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The Cold War was a non-violent war in itself yet it cost the lives of millions. It was a period of immense tension and impending destruction that never ended up coming to fruition. Instead, the world shifted from a bipolar to a unipolar global arena. For many in the general population, this was an immense sigh of relief, yet it perplexed many scholars in the field of international relations. As result, the end of the Cold War delegitimized realism’s status as a still-relevant international relations theory for many political scientists, as they claimed it had not been able to predict how it would end. Realists however, suggested that realism does in fact offer some insight as to why the Cold War ended in the way it did and its predictions for future of the global arena. This begs the question: does realism offer a sufficient explanation as to why the Cold War ended? 
Prior to discussing the end of the Cold War era and its implications in the context of realism, it is crucial to analyze the historical context of the war itself including how it arose, how both respective powers earned their immense power as well as its end. The United States began as a colony of Britain and gained its independence in 1776. By 1890, the United States became the world’s most productive economy and “American industry produced twice as much as its closest competitor – Britain.” Around the same time, the United States began asserting its dominance towards other states and began to conquest other territories, such as Hawaii, Samoa, and others. Its economic growth and growing military skill and conquests made the United States a legitimate global superpower by 1898 with Treaty of Paris, which ended the Cuban War of Independence. (“The Birth of a Superpower”) The USSR (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) on the other hand, was a state that can trace its modern prominence back hundreds of years. Russia’s collective powers became formally united and centralized with the Tsardom of Russia in 1547. From then until the end of World War 2, Russia had expanded its territory, strengthened its economy, improved its military strength and strategy, and became a global superpower. (Paolantoni)
The Cold War began in 1947 and ended in 1991 and it was a non-violent war, excluding proxy wars, which included economic, ideological & geopolitical struggles between the two global superpowers. It started as a result of the rivalry between the Soviet Union / USSR and the United States of America following the Second World War. (1939-1945) The Red Army liberated, then took control over many eastern European states, established their left-wing ideologies in them, and planned to spread Communism worldwide. This made the United States and Britain uneasy, as they wanted to preserve the capitalism and democracies of the Western world. The Soviet Union had some bitterness towards the US as well. Joseph Stalin, the leader of the Soviet Union, was infuriated that the United States and Britain waited so long to open a front in France, which led to the avoidable deaths of thousands of Russians. Furthermore, The United States terminated Lend-Lease aid to the Soviet Union before the war was complete. (“Cold War Erupts”) These passed events, and their respective desires to spread and preserve their ideologies lead to the outbreak of the Cold War. Increasing tension and little cooperation, as well as proxy wars fought in Korea and Vietnam marked the rest of the Cold War. This era finally came to an end when The Soviet Union could no longer bear the pressures they were facing within and outside of its borders. Throughout the 1980s, the Soviet Union fought an immensely challenging war in Afghanistan. At the same time, the Soviet economy was facing the continuously escalating costs of the arms race. Opposition of the population towards the leaders in the country grew while their stagnant economy weakened under the combined burdens. The attempts at reforms at home left the Soviet Union largely unwilling to rebuff challenges to its control in Eastern Europe. As a result, during 1989 and 1990, the Berlin Wall came down; the USSR’s had borders opened, and democratic elections overthrew and ejected Communist regimes in many countries in Eastern Europe. In 1991, the Soviet Union finally dissolved into several new and autonomous republics. With impressive speed, the Iron Curtain (the sphere of control the USSR had in eastern Europe) was lifted and the Cold War came to a sudden and relieving end. (“The End of the Cold War”)
	A single international relations theory is rarely able to fully explain an event and all of its nuances and complexities. A sudden end to a 50-year era of global insecurity and little cooperation left those in the field of international relations quite puzzled and left many especially critical of realism. The main critiques of realism included its failure to foresee direct conflict (excluding proxy wars) from ever occurring, the Soviet Union dissolving and the shift from a bipolar to a unipolar world. However, realist authors were quick to offer reasonable and legitimate explanations of the end of the Cold War through the lens of the theory. Kenneth Waltz offered his own explanations of how the realist lens accurately depicts the end of the Cold War in his work “Structural Realism after the Cold War.” In it, he claims, “the revolution in Soviet affairs and the end of the Cold War were not brought by democracy, interdependence, or international institutions. Instead the Cold War ended exactly as structural realism led one to expect.” (Waltz 39) That is, the Soviet Union was losing its power and hegemony due to its relative gains in comparison to the US. This was exacerbated by their stagnant and declining economy as well as the on going conflict it was involved in, in the Middle East. As a result, they became more compliant with the United States and seized hostility on their end. Furthermore, Wohlforth builds on a similar idea, stating “realists of all kinds view change in state behaviour as adaptation to external constraints conditioned by changes in relative power.” (Wolforth 113) The Soviet Union’s shift in attitude was caused by the recognition of its own demise. Wolforth comes to the defense of Kenneth Walt’s response to the end of the Cold War, as many had critiqued that the theory itself could not precisely predict how it would end. Wolforth states that while criticisms of the theory in this context is certainly warranted, “such criticisms miss Waltz’s main contention: that a theory of international politics cannot predict state behaviour” (Wolforth 101) As previously mentioned, international relations can rarely, if ever, exactly predict a state’s future actions and their reactions to changes within the global political arena. International relations theories are most accurate when assessing and analyzing a state’s passed actions and their possible motives behind such actions.
 Many of the critics of realism’s supposed shortcomings in describing the end of the Cold War assert that it does not account for unipolarity. Though realism heavily relies on the idea of the balance of power and bipolarity / multipolarity in the global area, the end of the Cold War left the world in a unipolar state. Realists, specifically neorealists believe that unipolarity is a plausible structure. However; Realist theory predicts that balances disrupted will one day be restored. (Waltz 27) This suggests that the lack of a bipolar global arena following the end of the Cold War does not outright delegitimize the theory of Realism. It simply means that the global arena is a shifting or transitional phase, and that the world will once again rebalance itself. Waltz explains the reason for this shift by stating “The world […] has not been transformed; the structure of international politics has simply been remade by the disappearance of the Soviet Union, and for a time we will live with unipolarity.” (Waltz 39) The world in due time will find itself again at a bipolar or unipolar balance of power and be more stable once again. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In conclusion, Kenneth Waltz and William C. Wolforth thoroughly demonstrate how realism not only explains how and why the Cold War ended the way it did, but offer the prediction that the world will once again balance itself out with due time. The end of the Cold War made realism appear to no longer be relevant, as many political scientists believe that it does not accurately explain it. However, this research shows that this is not the case, and that realism is still a significant and important theory in international relations. Furthermore, it demonstrates that international relations theories have rarely if ever predicted a state’s exact future moves and should mainly be used to assess a state’s passed actions and motivations. 
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