded by US interlocutors
who had earned their trust over the course of many years.25
Although transnational eﬀorts to promote disarmament slackened in the
1970s as the United States and the USSR pursued formal negotiations on arms
control, many of the networks had remained in place. Doty, for example,
continued to pursue discussions on arms control in the context of the
Dartmouth Conferences, even as the activities of his Soviet–American
Disarmament Study group ceased. Other US scientists maintained contacts
with Soviet counterparts both professionally in pursuit of their scholarly
research and politically as they supported colleagues, such as Andrei
Sakharov, Iurii Orlov, and others, who had become persecuted as dissidents.26
The deterioration of East–West relations in the late 1970s, the failure of the
United States to ratify the SALT II treaty, and especially the bellicose policies
of President Ronald Reagan’s administration in the early 1980s revived the
transnational linkages of the past and created new ones.
During the 1980s, the main actors on the Soviet side were scientists aﬃliated
with various institutes of the USSR Academy of Sciences who formally
organized themselves into the Committee of Soviet Scientists for Peace,
24 For background on the demise of détente in 1970s, see the chapters in this volume by
Nancy Mitchell, Olav Njølstad, and Vladislav M.Zubok.
25 Voorhees, Dialogue Sustained.
26 Sakharov discusses the eﬀorts of Sidney Drell, Kurt Gottfried, Jeremy Stone, and others
in his Memoirs, trans. by Richard Lourie (New York: Knopf, 1990), and Moscow and
Beyond, 1986 to 1989, trans. by Antonina Bouis (New York: Knopf, 1991). For Stone’s
account, see Jeremy J. Stone, “Every Man Should Try”: Adventures of a Public Interest
Activist (New York: Public Aﬀairs, 1999).
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29. Dissident Soviet physicist Andrei Sakharov, father of the Soviet hydrogen bomb, smiles
after hearing that he has been awarded the 1975 Nobel Peace Prize. Soviet authorities
refused permission for him to receive the award.

Against the Nuclear Threat (hereafter the Committee of Soviet Scientists)
in 1983. Among the many Western organizations active in transnational eﬀorts
of scientists, the most important for security policy were the Federation of
American Scientists, the Union of Concerned Scientists, the Natural Resources
Defense Council, and the National Academy of Sciences Committee on
International Security and Arms Control (CISAC). The latter group, founded
in 1979, was a direct descendant of the bilateral SADS workshops, although
most of the participants on both sides were new. In December 1980, the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union oﬃcially
approved contacts between the Soviet Academy of Sciences and CISAC. The
Central Committee proposal was signed by the head of the Science Department and the deputy head of the International Department.27 Less than ﬁve
27 “O predvaritel’nykh peregovorakh mezhdu Akademii nauk SSSR Natsional’noi akademiei nauk SShA,” No. St-241/9s, December 16, 1980, f. 89, op. 46, doc. 75, Russian State
Archive for Modern History, the former Central Committee archive, hereafter RGANI.

410

C:/ITOOLS/WMS/CUP/368226/WORKINGFOLDER/9780521837217C19.3D

411 [400–421] 4.6.2009 1:50PM

Transnational organizations and the Cold War

years later the second oﬃcial, Anatolii Cherniaev, became Mikhail
Gorbachev’s top aide for international aﬀairs and a strong advocate of the
‘new thinking’ on foreign policy.28
Starting in the 1970s, another professional group began to play a role similar
to that of the scientists: medical doctors. In the United States, physicians
had been active in the movement for a nuclear-test ban in the early 1960s,
prompted by concerns about the health consequences of nuclear testing and of
nuclear war itself. Physicians for Social Responsibility (PSR) was founded in
Boston in 1961 and was reinvigorated at the end of the 1970s.29 By December
1980, PSR had “gone transnational,” when physicians from the United States
and the Soviet Union met in Geneva to found the International Physicians for
the Prevention of Nuclear War (IPPNW), an organization that eventually
came to include some 200,000 members in eighty countries and was awarded
the Nobel Peace Prize in 1985. The award recognized the important contributions IPPNW had made in promoting a transnational dialogue on the threat of
nuclear war.30 Among its achievements were the ﬁrst uncensored television
broadcasts in the Soviet Union detailing the consequences of a nuclear war –
secured through the intercession of Brezhnev’s personal physician years
before Gorbachev’s policies of glasnost liberalized the media. Indeed, much
of the success of the international physicians’ movement in inﬂuencing the
Soviet leadership owes to the relationship between two of the world’s leading
cardiologists, Bernard Lown of Harvard and Evgenii Chazov, the “Kremlin
doctor.”
While the transnational physicians’ movement set the moral tone for new
disarmament eﬀorts in the early 1980s, the transnational coalition of scientists
explored practical measures for slowing the arms race. One of the key ﬁgures
28 The ﬁrst oﬃcial, Sergei Trapeznikov, was a notorious Stalinist and opponent of most
reforms, internal and external. See Cherniaev, Moia zhizn’ i moe vremia, 241, 248–49; and
Fedor Burlatsky, Khrushchev and the First Russian Spring: The Era of Khrushchev through the
Eyes of His Adviser, trans. by Daphne Skillen (New York: Scribner’s, 1991), 238–39.
Cherniaev was well suited to support the renewal of transnational contacts between
scientists. His ﬁrst published article was an obituary of Professor Frédéric Joliot-Curie,
the famous French physicist and original signatory of the Russell–Einstein Manifesto
that founded the Pugwash movement; see Cherniaev, Moia zhizn’ i moe vremia, 227.
29 Helen M. Caldicott, “Introduction,” in Ruth Adams and Susan Cullen (eds.), The Final
Epidemic: Physicians and Scientists on Nuclear War (Chicago: Educational Foundation for
Nuclear Science, 1981), 1–3; Richard A. Knox, “MD Group’s Aim Is the Prevention of
N-War,” Boston Globe, July 7, 1980.
30 Bernard Lown and E. I. Chazov, “Physician Responsibility in the Nuclear Age,” Journal
of the American Medical Association, 274, 5 (August 2, 1995), 416–19; Evgenii Chazov,
Zdorov’e i vlast’: vospominaniia “kremlevskogo vracha” [Health and Power: Memories of
the “Kremlin Doctor”] (Moscow: Novosti, 1992).
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in the Soviet scientists’ movement of the 1980s was Evgenii Velikhov, a
nuclear and plasma physicist, head of the Kurchatov Institute of Atomic
Energy, and a vice president of the Soviet Academy of Sciences from 1977.
His role was very much like Millionshchikov’s of a decade earlier. As an
academy oﬃcial, Velikhov was in a good position to organize research projects
and conferences in the Soviet Union as well as maintain international contacts.
With some background in military research, and a particular expertise in
lasers, he maintained a certain degree of credibility among those Soviet
oﬃcials skeptical of eﬀorts at disarmament. In 1982, Velikhov became head
of the Soviet delegation to the meetings of CISAC. He took over in the wake
of the death of Nikolai Inozemtsev, the previous head. Inozemtsev had been
a social scientist, director of the Institute for the World Economy and
International Relations (IMEMO), a veteran of the Prague group around the
journal Problemy mira i sotsializma. Because Brezhnev had great respect for
him, Inozemtsev played a major role in promoting East–West détente within
the Soviet Union.31
When Velikhov took over the CISAC delegation, he wanted to involve
more scientists and asked Roald Sagdeev to join. Sagdeev, another prominent
plasma physicist, directed the USSR’s Space Research Institute and was
particularly active in discussions on the militarization of space. He took over
as chair of the Soviet delegation in 1986 and served until 1990. In 1987 he
invited Andrei Sakharov, recently released from internal exile in Gorkii on
Gorbachev’s orders, to join the group and attend the October 1987 CISAC
meeting in Vilnius, Lithuania.32
Several other scientists played particularly important roles in the early
1980s. Andrei Kokoshin was trained as an engineer at the Bauman Institute
in Moscow before pursuing a career in politics and history. He became deputy
director of the Institute of the USA and Canada (ISKAN), headed by Georgii
Arbatov. The son and grandson of military oﬃcers, Kokoshin served as an
important link to reformers in the Soviet armed forces. Aleksei Arbatov, son of
the ISKAN director, worked as a political scientist at IMEMO, and was a
strong advocate of developing a cadre of knowledgeable civilian analysts
competent to propose alternatives to oﬃcial military policies formulated by
31 On the relationship between Brezhnev and Inozemtsev, and the latter’s role in détente,
author interview with A. S. Cherniaev, June 7, 1997, Moscow; and English, Russia and the
Idea of the West, esp. 155–56, 164. On IMEMO, see also Jeﬀrey T. Checkel, Ideas and
International Political Change: Soviet/Russian Behavior and the End of the Cold War (New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1997).
32 Author interview with Roald Sagdeev, College Park, MD, March 1994.
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the Soviet armed forces. Arbatov and Kokoshin, as political scientists, had long
worked on issues related to the arms race – particularly analyses of US and
NATO military policy.
In addition to the US–Soviet contacts, the 1980s witnessed a proliferation of
transnational relations between various groups and individuals in Europe and
the Soviet Union. These included élite-level contacts, as represented most
notably by the Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security
Issues, or the Palme Commission, as it was often called after its chair, the
late Swedish prime minister Olof Palme. Links between Soviet academics
and oﬃcials and members of West European social democratic and
“Eurocommunist” parties (especially in Italy) proved important for the transmission of ideas.33
Although its impact did not become evident until Gorbachev came into oﬃce
in 1985, the Palme Commission did much of its work during the late Brezhnev
era. The commission intended to do for the area of international security what
the Brandt Commission on North–South relations had done for international
economic development: present a thorough assessment of the current state of
aﬀairs and proposals to address it. The Palme Commission’s work began in 1980
and continued through the next several years of deteriorating US–Soviet relations and increasing concerns about the risks of nuclear war. The commission
consisted, in addition to the chair, of sixteen prominent political ﬁgures from as
many countries throughout the world. Former US secretary of state Cyrus
Vance participated, as did Academician Georgii Arbatov from the Soviet Union.
Retired general Mikhail Mil’shtein, Arbatov’s colleague at the Institute of the
USA and Canada, served as an adviser.34
The Palme Commission took advantage of the fact that its leading members
were former politicians and government oﬃcials. When the commission
convened in Moscow in June 1981, for example, Olof Palme held a personal
meeting with Brezhnev.35 During a plenary session, the Commission
33 Jacques Lévesque, The Enigma of 1989: The USSR and the Liberation of Eastern Europe
(Berkeley and Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press, 1997); Thomas RisseKappen, “Ideas Do Not Float Freely: Transnational Coalitions, Domestic Structures, and
the End of the Cold War,” International Organization, 48, 2 (Spring 1994), 185–214;
Antonio Rubbi, Incontri con Gorbaciov: i colloqui di Natta e Occhetto con il leader sovietico
(Rome: Editori Riuniti, 1990) On Eurocommunism, see Silvio Pons’s chapter in this
volume.
34 Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues, Common Security: A
Blueprint for Survival (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1982), 188–89.
35 “Ob itogakh besedy L. I. Brezhneva (12 iiunia) s predsedatelem Mezhdunarodnoi
komissii po razoruzheniiu i bezopasnosti U. Pal’me,” from the transcript of a
Politburo session, June 18, 1981, f. 89, op. 42, doc. 44, RGANI.
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members held discussions with prominent representatives of the Soviet
foreign and military establishments – Soviet ﬁrst deputy foreign minister
Georgii Kornienko and ﬁrst deputy chief of the General Staﬀ Marshal
Sergei Akhromeev. Soviet authorities were already well aware of the Palme
Commission’s work. In addition to his original request to participate in the
group, Arbatov had sent the Central Committee detailed reports after each
session of the commission’s work. From these reports Brezhnev-era oﬃcials
ﬁrst heard such notions as “common security,” which would form the basis for
the subsequent Gorbachev reforms.36

Transnational peace movements and citizen
diplomacy
Two other forms of transnational activity characterized the later years of
the Cold War: the early 1980s witnessed eﬀorts to forge a continent-wide
European peace movement, as envisioned by the founders of the European
Nuclear Disarmament (END) movement, which would link concern for peace
with the defense of human rights.37 In the United States, attempts to establish
direct contacts between Soviet and US citizens included “sister-city” relationships and large-scale events intended to improve relations between the two
countries by having ordinary people get to know each other better.
For Soviet authorities of the Brezhnev period, not all transnational relations
were alike. They were particularly suspicious of representatives of popular
disarmament movements, such as END, that tried to forge relations with
human-rights activists in the East and act independently of any government’s
inﬂuence. The Soviet government and its oﬃcial Soviet Peace Committee
evidently appreciated the eﬀorts of European activists against the deployment
of US Pershing II and cruise missiles to Europe in the early 1980s. But END’s
criticism of Soviet SS-20 missiles was unwelcome. Evidence from the archives
of the East German Staatssicherheitsdienst (or Stasi) and elsewhere reveal
36 G. Arbatov, “Otchet ob uchastii v zasedanii Mezhdunarodnoi komissii po razoruzheniiu
i bezopasnosti (‘Komissiia Pal’me’) sostoiavsheisia v Vene v period s 13 po 15 dekabria
1980 g.,” f. 89, op. 46, doc. 63, and other reports in the same folder, RGANI. “Common
security” is discussed in the report on the eighth meeting of the commission, December
28, 1981, 2–3.
37 E. P. Thompson, “Protest and Survive,” pamphlet put out by the Campaign for Nuclear
Disarmament, London, 1980; E. P. Thompson and Dan Smith (eds.), Protest and Survive
(New York: Monthly Review Press, 1981), a collection of essays; E. P. Thompson, Beyond
the Cold War (New York: Pantheon, 1982); E. P. Thompson, The Heavy Dancers (New
York: Pantheon, 1985); Jean Stead and Danielle Grünberg, Moscow Independent Peace
Group (London: Merlin Press, 1982).
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eﬀorts, similar to those of the 1950s, to inﬂuence Western peace movements to
adopt a more pro-Soviet position. The controversy over deployment of the socalled enhanced-radiation weapon, or neutron bomb, provided an opportunity in 1978. The Soviet Committee of State Security (KGB) and the Stasi
transferred funds to West European Communists and sympathizers active in
peace movements, particularly in the Netherlands and West Germany.38
Eﬀorts to inﬂuence the West European peace movements to adopt a proSoviet line, or even refrain from criticizing Soviet weapons programs, proved
largely unsuccessful. In the Netherlands, for example, agents targeted the
Interkerkelijk Vredesberaad, the Interchurch Peace Council or IKV, the
largest Dutch peace organization. Yet the IKV deﬁed Soviet wishes by
denouncing the SS-20 missiles along with their NATO counterparts.
Revelations from Stasi ﬁles created a sensation in Britain in 1999 when it
was revealed that various ﬁgures in the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament
(CND) and the END movement were paid Stasi informants. The news came
as no surprise, however, to the more independent-minded activists of the
British peace movement. One informant “outed” by the archival documents,
for example, was Vic Allen, an academic at the University of Leeds, a
prominent CND activist. Yet Allen, a member of the British Communist
Party, was well known for his sympathies towards the Soviet Union. As
British home secretary Jack Straw (who as a law student at Leeds was well
acquainted with Allen) put it in a parliamentary debate when the scandal
broke, “it was obvious beyond a peradventure that he was an apologist for the
East German regime and all its works, and we did not need the Stasi to tell us
that 30 years later.”39 According to Joan Ruddock, a Labour MP and former
chair of CND, it was precisely Allen’s pro-Soviet positions that limited his
eﬀorts to inﬂuence the organization to tilt toward Moscow. As she recalled in
an interview in 1999, “CND was an open, democratic organisation and our
opposition to Soviet weapons meant we would never have gone in that
direction.” Indeed, Ruddock demonstrated the popularity of the independent
position when she defeated Allen in a vote for the CND leadership in 1985. As
she explained, “he certainly had no inﬂuence on national CND, and as a proSoviet could never have succeeded to the chair.”40
38 Beatrice De Graaf, “Détente from Below: The Stasi and the Dutch Peace Movement,”
Journal of Intelligence History, 3, 2 (Winter 2003), 9–20.
39 The transcript of the October 21, 1999, session is available at www.fas.org/irp/world/
uk/docs/991021.htm.
40 Quoted in BBC News, September 20, 1999, news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/special_report/1999/
09/99/britain_betrayed/451366.stm.
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30. Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament protest organized in the streets of London, 1983.
The anti-nuclear protest movements in Europe made people aware of the dangers of the
nuclear-arms race.

If the Soviet authorities were disappointed in their inability to sway
West European activists toward a pro-Soviet position, they were downright
alarmed about Western eﬀorts to support independent peace activists in
Eastern Europe and the USSR. Forging contacts with organizations such as
Moscow’s Trust Group and Hungary’s Peace Group for Dialogue became a
major focus of the activities of END and the Dutch IKV, for example.41 The
Hungarian authorities allowed the Dialogue group to exist for a time, according to Mary Kaldor, a prominent END leader, “because Western peace
activists convinced Hungarian oﬃcials that the existence of an independent
peace movement in the East would help in the campaign against new missile
deployments.” In 1984, however, once the United States succeeded in deploying its new missiles despite popular protests, the Hungarian government
broke up the independent peace group.42
41 De Graaf, “Détente from Below.”
42 Stead and Grünberg, Moscow Independent Peace Group; Ferenc Köszegi and E. P.
Thompson, The New Hungarian Peace Movement (London: Merlin Press, 1982); Mary
Kaldor, “Who Killed the Cold War?,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 51 (July/August
1995), 59. For documentation on relations between END and the oﬃcial Soviet-bloc
peace committees, see Dimitrios I. Roussopoulos, The Coming of World War Three, 2 vols.
(Montreal: Black Rose Books, 1986), I, 238–99.
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Soviet authorities made no pretense of tolerating independent peace activists, even for the sake of promoting common objectives, such as a halt to US
missile deployments. When the Group to Establish Trust between the USSR
and USA emerged in Moscow in 1982, appealing for a “dialogue in which
average Soviet and American citizens are included on an equal footing with
political ﬁgures,” the government had its members arrested, beaten, committed to psychiatric hospitals, and expelled from the country.43 Brezhnev’s
successors were somewhat more sympathetic to independent European
peace activists, but even Gorbachev’s reformist coalition was cautious about
some of the more radical and seemingly utopian proposals they advocated:
mutual dissolution of the superpower military alliances, withdrawal of Soviet
and US troops, and creation of a neutral, united, and nuclear-free Europe.
Peace movements in the United States during the later years of the Cold
War were focused less on forging links with Eastern bloc activists than with
directly inﬂuencing US policy. The Nuclear Freeze campaign and the movement against US intervention in Central America were particularly active.44
Perhaps the most visible example of citizen diplomacy in the United States was
the series of meetings hosted by the Chautauqua Institute of western New
York state in the second half of the 1980s. It combined public speeches by
representatives of the US and Soviet governments with performances by
musicians and dancers from each country, and visits by ordinary citizens,
many of them staying at the homes of their hosts. Reciprocal meetings near
Riga, Latvia, in 1986 and Tbilisi, Georgia, in 1988 tested the limits of glasnost in
regions where opposition to the Soviet system took on strong nationalist
overtones.45 “Cultural diplomacy,” the exchange of artists across borders and

43 Their misfortunes were reported at the time in an occasional newsletter, Return Address:
Moscow, Issue 1 (September 1984), Issue 2 (n.d.), Issue 3 (February 1995); and in the
Western press. See, for example, Serge Schmeman, “Soviet Blocks Paciﬁsts’ News
Conference,” New York Times, November 2, 1982; John F. Burns, “An Independent
Disarmament Group is Harassed in Moscow,” New York Times, July 7, 1982; no author,
“‘Peace March’ Meets Soviet Barriers,” New York Times, July 22, 1982; David Satter, “The
Soviets Freeze a Peace Worker,” Wall Street Journal, August 13, 1982; see also Stead and
Grünberg, Moscow Independent Peace Group. The quotation comes from the Group’s
“Appeal to the Governments and Publics of the USSR and the USA,” Moscow, 4 June
1982,” reprinted in Return Address: Moscow, Issue 1, 1.
44 David S. Meyer, A Winter of Discontent: The Nuclear Freeze and American Politics (Boulder,
CO: Praeger, 1990); David Cortright, Peace Works: The Citizen’s Role in Ending the Cold
War (Boulder, CO: Westview, 1993).
45 Ross Mackenzie, When Stars and Stripes Met Hammer and Sickle: The Chautauqua
Conferences on US–Soviet Relations, 1985–1989 (Columbia, SC: University of South
Carolina Press, 2006).
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bilateral programs for scientiﬁc collaboration, also constituted forms of transnational contact between citizens of each country.46

Assessments of transnational inﬂuence
In his comprehensive study of the Dartmouth Conferences, James Voorhees
suggests that there are two ways of assessing the impact of transnational
organizations on the policy of governments: “by examining either the direct
inﬂuence by such communities on state policy or their indirect inﬂuence, that
is, their ability to inﬂuence the climate of opinion in which policy is made.”47
Many of the transnational organizations active in East–West relations enjoyed
one or both kinds of inﬂuence. The international physicians’ movement, for
example, by broadcasting its annual conferences uncensored and in full on
Soviet television, raised awareness of the nuclear peril not only among the
populace at large, but also among élite policymakers.48 Gorbachev alluded
to the eﬀect of such “consciousness-raising” when he presented IPPNW
copresident Bernard Lown a copy of the 1987 INF Treaty eliminating intermediate- and shorter-range nuclear missiles. He inscribed it as follows: “Dear
Bernard! I want to thank you for your enormous contribution in preventing
nuclear war. Without it and other powerful antinuclear initiatives, it is
unlikely that this treaty would have come about.”49 Voorhees argues that
the Dartmouth meetings also deserve credit for convincing the Soviet side of
the possibility of a deal on intermediate-range forces, despite the seemingly
propagandistic nature of Reagan’s initial “zero-option” proposal. He also
points to a number of speciﬁc instances of inﬂuence on matters related to
the Middle East. It is not unreasonable to argue that the Dartmouth process,
with its years of joint exploration of regional conﬂict resolution, and the
Afghanistan war in particular, made it easier for the Soviet side to contemplate
the withdrawal of its troops from that country, eventually implemented under
Gorbachev’s insistence.
46 Yale Richmond, Cultural Exchange and the Cold War: Raising the Iron Curtain (University
Park, PA: Penn State University Press, 2003); Carl Kaysen, chair, US National Academy
of Sciences, Review of US–USSR Interacademy Exchanges and Relations (Washington, DC:
National Academy of Sciences, 1977).
47 Voorhees, Dialogue Sustained, 333.
48 Soviet oﬃcials interviewed in Steven Kull, Burying Lenin: The Revolution in Soviet Ideology
and Foreign Policy (Boulder, CO: Westview, 1992), 18.
49 Matthew Evangelista, Unarmed Forces: The Transnational Movement to End the Cold War
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1999), 376.
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A number of other important arms-control initiatives would be hard to
explain without taking into account the role of transnational organizations.
For a long time, Reagan’s pursuit of the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)
posed a stumbling block to Soviet negotiators who were unwilling to make
reductions in oﬀensive nuclear forces at the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks
(START) as long as the United States sought to build a defensive “shield.” US
activists, such as Jeremy Stone and Frank von Hippel, convinced Gorbachev
that, if nuclear disarmament went forward, it would undermine US popular
support for building expensive and technically dubious defense systems.
Under their inﬂuence, Gorbachev ordered the “de-linking” of the talks on
intermediate and strategic forces and paved the way for the success of the INF
and START treaties.50 The unprecedented degree of onsite inspection of
military bases and production facilities mandated by those treaties also owes
a substantial debt to transnational activism. The very ﬁrst onsite veriﬁcation of
a Soviet arms-control measure was the product of a nongovernmental transnational initiative: in 1986 scientists from the US Natural Resources Defense
Council, Federation of American Scientists, and the Soviet Scientists’
Committee set up seismic monitoring equipment near the Soviet nucleartest range in Kazakhstan to verify compliance with the unilateral halt to Soviet
underground explosions.51
Even the transnational links that most discomﬁted the Soviet leadership
starting in the mid-1970s appear to have exerted a certain inﬂuence. Daniel
Thomas writes, for example, of the Helsinki Watch committees that
emerged to call attention to the legal obligations adopted by the Communist
regimes of Eastern Europe in the wake of the signing of the Helsinki Final
Act. By engaging in acts of “civil obedience” – the public exercise of the legal
rights that their governments sought to deny them – these activists bolstered
the international norms that a reformist Soviet leadership came to recognize
as legitimate.52 These norms even included what Gorbachev and Shevardnadze
called “freedom of choice” – the freedom of the peoples of Eastern Europe to
choose their preferred form of government and even whether they wanted
their countries to belong to the Soviet-dominated military alliance anymore.
Backed up by a noninterventionary “nonoﬀensive defense” policy and substantial unilateral reductions in Soviet armed forces in Europe – both the
brainchildren of transnational activists – Gorbachev’s pledge, made in a
50 Ibid., ch. 15. 51 Ibid., chs. 13 and 16.
52 Daniel C. Thomas, The Helsinki Eﬀect: International Norms, Human Rights, and the Demise
of Communism (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2001); and Archie Brown’s
chapter in this volume.
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speech to the United Nations in December 1988, gave the green light to the
popular movements that brought the Cold War division of Europe to a
peaceful end.53
To argue about the inﬂuence of transnational organizations on the end
of the Cold War is not to ignore other important contributing factors. Those
that ﬁgure in most explanations include deteriorating Soviet economic
performance, the pressures of a US policy of “peace through strength” and
the attendant military buildup, and the personalities of key leaders, such as
Gorbachev and Reagan.54 The role of even material factors such as military
forces and economic conditions is not straightforward, however. Policymakers’
perceptions and values inﬂuence how they judge and deal with military threats
and economic decline.55
Consider the economy, for example. Gorbachev and his reformist colleagues were undoubtedly motivated by economic concerns, but contrary
to a “peace through strength” interpretation, their concern was as much for
the overall well-being of the Soviet Union and its citizens as for narrow
considerations of military capability. In some respects, the reformers beneﬁted
from the perception of economic crisis – it gave a sense of urgency to their
eﬀorts – but the economic situation did not determine the nature of
Gorbachev’s initiatives. Economic conditions were always poorly correlated
with periods of Soviet retrenchment or moderation. The most antagonistic
Soviet policies toward the outside world were pursued by Stalin in the early
postwar period at a time when the Soviet economy was in ruins. By contrast, a
sense of economic optimism during the late 1950s had emboldened Stalin’s
successors to launch a number of conciliatory initiatives and unilateral gestures of restraint, such as Khrushchev’s troop reductions and a moratorium on
nuclear testing. The economic decline of the late Brezhnev era produced little
in the way of moderation of foreign and security policy, whereas the early
Gorbachev years, which saw an initial improvement in economic performance, also witnessed the onset of the reformist ‘new thinking’.

53 Evangelista, Unarmed Forces, ch. 14.
54 For a range of perspectives, see Olav Njølstad (ed.), The Last Decade of the Cold War: From
Conﬂict Escalation to Conﬂict Transformation (London: Frank Cass, 2004); Richard
K. Herrmann and Richard Ned Lebow (eds.), Ending the Cold War: Interpretations,
Causation, and the Study of International Relations (New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2004); and the special issues of Journal of Cold War Studies, 7, 2 (Spring 2005), edited by
Nina Tannenwald and William C. Wohlforth.
55 William C. Wohlforth, The Elusive Balance: Power and Perceptions during the Cold War
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1993).
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A similar indeterminacy confronts arguments about the eﬀect of US military pressure and the Reagan buildup.56 Political and military leaders rarely
agree on the nature of an external threat or the proper means to counter
it. The Soviet Union during the Gorbachev years witnessed a wide range of
views among policymakers about the degree to which the United States and
NATO Europe should be seen as implacable enemies of the USSR and about
the wisdom of pursuing unilateral initiatives of restraint in order to win their
trust. Many of the ideas for winding down the arms race and ending the Cold
War came from transnational networks that brought together Soviet reformers with Western proponents of arms control, disarmament, and human
rights. They were not ideas imposed or even advocated by the United
States. Indeed US and NATO military authorities expressed no interest in
theories of nonoﬀensive defense, developed by European peace researchers,
and the US government rejected the Soviet Union’s appeals to join its
moratorium on nuclear testing (for fear that it might hinder development
of nuclear components of an SDI system). Yet these ideas and initiatives
captured public attention and provided the normative context for transforming the Cold War relationship, even if they met resistance by hardliners in
Gorbachev’s own government. Through his control of the domestic agenda
and relying upon the authority of his position as top Communist leader in an
extremely hierarchical system, Gorbachev was able to implement, without
substantial domestic opposition, the ideas that brought the Cold War to
an end.
Transnational actors played an important role in developing and promoting
those ideas. Members of the international physicians’ movement sounded the
alarm about the health consequences of nuclear war; scientists associated with
Pugwash and its bilateral oﬀshoots developed speciﬁc proposals for lowering
the risks of nuclear confrontation; scholars in peace research institutes promoted far-reaching schemes for nonviolent resolution of the East–West conﬂict in Europe and the Third World; citizen diplomats fostered cultural and
social contacts while peace activists forged transnational links with defenders
of human rights. Few foresaw the peaceful end of the Cold War, yet many
worked for decades to achieve it. However crowded the stage of Cold War
history, transnational actors have earned their place on it.
56 Consider, for example, Beth A. Fischer’s chapter in this volume.
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