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INTRODUCTION 

The potential for face-to-face diplomacy to build trust between adversaries is a key research 
area of the Institute for Conflict, Cooperation and Security at the University of Birmingham. 
The purpose of the conference was to bring together both academics and former policy-
makers on the occasion of the 30th anniversary of the Geneva summit. The event marks the 
first summit meeting between Ronald Reagan and Mikhail Gorbachev, a meeting that, in 
retrospect, took the first steps in charting a path out of the Cold War. Three decades on, the 
cooperation that followed the Geneva summit has all but disappeared. The question for 
modern policy-makers is how might the spirit of Geneva be rekindled? This conference was 
conceived and developed to reflect on this significant moment in International Relations in 
the 20th century, and to consider how far the personal relationship that developed at 
Geneva, and deepened at the summits that followed in Reykjavik, Washington, and 
Moscow, contributed to the end of the Cold War. 

During the Cold War, summitry became a barometer of the competitive pressure in 
superpower relations. By 1985, the urgency for re-establishing communication had never 
been more pressing. The 1983 NATO nuclear exercise “Able Archer” demonstrated to both 
the Soviet Union and the United States the danger of inadvertent nuclear escalation and 
brought home to Reagan the realisation that Moscow might genuinely fear US nuclear 
intentions. President Reagan became convinced of the need to reassure Soviet leaders that 
the US government had peaceful intentions and that escaping the nuclear predicament 
could only be achieved through dialogue and cooperation with his Soviet counterpart. The 
conference examined a key lesson learned at Reykjavik: the importance of negotiating with 
enemies. 

 

PANEL 1: THE ROAD TO THE SUMMIT 1983-85 

 

Rodric Braithwaite sought in his talk to 
highlight some important issues concerning 
the relations between the two superpowers 
before the summit in 1985, aiming to answer 
the overarching question: why was it so 
difficult for each side to understand the 
intentions of the other? He started his 
presentation by underlining the paradox of 
the 1980s: neither side appeared to 
understand that the other was terrified. 

Braithwaite pointed out that top level policy documents during the end of the 1970s and 
beginning of the 1980s concluded that it was almost impossible to discern another state’s 
intentions with a high degree of certainty. For instance, the speaker noted that there was a 
discrepancy between the level of information countries had about each other; whilst the 
Americans could not get hold of much reliable information about the Russians, Moscow had 
to process too much information from competing agencies. Moving on to discuss Reagan’s 
doctrine, the speaker focused on the PSYOPs (psychological operations) launched in 1981 



30th Anniversary of the Geneva Summit 

 

19 November 2015 3 

against the Soviet Union. The operations consisted in part of military exercises designed to 
agitate and frighten the USSR into believing that the United States might be preparing for a 
military assault. Few outside of the White House and the Pentagon’s top officials — and 
Soviet officials — knew about the series of provocative exercises. Braithwaite expressed 
interest in finding out how many people in the administration were actually aware of the 
PSYOPs. In parallel to this, the ‘evil empire’ speech was also being applied. The speaker 
pointed out that this aggressive, hardline stance in the national foreign-policy discourse had 
been used before since the 1920s. Braithwaite claimed that the Reagan administration had 
used rhetoric to reshape public knowledge about attitudes toward nuclear warfare but 
some policy-makers had taken up these ideological and, arguably, eschatological ideas. The 
speaker also noted the absurd controversy about ‘Minuteman vulnerability’ that refers to 
the National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) reports in the early 1970s that had predicted a high 
threat to Minuteman by 1982. However, by early 1984, the reassessment of Soviet missile 
accuracy undercut the window of vulnerability alarm. Braithwaite noted that the CIA 
analysts claimed at the time that the Soviet Union leaders did not perceive a genuine 
danger of an imminent conflict or confrontation with the United States. The National 
Security Archive in Washington finally managed to extract from the American government 
the 1990 report of the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB). This 
declassified PFIAB document provided the strongest evidence that the danger of the 1983 
Able Archer exercise was real. The PFIAB ‘War Scare’ report concluded that the United 
States ‘may have inadvertently placed our relations with the Soviet Union on a hair trigger’ 
during the 1983 NATO nuclear release exercise, Able Archer 83. The speaker pointed out a 
question asked by Robert Gates, former Director of the CIA, in his memoirs: ‘to what degree 
was our skepticism about the War Scare prompted about the fact that our military didn’t 
want to admit that one of its exercises might have been dangerously (if inadvertently) 
provocative, or because our intelligence experts didn’t want to admit that we had badly 
misread the state of mind of the Soviet leadership?’ Braithwaite concluded by seeking to 
understand why Reagan had not appreciated that the Russians were likely to be as afraid of 
the United States as the Americans were of the Soviet Union. The speaker noted that, 
immediately after the Able Archer incident, President Reagan watched the movie ‘The Day 
After’ which presented him with visual images of nuclear annihilation and left him ‘greatly 
depressed’. Reagan’s memoirs suggest that the movie made the issue of nuclear war highly 
salient for the president. The subsequent Pentagon briefing compelled Reagan to 
contemplate the realities of nuclear war yet again. 

 

James Wilson in his presentation on discussed the challenges of the Reagan administration 
between Leonid Brezhnev and Mikhail Gorbachev. His main contentions were that 
individuals within the Reagan administration, most notably George Shultz and Jack 
Matlock, crafted strategies of engagement during the period from November 1982 to 
March 1985 and that this was a reorientation of Washington’s outlook towards the Soviet 
Union even before the arrival of Gorbachev. The period was crucial because Reagan was 
always ambivalent when it came to the Soviet Union. The speaker noted that Reagan did 
not trust Soviet leaders to adhere to their agreements such as SALT, ABM, or the Helsinki 
Accords. Reagan wrote several letters to Leonid Brezhnev, Yuri Andropov, and Konstantin 
Chernenko seeking constructive dialogue. Wilson noted that archival documents indicate 
that Reagan was keen to meet with Brezhnev but that various U.S. policy-makers were 
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skeptical of the idea of a summit between the two leaders. Nonetheless, the speaker argued 
that the arrival of George Shultz and Jack Matlock led to a change as they were more 
inclined to engage with their Soviet counterparts and restart arms control negotiations and 
find common themes for stability. 

 

Anatoly Adamishin offered a general overview of the relations between the two 
superpowers at the beginning of the 1980s. The speaker stated that, despite the severely 
strained relations between the United States and the Soviet Union, the U.S. administration 
sought to improve relations with the Soviet Union in 1983. Reagan, worried by the lack of 
progress in relations with the USSR, tried to prevent things from spinning out of control by 
inviting Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin for a meeting at the White House. This was the first 
Soviet representative to speak to the U.S. President after a few years of almost no 
communication between the two countries. Adamishin argued that, even at the lowest 
points of the relationship between the USSR and the United States, the Soviet leadership 
was interested in reaching some sort of understanding with its counterpart and this could 
only be achieved through direct contact with American presidents. 

 

Q&A Discussion Session 1 

 

One participant asked the speakers about the 
role of the intelligence agencies and their 
influence on shaping the views of the leaders. 
Rodric Braithwaite noted that, in Britain, 
intelligence assessments did feed into the 
policy debates. James Wilson mentioned that 
the CIA-equivalent at the State Department has 
put out approximately one hundred NIE reports 
that are highly relevant for understanding 
Reagan’s policy. He pointed out that Reagan 

was receiving intelligence reports that the Soviet Union was undergoing economic 
difficulties but their military was nonetheless expanding. Anataloy Adamishin claimed that 
the leaders’ perceptions were strongly shaped even without the influence of the intelligence 
assessment. Another participant pointed out the role of public political opinion for nuclear 
disarmament. He noted that the rebirth of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND) in 
Britain took place in the 1970s at a time when domestic and foreign policies were not linked. 
The impact of CND was so strong that this foreign policy issue became an issue of domestic 
importance. A group of people consisting of leading CND campaigners, trade unionists, and 
journalists was thus established within the FCO to communicate with the public and share 
the findings with the FCO. 
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PANEL 2: THE SUMMIT AND ITS AFTERMATH 

 

Jack Matlock’s presentation focused on 
Reagan’s expectations, the outcome of the 
summit, and lessons for today. Matlock started 
his talk with a short story about a memo which 
Reagan had written before his meeting with 
Gorbachev in Geneva to highlight the 
President’s thoughts prior to the summit. 
Reagan wrote that Gorbachev was subject to 
hierarchical structures in the Soviet Union and 
that the Soviet leader would have to prove to 

them his strength and dedication to Soviet Union goals. This memo indicates that Reagan 
did not believe that Gorbachev was a dictator but that he was a leader faced with domestic 
political pressures. Reagan was also aware that the issue of arms control could not be 
delinked from a broader agenda that included sensitive topics such as human rights. The 
President was convinced that the central issues to be dealt with were arms control, regional 
issues and conflict, and the problem of suspicion and hostility between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. Matlock pointed out that, in other words, building trust with the 
USSR was as important as the rest of the security issues. The speaker noted that Reagan 
never spoke publicly of the Soviet leaders even though he condemned communism. 
Matlock argued that building a certain level of initial trust with the Soviet leaders was part 
of Reagan’s thinking. The speaker highlighted two achievements as a result of the meeting 
between the two leaders. First, there was the personal achievement that Reagan and 
Gorbachev got to know each other better. Reagan’s standpoint was that he felt that that 
Gorbachev was a man with whom he could do business. Matlock argued that the two 
leaders liked each other and that, after the summit, the U.S. President began to view his 
Soviet counterpart as a human being and not just a tool of the Politburo. The second 
achievement was the fact that that both leaders had agreed on two follow-up visits, one in 
Washington, and one in Moscow. Matlock argued that one important lesson from the 
summit was the idea that there were no winners or losers and that the end of Cold War, for 
instance, was negotiated in the interest of everyone. 

 

Marcus Holmes’ talk was part of a larger book project in which he seeks to create a theory 
of face-to-face diplomacy. The book addresses the idea that face-to-face diplomacy has 
long been one of the most prevalent practices of international diplomacy yet, for a variety 
of reasons, scholars of International Relations have tended to dismiss it. Holmes argues that 
the problem with this approach is that, if scholars discount the role of diplomacy, then they 
discard what statesmen have argued for centuries, which is that there is no substitute for 
face-to-face interactions. The theoretical argument in the speaker’s book is that the 
pessimism surrounding diplomacy is rooted in a particular set of assumptions that people 
make about social interactions. For example, the idea that the intentions of the other are 
inaccessible has been very convincing in the field of International Relations. However, as 
Holmes claimed, one can simulate the intentions of the other through a process of 
empathy. A face-to-face interaction, in particular, can aid this process. The speaker pointed 
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out that this process is useful especially when leaders want to convey their intentions of 
sincerity to the other. Holmes discussed the case study of the meeting between Reagan and 
Gorbachev in Geneva because, he argued, the leaders truly wanted to express their benign 
intentions during their interaction. The speaker argued that face-to-face encounters are a 
unique form of social interaction and that it is useful to think about the international system 
as an interpersonal one. Holmes underlined that face-to-face interactions are not 
universally positive as they can lead to both deception and trust. Concerning the face-to-
face negotiations in Geneva, the speaker argued that empathy, the ability to understand 
the affective and cognitive states of other people, developed between Reagan and 
Gorbachev. Holmes noted that there was a tendency on both sides to assess the specific 
intentions of the other from afar prior to the summit. The summit was an opportunity to 
learn more about each other’s sincere intentions. Although Holmes pointed out that the 
two leaders might have been on the way to creating trust, a trusting relationship between 
the two sides not yet developed. The speaker concluded by saying that one of the most 
important outcomes of the Geneva summit was the commitment to keep talking. 

 

Robert Service focused on analysing the roots of 
complications, distrust and progress between 
Gorbachev and Reagan. The speaker noted that, 
in general, the two leaders were reliant on 
briefing papers to learn about each other. What 
happened in Geneva could be seen as a meeting 
between two individuals who were unknown to 
themselves, to their own public, and to the other 
side. Service mentioned that both Gorbachev 
and Reagan had to trust their own judgment 

above everything. For instance, Gorbachev repeatedly said, especially in 1987 and 1988, 
that the information from the KGB was incomplete and that he had to trust his own 
analysis. On the American side, the speaker mentioned that, after Robert Gates was 
appointed head of the CIA, State Secretary George Shultz asked him to deliver more 
analysis papers rather than policy preferences. Domestic audiences in both countries 
appeared to be pleased with the outcome of the Geneva conference. Only after Geneva did 
the General Secretary feel free to begin formulating a new vision of security that 
corresponded with his reformist preferences. Nuclear disarmament became its cornerstone. 
In an address to the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in January 1986, Premier 
Gorbachev announced a plan for total nuclear disarmament of the superpowers by the year 
2000. This plan was contingent upon the U.S. abandonment of it Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI). Service argued that the conclusion Gorbachev drew from Geneva was that 
there had to be an agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union on a staged 
pathway towards nuclear disarmament. The speaker argued that Gorbachev’s plan did not 
increase the level of trust between the two superpowers as it was seen as cheap talk by 
some American policy-makers. Service concluded by arguing that underlying factors, as 
well as individuals, matter. 
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Q&A Discussion Session 2 

 

One participant was interested in whether the 
examination would be more comprehensive if it 
included the interaction between two teams rather 
than focusing on the the meeting between the two 
leaders. Marcus Holmes argued that the role of 
teams is important during summits but some 
meetings, such as the one between Chamberlain 
and Hitler, are mainly about the individuals. Jack 
Matlock emphasised that Reagan’s administration 

wanted to discuss new proposals about disarmament with its Soviet counterpart in private 
rather than in public because they would generate more progress than public meetings. 
Robert Service argued that the role of the leaders cannot be discounted, although their 
teams contributed to shaping their views. Both Secretary of State George Shultz and his 
counterpart, Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze, were in positions that enabled 
them to be more radical with regards to foreign affairs issues but, ultimately, the decision to 
involve others in the process of policy-making was a decision of the leaders. Another 
participant noted that, looking back at the Geneva summit, the time was ripe for a 
breakthrough between the two superpowers, especially for the development of 
interpersonal relations between the two leaders. Marcus Holmes agreed that structural 
conditions enabled the development of the personal chemistry between the two leaders, 
but pointed out that neither of the two sides might have been aware of this at the time of 
the meeting. Another question concerned the process of developing trust in face-to-face 
interactions, and why trust is present in certain situations but fails to develop in others. Jack 
Matlock highlighted the importance of private consultations with the other side prior to the 
public meetings for the achievement of a positive outcome. This gradual process was 
necessary for the negotiation to succeed. Marcus Holmes sought to provide a 
methodological answer by noting the complexity of the trust-building process. Holmes 
argued that empathy is required for trust to happen and that exercises seemed to suggest 
that face-to-face interaction increases trust between individuals. However, Holmes also 
noted the importance of a mediator for situations where two entities cannot empathise 
with, or trust, each other. 

 

PANEL 3: WHY DID TRUST BREAK DOWN? 

Alexey Gromyko’s talk explored the meaning of the concept of trust. Comparing trust to 
advantage, the speaker underlined the importance of trust in all aspects of life. For instance, 
in business, trust leads to an opportunity to act cheaper and faster; an example of this type 
of trust is the creation of monetary unions. The speaker argued that trust can be both 
personal and collective, but noted the difficulty of defining the concept. Is trust a result of 
certain actions or a factor in how the actions evolve? What is the relationship between trust 
and interest? Does it make sense to talk about states trusting each other? Gromyko claimed 
that a subjective effect is not less important than an objective one. Personal trust can be 
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both an excellent instrument to advance collective interest and have a destructive effect if 
personal sympathy becomes more important than collective interest. Trust, however, does 
not play the leading role in building long-term relationships. The speaker mentioned other 
ingredients that are more important in building such relationships. First, interest is the main 
pillar of a partnership. It is difficult to explain how trust would persist if no interest defined a 
relationship. Second, the similarity of political systems represents a solid ground for trust to 

develop. 

Mary Dejevsky started her talk by arguing that 
relations between Russia and the West had broken 
down, but the role of trust for cooperation remains 
debatable. The speaker organised her presentation 
around ten points to answer the question explored 
by the panel. First, Dejevsky pointed out that, 
whilst trust might have developed between Reagan 
and Gorbachev at the Geneva summit, it did not 
extend to the entire staff on either side, nor did it 

survive after Reagan’s departure and the demise of the Soviet Union. Second, when Boris 
Yeltsin became the President of Russia, there was a significant lack of trust between his 
country and the West as he was regarded as having undermined and overthrown the West’s 
best friend, Gorbachev. Third, the change of the diplomatic guard was critical for the 
relations between the two countries. A new generation took over and, Dejevsky argued, 
they often seemed to lack the wisdom and the experience of their former colleagues. 
Fourth, the change of guard in the media as well impacted on the break of trust between 
Russia and the West. Fifth, something similar could be observed in diplomacy and academic 
Russian studies; everything was restructured and Russian studies and experts did not 
receive as much attention as before the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Sixth, the decline in 
expertise was compounded by a sort of natural human optimism. The speaker noted that, in 
1991, expectations throughout the West were very high that Russia could be a vast 
Scandinavia in within a decade. However, Russia took the blame for falling so short of what 
many people had hoped. Referring to both Russia and the former Soviet Union states, 
Dejevsky mentioned the important difference between the material changes that took a 
short period of time to occur, and the changes in mentality that would probably take years. 
The seventh point was related to the idea that many Russians considered that the West had 
failed to understand the regime change; they believed they were still perceived by the West 
as Soviets. Point eight concerned the fact that NATO was not dissolved or renamed after 
the collapse of the Soviet Union, leading to a decline of trust. Point nine highlighted the 
European Union’s expansion as being a factor contributing to the breaking of trust. The 
European Union (EU) incorporated a number of countries that brought with them an 
attitude that was based on their previous relations with the Soviet Union. This presupposed 
that Russia had aggressive intentions towards them, changing the mentality in the EU as a 
whole. Last, Dejevsky noted the lack of empathy for Putin. The Russian leader was 
demonised from the moment he took office, mainly because of the Chechen War and the 
sympathy with the Chechen cause. 
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Q&A Discussion Session 3 

 

One participant claimed that President Putin was 
not demonised when he took office as Prime 
Minister in 1999, but that Russia’s human rights 
record did have a negative impact on how Putin 
was perceived in the West after the first half of 
2000s. Another participant asked whether one 
could talk about Russia’s right not to have a 
security community at its borders? A further 
comment was related to the role Western 

diplomacy played in aligning the values with the interests in the West’s approach to Russia. 
Mary Dejevsky argued that the idea that Russia cannot have a sphere of influence has been 
treated in a rather hypocritical manner because all countries are interested in the area 
around their geographical borders. Alexey Gromyko claimed that Putin started to be seen in 
a negative light in the West only after the Iraq War given the President’s strong objection to 
it. Regarding the concept of trust, Gromyko noted that, whilst political trust might be 
absent in some domains, it definitely exists when it is in the countries’ interests to trust, 
such as in outer space. 

 

PANEL 4: ROUNDTABLE – CAN TRUST BE RESTORED? 

Jack Matlock opened the session by arguing that trust had not been totally destroyed 
between the United States and Russia; there is a surprising amount of cooperation between 
the two countries still continuing in different areas. Comparing today’s situation with that 
during the Geneva summit, Matlock noted that the two are indeed different. The 
estrangement between Russia and the United States is the result of numerous policy 
mistakes on both sides, including NATO’s enlargement and the United States’ withdrawal 
from the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. With regards to the ABM treaty, the speaker 
underlined the lack of a serious reason behind the decision to withdraw, claiming that the 
Bush administration was seeking to achieve superiority in space and did not want to restrict 
the country’s freedom of action. Moreover, the United States’ recognition of Kosovo as an 
independent, sovereign state contributed to the widening of the rift between Russia and 
the United States. For Matlock, the issue of spheres of influence is not a matter of rights but 
an actual fact. The speaker argued that Obama is trying to discontinue the policies of the 
past and seek cooperation with Russia and, to a certain extent, the situation in international 
relations (i.e. the conflict in Syria) indicates that Russia and the United States are ‘doomed’ 
to cooperate. 
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Tuomas Forsberg started his talk by arguing that 
the two concepts of trust and cooperation are 
different and that the two can exist individually in 
the absence of the other. Trust is the willingness 
to be vulnerable under conditions of uncertainty. 
Seeking to understand the role of trust during the 
Geneva summit, Forsberg mentioned two 
preconditions of trust: the role of high stakes and 
the importance of personalities. The speaker then 

discussed three distinct frameworks to analyse trust. First, the rational perspective of trust 
implies reducing uncertainty by increasing the level of knowledge through personal 
interactions. The second framework, more normative and habitual, implies that people 
trust the group they belong to and distrust anyone outside their group. The third framework 
incorporates more emotional-affective elements. However, the speaker also noted that the 
three frameworks can overlap. 

Ian Kearns argued that trust had broken down in the relationship of the European security 
order. In the context of this breakdown of trust in Europe, the speaker claimed that there is 
a significant need to rehabilitate the very concept of dialogue. For instance, Kearns noted 
that the NATO-Russia Council can be a very useful venue for dialogue but the West 
suspended it in April 2014 amidst Russia’s annexation of Ukraine's Crimea. In August 2015, 
the Task Force on Cooperation in Greater Europe, initiated by the European Leadership 
Network, urged members of NATO to develop, as a matter of urgency, a Memorandum of 
Understanding with Russia to manage dangerous incidents. Ambassadors from Eastern 
European and the Baltic countries, nonetheless, have argued that such an instrument would 
be perceived as a reward by Russia, a signal that the Russians could continue behaving in a 
similar way. The speaker underlined the importance of engagement with Russia as there is 
no agreed security order and no serious diplomatic activity to make this happen. Kearns 
also pointed out that, in addition to empathy, European leaders need to start seeing 
themselves in the way that their actions are perceived by Russia. The European countries 
inside the European Union or NATO will need to address the mistrust that exists between 
them before the dialogue with Russia can take place. Finally, the speaker reminded the 
audience about the importance of incorporating the issue of nuclear weapons in the 
discussion between Russia and the West.  

Robert Service argued that the Western countries need to show some level of 
understanding or empathy for the Russian political and military position since 1989, but 
rejected any kind of analysis that involves endorsing the current Russian political-military 
position. Furthermore, Service noted that Russia should realise that the existential threat 
comes from the South and not from the West. The speaker pointed out that every Russian 
ruler has been both a jailer and prisoner as the country is very different to rule. 

Anatoly Adamishin started his talk with a short response to Robert Service’s last idea, 
highlighting Tsar Alexander II’s remark about Russia: that it is not difficult to rule, but it is 
useful. The speaker criticised the Russian government because it violated international law. 
Mentioning the importance of the threat coming from the Islamic State, Adamishin claimed 
that Russia needs to be part of a Western alliance to fight the militant group. The speaker 
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also underlined the salience of analysing how the world will look after the crisis has been 
settled. 

Discussion  

 

One participant noted the importance of 
establishing a framework for discussions between 
the West and Russia to take place. He suggested 
that Track II diplomacy mechanisms might be 
relevant for generating ideas that could then be 
taken up and developed in the subsequent forum. 
Another participant argued that Russia had 
adopted a very assertive foreign policy even 
before tensions in the Crimean Peninsula. Jack 

Matlock underlined that the annexation of Crimea by the Russian Federation was a violation 
of the Budapest Memorandum. Matlock pointed out that Western sanctions are seen by 
many Russian people as the cause of many of their difficulties and the West should carefully 
consider its strategy with regards to Crimea. Tuomas Forsberg claimed that NATO 
expansion was certainly one of the main sources of distrust for Russia but only after the mid 
2000s when tensions between Russia and the West intensified. Ian Kearns argued that a 
significant level of mistrust exists between the Baltic countries and Russia. Kearns claimed 
that dialogue between Russia and the United States is necessary and can help to build 
understanding. Robert Service sought to emphasise that, whilst some analysts note the 
inappropriateness of the use of pressure in relations with Russia, all governments use 
pressure. Service argued that there was a totally understandable failure in the late 1980s to 
draw up a treaty to end the Cold War because the absence of a ‘hot war’ implied that a 
peace settlement did not take place in the same way that the First and Second World Wars 
were concluded. Anatoly Adamishin ended the discussion by claiming that cooperation 
between the Russia and the West is imperative and conditions for such cooperation to take 
place should be discussed even in the absence of trust. 

Ana Alecsandru 
Doctoral Researcher 
Institute for Conflict, Cooperation and Security 

 

 

 

 

The views represented in this report were made by individual participants and do not necessarily reflect consensus 
amongst workshop participants or the institutional views of the University of Birmingham or the Institute for 
Conflict, Cooperation and Security.  
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SPEAKER PROFILES 
 
Anatoly Adamishin 
Anatoly Adamishin is a Russian diplomat, politician and businessman. He was Deputy 
Foreign Minister in the USSR from 1986-7. Subsequently, he was Ambassador of the USSR, 
and then the Russian Federation, to Italy. From 1994 to 1997, Adamishin was the 
Ambassador of Russia to the United Kingdom. 
 
Rodric Braithwaite 
Rodric Braithwaite served in military intelligence in Vienna in 1951 and 1952, studied French 
and Russian at Cambridge, and joined the Diplomatic Service in 1955. He had postings in 
Jakarta, Warsaw, Moscow, Rome, Brussels (British delegation to the European Community) 
and Washington. He was a Visiting Fellow at All Souls College, Oxford in 1972-3. He was a 
member of the Sherpa team for the G7 Economic Summits (1984-8), British ambassador in 
Moscow (1988-1992), and Foreign Policy Adviser to Prime Minister Major and Chairman of 
the Joint Intelligence Committee (1992-3). 
He regularly speaks and writes on Russia and other matters. He has written three books on 
Russian affairs: “Across the Moscow River” (2002), about the collapse of the Soviet Union; 
“Moscow 1941: A City and its People at War” (2006), which has appeared in eighteen 
languages; and “Afgantsy: The Russians in Afghanistan 1979-1989” (2011), which has 
appeared in Russian, Polish, Ukrainian and Japanese. “Coming of Age in Warsaw” was 
privately published in 2014. He is currently working on a book about Russian and Western 
perceptions of the nuclear confrontation. 
 
Mary Dejevsky 
Mary Dejevsky is a writer and broadcaster. She is a former foreign correspondent in 
Moscow, Paris and Washington, and a special correspondent in China and many parts of 
Europe. She is a member of the Valdai group, invited since 2004 to meet Russian leaders 
each autumn, and a member of the Chatham House thinktank. She is a past Honorary 
Research Fellow at the University of Buckingham and contributed the introductory essay to 
the Britannica Guide to Russia. She is now the chief editorial writer and a columnist at The 
Independent. 
 
Tuomas Forsberg 
Tuomas Forsberg is Professor of International Relations at the University of Tampere. He is 
also deputy director of the Centre of Excellence on Choices of Russian Modernisation at the 
Aleksanteri Institute of the University of Helsinki. Previously he has worked at the 
University of Helsinki, at the George C. Marshall European Center for Security Studies, 
Garmisch-Partenkirchen, Germany and at the Finnish Institute of International Affairs. He 
gained his PhD at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth in 1998. His research has dealt 
primarily with European security issues, focusing on the EU, Germany, Russia and Northern 
Europe. His publications include Divided West:  European Security and the Transatlantic 
Relationship (co-authored with Graeme Herd, Blackwell 2006) and articles in journals such 
as International Affairs, Journal of Peace Research, International Studies Review, Security 
Dialogue and Journal of Common Market Studies. 
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Alexey Gromyko 
Alexey A. Gromyko is Director of the Institute of Europe, Russian Academy of Sciences, 
European Expert at Russkiy Mir Foundation, President of the Russian Association of 
European Studies (AES). He is a specialist in international relations and European 
integration. Dr Gromyko is the chairperson of the Scholarly Council of the Institute of 
Europe, the editor-in-chief of the quarterly journal "Contemporary Europe". He is also 
Member of the Dissertation Council of the Russian Diplomatic Academy, member of the 
Academic Council for the Russian foreign minister and of the Academic Board of the 
Security Council of Russia. He is a co-founder of the Russian NGO "For the Support of the 
United Nations". He is Doctor of Political Science and was Senior Associate Member of St. 
Antony's College, Oxford University (2004) and Senior Visitor at St Antony's (2007). 
 
Marcus Holmes 
Marcus Holmes is assistant professor of government at the College of William & Mary. His 
research and teaching interests are in international security, international relations theory, 
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