
Soldier, diplomat, and king of Jordan. Born in Mecca on 12 September 1882,
the second son of Hussein ibn Ali, sharif of Mecca, Abdullah studied in
Istanbul, Turkey, and later became an Arab nationalist. During World War I,
with British assistance, he facilitated the Hussein-MacMahon Correspon-
dence that launched the 1916 Arab Revolt.

In the 1930s, King Abdullah conducted secret talks with Zionist leaders
about a Jewish homeland in a Palestinian-Jordanian kingdom. In 1947 he told
Jewish leaders that he would not oppose the creation of a Jewish state but
planned to annex the West Bank area of Palestine. When
other Arab countries learned of the clandestine agreement,
they immediately opposed it, forcing a war with Israel.

During the 1948 Arab-Israeli War, Abdullah served as
the commander in chief of Arab forces. As such, he sent his
Arab forces into Palestine, occupying areas that he wished
to annex. He avoided, however, attacking Jewish areas in
the United Nations’ partition plan, but his army did battle
unsuccessfully for control of Jerusalem.

In 1950 Abdullah signed a nonaggression pact with
Israel after secret negotiations, but he was forced to re-
nounce it when threatened with expulsion from the Arab
League. In return, the other Arab states accepted the
annexation of Arab Palestine by Jordan. Abdullah was assas-
sinated in Jerusalem on 21 July 1951.

Andrew J. Waskey
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Abrams, Creighton
Williams
(1914–1974)

Pseudonym of Vilyam (Willie) Genrikovich Fisher, the chief Soviet under-
cover agent in the United States from 1947 to 1957. The alias “Rudolf Abel”
was adopted at the time of Fisher’s arrest in the United States in 1957. Born
on 11 July 1903 in Newcastle upon Tyne, England, Fisher at age sixteen
passed an entry exam to the University of London. Two years later he went
to the Soviet Union, where he served first as a translator for the Comintern
before a stint in the Red Army’s Radio Battalion during 1925–1926.

Fisher then served as a Soviet spy in the German Army before being
assigned to New York City under the code name “Mark” in 1947. There he
posed as a freelance artist known as Emil Robert Goldfus. In 1949, he assumed
control of the Volunteer spy network headed by American communist Mor-
ris Cohen. The network included Theodore Alvin Hall, a nuclear physicist at
Los Alamos and the youngest of the spies who passed information on the
atom bomb to the Soviets. The network had also included atomic spies Julius
Rosenberg and Klaus Fuchs.

In 1957 Fisher’s chief assistant, the alcoholic Reino Hayhanen, betrayed
him to American authorities. Arrested and sentenced to thirty years in prison,
Fisher served only four years at the Atlanta Federal Penitentiary before he
was exchanged on 10 February 1962 for downed American U-2 pilot Francis
Gary Powers on the Glienicke Bridge in West Berlin, ever after known as “the
bridge of spies.” The drama of the exchange and the book by Fisher’s lawyer,
Strangers on a Bridge, cemented Fisher’s reputation as a master spy, even
though his American residency had not produced any great intelligence coups.
Fisher spent the remainder of his career working at the KGB Illegals Direc-
torate in Moscow. He died of lung cancer in Moscow on 15 November 1971.

Vernon L. Pedersen
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U.S. Army general, celebrated combat leader, and army chief of staff (1972–
1974). Born in Springfield, Massachusetts, on 15 September 1914, Creighton
Abrams graduated from the U.S. Military Academy, West Point, in 1936 and
was posted to the 7th Cavalry Regiment at Fort Bliss, Texas. When World
War II loomed, he volunteered for the newly formed armored force.
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Abrams first rose to professional prominence as a lieu-
tenant colonel and commander of a tank battalion that
often spearheaded General George Patton’s Third Army
in the drive across Europe. Abrams led the forces that
punched through German lines to relieve the encircled
101st Airborne Division at Bastogne during the Battle of
the Bulge, earned two Distinguished Service Crosses and
many other decorations, and received a battlefield promo-
tion to full colonel.

After World War II, Abrams served as director of tac-
tics at the Armor School, Fort Knox (1946–1948); was a
corps chief of staff late in the Korean War (1953–1954); and
from 1960 to 1962 commanded the 3rd Armored Division
in Germany, a key post during the Cold War. A year later
he took command of its parent V Corps. In mid-1964 he
was recalled from Europe, promoted to four-star general,
and made the army’s vice chief of staff. In that assignment
(1964–1967) he was deeply involved in the army’s troop
buildup for the war in Vietnam.

In May 1967 Abrams was himself assigned to Vietnam
as deputy commander. In that position he concentrated pri-
marily on improvement of South Vietnamese armed forces.
During the 1968 Tet Offensive when the forces involved
performed far better than expected, Abrams received much
of the credit. He formally assumed command of American
forces in Vietnam in July 1968. A consummate tactician who proved to have
a feel for this kind of conflict, he moved quickly to change the conduct of the
war in fundamental ways. His predecessor’s attrition strategy, search and
destroy tactics, and emphasis on body counts as the measure of battlefield
success were all discarded.

Abrams instead stressed population security, the new measure of merit,
as the key to success. He prescribed a “one war” approach in which combat
operations, pacification, and upgrading South Vietnamese forces were of
equal importance and priority. He cut back on multibattalion sweeps, replac-
ing them with thousands of small unit patrols and ambushes that blocked
communist forces’ access to the people and interdicted their movement of
forces and supplies. Clear-and-hold operations became the standard tactical
approach, with expanded and better-armed Vietnamese territorial forces pro-
viding the hold. Population security progressed accordingly. Meanwhile, U.S.
forces were incrementally withdrawn, their missions taken over by the
improving South Vietnamese.

Abrams left Vietnam in June 1972 to become U.S. Army chief of staff.
There he set about dealing with the myriad problems of an army that had
been through a devastating ordeal. He concentrated on readiness and on the
well-being of the soldier, always the touchstones of his professional concern.
Stricken with cancer, Abrams died in office in Washington, D.C., on 4 Sep-
tember 1974. He had set a course of reform and rebuilding that General
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John W. Vessey, former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, later recalled in
a letter to the publisher Simon and Schuster: “When Americans watched the
stunning success of our armed forces in Desert Storm, they were watching
the Abrams vision in action. The modern equipment, the effective air sup-
port, the use of the reserve components and, most important of all, the
advanced training which taught our people how to stay alive on the battle-
field were all seeds planted by Abe.”

Lewis Sorley

See also
AirLand Battle; Persian Gulf War; United States Army; Vietnam War

References
Buckley, Kevin. “General Abrams Deserves a Better War.” New York Times Magazine,

5 October 1969.
Colby, William, with James McCargar. Lost Victory: A Firsthand Account of America’s

Sixteen-Year Involvement in Vietnam. Chicago: Contemporary Books, 1989.
Davidson, Phillip B. Vietnam at War: The History, 1946–1975. Novato, CA: Presidio,

1988.
Palmer, General Bruce, Jr. The 25-Year War: America’s Military Role in Vietnam. Lex-

ington: University Press of Kentucky, 1984.
Sorley, Lewis. A Better War: The Unexamined Victories and Final Tragedy of America’s Last

Years in Vietnam. New York: Harcourt Brace, 1999.
———. Thunderbolt: General Creighton Abrams and the Army of His Times. New York:

Simon and Schuster, 1992.
———. Vietnam Chronicles: The Abrams Tapes, 1968–1972. Lubbock: Texas Tech Uni-

versity, 2004.

U.S. secretary of state (1949–1953) and chief architect of U.S. foreign policy
in the formative years of the Cold War. Born on 11 April 1893 in Middletown,
Connecticut, to British parents, Dean Acheson attended the prestigious
Groton School and graduated from Yale University in 1915. He earned a
degree from Harvard Law School in 1918 and went on to serve as private
secretary to Supreme Court Justice Louis Brandeis from 1919 to 1921. After
his Supreme Court stint, Acheson joined a Washington, D.C., law firm. He
entered public life in 1933 when President Franklin D. Roosevelt named
him undersecretary of the treasury. Acheson resigned soon thereafter, how-
ever, over a disagreement concerning gold and currency policies. In 1940 he
authored a key legal opinion that led to the Lend-Lease program. In 1941,
he became assistant secretary of state and then undersecretary of state in
1945.

The possessor of a brilliant legal mind, a regal bearing, and a biting wit,
Acheson initially favored a policy of postwar cooperation with the Soviet
Union. But he quickly reversed his view and, along with George F. Kennan,
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became one of the chief proponents of the Cold War con-
tainment policy. Unlike Kennan, who believed that the
contest with the Soviet Union was primarily political in
nature, Acheson stressed the military dimension. Sobered
by the failure of democratic nations to halt the Axis powers
in the 1930s, Acheson advocated a policy of developing
military strength before negotiating with the Soviet Union.
After the USSR detonated its first atomic bomb in Septem-
ber 1949, he played a leading role in persuading President
Harry S. Truman to move ahead with the development of
the hydrogen bomb.

Acheson also played a critical role in implementing
major Cold War initiatives in Europe. When the British
informed the United States in early 1947 that they no
longer possessed the financial means to support Greece
and Turkey, Acheson pushed the Truman administration
to take quick action, warning that if the United States did
not supplant British power in the eastern Mediterranean,
the result would likely be Soviet control of the region. Tru-
man then announced his Greco-Turkish aid package and
enunciated the Truman Doctrine to augment the con-
tainment policy. Acheson aggressively promoted the 1947
Marshall Plan to aid West European recovery efforts and
to resist pressures that might lead to communist regimes
there. Despite his role in creating the United Nations
(UN), Acheson did not believe that it could prevent Soviet
aggression or the spread of militant communism. Instead, he trusted military
power and saw the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) as the best
means of defending the West from the Soviets. NATO had the added bene-
fits of strengthening U.S. ties with Europe, quelling internal unrest, and
binding West Germany to the alliance.

When Acheson was sworn in as secretary of state on 21 January 1949, he
was already recognized as the key architect of postwar foreign policy. As
such, Truman, a great admirer of Acheson, gave him wide latitude in foreign
policy matters. During his tenure in office, Acheson pushed through the
implementation of NSC-68 and won Senate approval for continued station-
ing of American troops in Europe and for extensive military aid to the NATO
allies. He failed, however, to secure European approval for German rearma-
ment, which was stymied by French opposition.

Acheson’s tendency to view international affairs largely from a European
perspective hampered his efforts to deal with rising nationalism in the devel-
oping world. His attachment to a world united by imperial prosperity and
order created unnecessary problems for the Western Allies as well as for
emerging nations. Asia, possessing no significant industrial base outside of
Japan, ranked low among Acheson’s priorities. He based American policy
on the tenuous—and as it turned out faulty—premise that communist China
was the puppet of the Soviet Union. He sided with the French regarding
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Indochina, advising Truman to make what proved to be a fateful commit-
ment of American assistance to anti-Viet Minh forces in 1950. Acheson all
but ignored Africa and Latin America, mainly because neither region was as
yet on the front lines of the Cold War. Like those who preceded him, Ache-
son viewed Britain as an indispensable American ally and partner.

A primary target of Republican Senator Joseph McCarthy’s anticom-
munist witch hunt, Acheson was lambasted for being friendly with alleged
spy Alger Hiss, “losing” China to communism, and being unable to end the
Korean War, which Acheson’s enemies wrongly believed he provoked by
publicly excluding it from America’s “defense perimeter” in a January 1950
speech. Acheson also provided fodder for other Republicans, namely
Richard M. Nixon, who in 1952 derided Democratic presidential nominee
Adlai Stevenson for having graduated from “Dean Acheson’s College of
Cowardly Communist Containment.”

Acheson retired from public life in 1953 but was not disengaged from
public policy. He soon became the main Democratic critic of President
Dwight D. Eisenhower’s foreign policy. Acheson regarded NSC-68, which
advocated the strengthening of conventional military forces to provide
options other than nuclear war, as the foreign policy bible for the Cold War
era. When the Eisenhower administration committed itself to a policy of
massive retaliation that emphasized nuclear responses over conventional
responses to crises, the former secretary of state reacted with utter disbelief
to what he termed “defense on the cheap.”

In the 1960s, Acheson returned to public life as the head of NATO task
forces, special envoy, diplomatic troubleshooter, and foreign policy advisor
for Presidents John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson. Acheson was
noted for his hawkish advice to Kennedy during the Cuban Missile Crisis of
1962. Acheson died of a heart attack on 12 October 1971 in Sandy Spring,
Maryland.

Caryn E. Neumann
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Irish politician and Sinn Féin party leader in Northern Ireland. Born on
6 October 1948 in Belfast, Northern Ireland, Gerard “Gerry” Adams Jr. left
school early and worked as a bartender. In 1964, he joined Sinn Féin, the
political arm of the Irish Republican Army (IRA). Although Adams has always
denied being a member of the IRA, British and Irish official sources suggest
otherwise. Incarcerated in 1972 under the Special Powers Act, he was set free
for peace talks that same year. However, he was imprisoned again from 1973
to 1977 and for a brief period in 1978.

After his release from prison in 1978, Adams assumed the vice presi-
dency of Sinn Féin. As early as 1979, he tried to convince his party to give up
violence and turn to political action. In 1983, the year he was elected to the
House of Commons, he and the northern cadres took control of the republi-
can movement. As the new president of Sinn Féin, Adams ended the party’s
policy of abstention so that party representatives could be seated in Parlia-
ment. A skillful political tactician, Adams has since managed to steer his fol-
lowers toward a peaceful solution to the Northern Ireland conflict without
causing the party to break apart. Although by no means an uncontroversial
figure, he is viewed as one of the major engineers of the 1998 Good Friday
Agreement.

Matthias Trefs
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German politician, mayor of Köln (Cologne) from 1917 to 1933, chancellor of
the Prussian State Council from 1922 to 1933, and first chancellor of the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) from 1949 to 1963. Born
5 January 1876 in Köln, Konrad Adenauer studied law in Freiburg, Munich,
and Bonn. In 1897 he began his long career in government service in the
Prussian justice administration before spending a brief time as an attorney in
private practice. Sponsored by the Catholic Center Party, he was elected to
the Köln city council in 1906; by 1909, he had become deputy lord mayor of
the city. After being assigned oversight for Köln’s food supplies from 1914 to
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1917, he moved on to assume the post of lord mayor of the
city in 1917, a post he held until the advent of Nazi rule
in 1933.

Adenauer flirted with the idea of a separate Rhenish
state during the early troubled years of the Weimar Re-
public. But he subsequently adopted a position similar to
that of Gustav Stresemann, who viewed Weimar Germany
as a “republic of convenience.” Adenauer added the post
of chancellor of the Prussian State Council to his portfolio
in 1922. In 1933, he was imprisoned by the Nazi regime for
his opposition activities and narrowly escaped death.

Returned as mayor of Köln by British authorities in
March 1945, Adenauer clashed with them over priorities,
and the British dismissed him from that post in October
1945. This freed him to take a leading role in national pol-
itics, and he became a cofounder and the leader of the
Christian Democratic Union (CDU). Elected the first chan-
cellor of the FRG in September 1949 by the Bundestag
(lower house of parliament) by a majority of one vote, he
was largely responsible for facilitating its recovery and re-
construction efforts and for moving the new state into the
Western orbit during the formative years of the Cold War.
His credentials as a strong opponent of the Nazi regime
allowed him to resist the pressures to reunify Germany as
a neutral, socialist state.

Adenauer was already convinced of the need for coop-
eration if Germany were to avoid renewed political chaos.
At the same time, he maintained tight control over his new
party and refused to enter a “Grand Coalition” with the

German Social Democratic Party (SPD) after the 1949 elections elevated
him to the chancellorship. He chose instead to bring the smaller Free Demo-
cratic Party and the more conservative Bavarian counterpart of the CDU, the
Christian Social Union, into his cabinet. When the Western powers decided
to allow the FRG to establish its own Ministry for Foreign Affairs in 1951,
Adenauer took that position himself.

This combination proved stable enough to survive the initial challenges
of statehood. To the dismay of many in Germany, Adenauer supported the
rejection of the Soviet note proposing that Germany be neutralized and
reunified in 1952. His statecraft and the growing threat of the Soviet Union
eventually reconciled France to the idea of an independent West Germany.
The FRG was allowed to rearm and join the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO) in 1955. Adenauer also played a key role in ending the long-
standing animosity between Germany and France. At the same time, he was
able to maintain reasonable and effective relations with the Soviet Union
and the rest of the Eastern bloc. He successfully negotiated the return of the
last prisoners of war from the Soviet Union even as the FRG entered NATO.
Adenauer always insisted, however, that the FRG was the only legitimate
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German state, a policy later formalized as the Hallstein Doctrine. He also
supported German aid for Israel.

Adenauer’s increasingly autocratic rule, however, eventually led to tur-
moil. In 1962, several journalists were arrested on charges of treason on
orders from Adenauer’s cabinet. The resulting scandal, known as the Spiegel
Affair, led Adenauer to promise to step down as chancellor in 1963. Yet Ade-
nauer still managed to retain a great deal of influence in the government of
the FRG. He remained chairman of the CDU, and Ludwig Erhard, his loyal
lieutenant, was chosen from the party ranks to succeed him as chancellor.
Erhard had served in Adenauer’s cabinet from the outset and followed fun-
damentally similar policies during his term as chancellor.

Adenauer died in Rhöndorf, near the West German capital of Bonn, on
19 April 1967 with his legacy as one of Germany’s greatest politicians essen-
tially intact. Erhard and the CDU lost the elections of 1969, handing power
over to the SPD, but the foundations of an independent, pro-Western FRG
had been firmly established.

Timothy C. Dowling
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A landlocked nation of 252,000 square miles in South Asia with a population
in 1950 of some 8.2 million people. Afghanistan borders Iran to the west;
Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan to the north; China to the north-
east; and Pakistan to the east and south. This geographically forbidding
nation, almost half of which is more than 6,500 feet in elevation, with exten-
sive desert regions and mountains exceeding 16,000 feet, is no stranger to
international intrigue.

Afghanistan became a center of the so-called Great Game, an imperialist
rivalry between Britain and Russia, in the nineteenth century. The struggle
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ended before the turn of the century, however, with the establishment of an
independent Afghanistan that divided the regional ethnic groups in the area
between Russia, British India, and Afghanistan. As elsewhere in the world,
artificial borders mandated by European empires left residual problems that
festered throughout the twentieth century.

The Cold War caught Afghanistan between the Soviet Union, naturally
interested in a country on its southern border with ethnic connections to
Soviet Central Asian republics, and the United States, which was fearful of
communist expansion. The American containment policy sought to encircle
communist Russia and China with an interlocking system of alliances includ-
ing the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the Central Treaty Orga-
nization (CENTO), and the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO),
and so Afghanistan found itself wedged between the West and the East.

After 1933, Afghanistan’s King Muhammad Zahir had tried to enhance
his position by dealing with the Soviets as a counter to the British in India.
After World War II, the United States displaced Britain as the Western force
in Asia, and Afghanistan continued to court the Soviets as a counter to West-
ern imperialism. An agreement with the Soviets in 1950 provided Afghanis-
tan with substantial economic support and promises of oil shipments, albeit
interrupted by disputes over the Pashtun border with Pakistan.

At the time, proponents of containment envisioned an interlocking sys-
tem of alliances to surround the communist world. NATO was the first in
1949 to secure Western Europe. In 1954 CENTO and SEATO surrounded
the southern and eastern flanks of the communist bloc. Never fully realized,
the idea was to link the three through multilateral collective security guar-
antees. CENTO included Pakistan, Iran, Iraq, and the linchpin Turkey, which
was also a part of NATO. Pakistan was also a member of SEATO and thus
tied to NATO through Turkey. Afghanistan was not included in any of these
mechanisms.

In 1953 Mohammad Daoud Khan, a member of the Afghan royal family,
became prime minister. Daoud secured a Soviet economic development
loan of $3 million in 1954 that preceded a 1955 visit by Soviet leaders Nikita
Khrushchev and Nikolai Bulganin, who promised another $100 million. The
United States refused military aid to Afghanistan but did assist in improving
the Qandahar Airport. The Soviets then promised military aid and a military
aircraft facility at Mazir-e-Sharif. For a time, it seemed that Afghanistan was
the fortunate beneficiary of Cold War rivalries.

Daoud’s tenure ended in 1963 when Zahir resumed direct rule. The
details of Daoud’s fall are not entirely clear, although several factors were
involved including inflation, continued tensions with Pakistan, popular oppo-
sition to Daoud’s secular government, and the king’s desire to broaden par-
ticipation in government. The king ruled directly for a decade, during which
time a leftist political opposition movement gained momentum, led by Babrak
Karmal of the People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDA). Political
unrest and a severe drought resulted in a military coup in 1973 that placed
Daoud back in power, now as head of a republic with support from Karmal.
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Daoud, a moderate leftist, surprised many by seeking U.S. financial aid
through the shah of Iran. The Soviets were also providing aid; Daoud visited
the Soviet Union in 1974 and again in 1977.

Daoud continued to play both superpowers against each other and in the
meantime developed closer ties with Iran and Saudi Arabia. By 1978, Daoud
lost Karmal’s support on the Left and the Islamist fundamentalists’ support
on the Right. That same year, Daoud’s government was overthrown. Karmal
and Nur Muhammad Taraki now led a new government with strong ties to
the Soviets. The two Afghan leaders soon split, however, and in 1979 the
Soviet Union sent troops to support Karmal.

Meanwhile, local tribal leaders took advantage of the turmoil, as did
Islamic fundamentalists who feared that Soviet rule would result in a wholly
secular regime. This dynamic forced the Soviets to back Karmal’s regime
with 150,000 troops and massive military aid. Sensing Soviet vulnerability,
the United States provided arms and covert aid to the Afghan mujahideen
(guerrilla insurrectionists). The parallel to Vietnam is not without merit. In
Vietnam the communist power provided sufficient aid to the North Viet-
namese and their Viet Cong allies to keep the United States bogged down in
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a protracted struggle until 1973. In Afghanistan, the United States supplied
aid to keep the Soviets pinned down until 1989, when they gave up and
withdrew.

In neither case was the outcome predictable, however. The North Viet-
namese united Vietnam but then gradually moved closer to the United States.
Afghanistan was plunged into a long civil war that ended in 1996 when the
repressive Taliban regime came to power, cultivating ties to the terrorist al-
Qaeda movement. Ironically, the Taliban and al-Qaeda had received training
and arms from the United States during the Afghanistan War. Ultimately,
Afghanistan became a tragic victim of the Cold War, with implications that
went far beyond the end of the Cold War in 1991.

Daniel E. Spector
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War that destroyed the U.S.-Soviet détente of the 1970s; inaugurated a new,
dangerous stage in the Cold War; and badly weakened the Soviet military
and economic establishments. The Soviet-Afghan War represented the cul-
mination of events dating to April 1978, when Afghan communists, sup-
ported by left-wing army leaders, overthrew the unpopular, authoritarian
government of Mohammad Daoud and proclaimed the People’s Democratic
Republic of Afghanistan. Although the extent of Soviet involvement in the
coup remains unclear, Moscow certainly welcomed it and quickly established
close relations with the new regime headed by Nur Mohammad Taraki, who
was committed to bringing socialism to Afghanistan.

With the ambitious, extremely militant foreign minister Hafizullah Amin
as its driving force, the Taraki regime quickly alienated much of Afghan-
istan’s population by conducting a terror campaign against its opponents and
introducing a series of social and economic reforms at odds with the religious
and cultural norms of the country’s highly conservative, Muslim, tribal soci-
ety. Afghanistan’s Muslim leaders soon declared a jihad against “godless
communism,” and by August 1978 the Taraki regime faced an open revolt, a
situation made especially dangerous by the defection of a portion of the army
to the rebel cause.
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As Afghanistan descended into civil war, Moscow grew increasingly con-
cerned. Committed to preventing the overthrow of a friendly, neighboring
communist government and fearful of the effects that a potential Islamic
fundamentalist regime might have on the Muslim population of Soviet Cen-
tral Asia, specifically those in the republics bordering Afghanistan, the So-
viets moved toward military intervention. During the last months of 1979,
the Leonid Brezhnev government dispatched approximately 4,500 combat
advisors to assist the Afghan communist regime while simultaneously allow-
ing Soviet aircraft to conduct bombing raids against rebel positions. Al-
though Soviet Deputy Defense Minster Ivan G. Pavlovskii, who had played
an important role in the 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, counseled
against full-scale intervention in Afghanistan, his superior, Defense Minister
Dmitry Ustinov, convinced Brezhnev to undertake an invasion, arguing that
only such action could preserve the Afghan communist regime. He also
promised that the Soviet presence there would be short.

Brezhnev ultimately decided in favor of war, the pivotal factor arguably
being the September 1979 seizure of power by Hafizullah Amin, who had
ordered Taraki arrested and murdered. Apparently shocked by Amin’s act of
supreme betrayal and inclined to believe that only a massive intervention
could save the situation, Brezhnev gave approval for the invasion. Beginning
in late November 1979 and continuing during the first weeks of December,
the Soviet military concentrated the Fortieth Army, composed primarily of
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Central Asian troops, along the Afghan border. On 24 December, Soviet forces
crossed the frontier, while Moscow claimed that the Afghan government had
requested help against an unnamed outside threat.

Relying on mechanized tactics and close air support, Soviet units
quickly seized the Afghan capital of Kabul. In the process, a special assault
force stormed the presidential palace and killed Amin, replacing him with
the more moderate Barak Kemal, who attempted, unsuccessfully, to win
popular support by portraying himself as a devoted Muslim and Afghan
nationalist. Soviet forces, numbering at least 50,000 men by the end of Janu-
ary 1980, went on to occupy the other major Afghan cities and secured major
highways. In response, rebel mujahideen forces resorted to guerrilla warfare,
their primary goal being to avoid defeat in the hopes of outlasting Soviet
intervention.

Moscow’s invasion of Afghanistan had immediate and adverse inter-
national consequences, effectively wrecking détente that was already in dire
straits by December 1979 thanks to recent increases in missile deployments
in Europe. Having devoted much effort to improving relations with Moscow,
U.S. President Jimmy Carter believed that he had been betrayed. He reacted
swiftly and strongly to the Afghan invasion.

On 28 December 1979, Carter publicly denounced the Soviet action as
a “blatant violation of accepted international rules of behavior.” Three days
later, he accused Moscow of lying about its motives for intervening and
declared that the invasion had dramatically altered his view of the Soviet
Union’s foreign policy goals. On 3 January 1980, the president asked the U.S.
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Senate to delay consideration of SALT II. Finally, on 23 January, in his State
of the Union Address, Carter warned that the Soviet action in Afghanistan
posed a potentially serious threat to world peace because control of Afghan-
istan would put Moscow in a position to dominate the strategic Persian Gulf
and thus interdict at will the flow of Middle East oil.

The president followed these pronouncements by enunciating what
soon became known as the Carter Doctrine, declaring that any effort to dom-
inate the Persian Gulf would be interpreted as an attack on American inter-
ests that would be rebuffed by force if necessary. Carter also announced his
intention to limit the sale of technology and agricultural products to the
USSR, and he imposed restrictions on Soviet fishing privileges in U.S. waters.
In addition, he notified the International Olympic Committee that in light
of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, neither he nor the American public
would support sending a U.S. team to the 1980 Moscow Summer Games.
The president called upon America’s allies to follow suit.

Carter also asked Congress to support increased defense spending and
registration for the draft, pushed for the creation of a Rapid Deployment
Force that could intervene in the Persian Gulf or other areas threatened by
Soviet expansionism, offered increased military aid to Pakistan, moved to
enhance ties with the People’s Republic of China (PRC), approved covert
CIA assistance to the mujahideen, and signed a presidential directive on
25 July 1980 providing for increased targeting of Soviet nuclear forces.

Carter’s sharp response was undercut to a certain extent by several
developments. First, key U.S. allies rejected both economic sanctions and
an Olympic boycott. Second, Argentina and several other states actually
increased their grain sales to Moscow. Third, a somewhat jaded American
public tended to doubt the president’s assertions about Soviet motives and
believed that he had needlessly reenergized the Cold War.

Ronald Reagan, who defeated Carter in the November 1980 presidential
election, took an even harder stand with the Soviets. Describing the Soviet
Union as an “evil empire” that had used détente for its own nefarious pur-
poses, the Reagan administration poured vast sums of money into a massive
military buildup that even saw the president push the development of the
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)—labeled “Star Wars” by its critics—a
missile defense system dependent on satellites to destroy enemy missiles
with lasers or particle beams before armed warheads separated and headed
for their targets. The Soviet response was to build additional missiles and
warheads.

Meanwhile, confronted with guerrilla warfare in Afghanistan, the USSR
remained committed to waging a limited war and found itself drawn, inex-
orably, into an ever-deeper bloody quagmire against a determined opponent
whose confidence and morale grew with each passing month. To make mat-
ters worse for Moscow, domestic criticism of the war by prominent dissidents
such as Andrei Sakharov appeared early on, while foreign assistance in the
form of food, transport vehicles, and weaponry (especially the Stinger anti-
aircraft missile launchers) from the United States began reaching the muja-
hideen as the fighting dragged on.

Afghanistan War 65

The mujahideen
resorted to guerilla
warfare, their primary
goal being to avoid
defeat in the hopes
of outlasting Soviet
intervention.



Neither the commitment of more troops, the use of chemical weapons,
nor the replacement of the unpopular Kemal could bring Moscow any closer
to victory. Accordingly, by 1986 the Soviet leadership, now headed by the
reformist General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev, began contemplating ways
of extricating itself from what many observers characterized as the “Soviet
Union’s Vietnam.”

In April 1988, Gorbachev agreed to a United Nations mediation proposal
providing for the withdrawal of Soviet troops over a ten-month period. One
month later the departure of Soviet military forces, which had grown to an
estimated 115,000 troops, commenced—a process that was finally completed
in February 1989.

Although the Soviets left Afghanistan with a procommunist regime, a
team of military advisors, and substantial quantities of equipment, the nine
years’ war had exacted a high toll, costing the Soviets an estimated 50,000
casualties. It seriously damaged the Red Army’s military reputation, further
undermining the legitimacy of the Soviet system, and nearly bankrupted the
Kremlin. For the Afghans, the war proved equally costly. An estimated 1 mil-
lion civilians were dead, and another 5 million were refugees. Much of the
country was devastated.

Bruce J. DeHart
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The Cold War in Africa commenced with the end of the colonial era, con-
tinued through Africa’s independence movements, and finally ended in the
postcolonial period. The Soviet Union linked African national liberation
movements to its own Marxist-Leninist ideology in order to gain a foothold
in the continent. The United States, on the other hand, responded fitfully
and belatedly to African decolonization. In 1945 the African continent con-
tained a population of perhaps 224 million people.
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Individual African states—and regions—were an important component
in the geopolitical chess match between the United States and the USSR,
but not until later in the Cold War. From the late 1950s to the late 1970s, the
United States purposely played a secondary role to that of the Europeans in
Africa. During President Dwight D. Eisenhower’s second term (1957–1961),
the U.S. National Security Council proposed a “division of labor” for the
developing world; the Europeans would be responsible for Africa, while the
United States would play the dominant role in Latin America. The White
House, in particular, expected France to police francophone Africa, while
Great Britain would take the lead in southern Africa. Nonetheless, it was also
the Eisenhower administration that created the Bureau of African Affairs
within the U.S. Department of State. In 1957, Senator John F. Kennedy
presciently warned of growing communist influence in Africa. As the Cold
War advanced, African countries became labeled as either pro-Soviet or pro-
American. A shorthand for this dichotomy was membership in either the rel-
atively radical Casablanca Group, led by Ghana’s President Kwame Nkrumah,
or membership in the more pro-West Monrovia Group.

From 1981 to 1988, U.S. military aid to sub-Saharan Africa amounted to
about $1 billion. During the latter days of the Cold War, American aid became
indistinguishable from U.S. geopolitical aims. Pro-Western governments
such as the one in Senegal under President Abdou Diouf received aid, for
instance, while Marxist governments such as President Didier Ratsiraka’s of
Madagascar did not. The United States routinely tied its aid to African nations
to their geopolitical importance.

Generally speaking, America’s Cold War geopolitical interests in sub-
Saharan Africa were narrow in scope, but where the commitment existed it
ran deep and often manifested itself in covert activity. Three regions deserve
special mention: the Horn of Africa (Ethiopia and Somalia), where an
intense superpower rivalry played out; Zaire (Democratic Republic of the
Congo), one of the earliest battlegrounds of Cold War rivalry; and southern
Africa, where the superpowers fought a proxy war in Angola and where they
were directly or indirectly involved in an intricately latticed struggle for inde-
pendence and freedom in Mozambique, Namibia, Rhodesia (Zimbabwe),
and South Africa.

The Horn of Africa is comprised of Ethiopia, Somalia, and Djibouti.
Because it adjoins the Middle East and the Indian Ocean, flanks the oil-rich
states of Arabia, controls the Bab-el-Maneb Straits (an important choke point
for oil), and overlooks the passages where the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aden, and
the Indian Ocean converge, it was a very important piece in the Cold War
geopolitical chess game. The competition between the United States and
the Soviet Union in the Horn was intense, and their policies were analogous,
if obviously in direct competition. American policy there was grounded on
four principles: the economic security of the West (i.e., oil), stability and secu-
rity in the Middle East and in the Horn, the ability to block Soviet attempts
to choke Western oil lanes, and keeping the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean
open for Israeli and Israel-bound shipping. The Soviet strategy in the Horn
was predicated upon strategic deterrence, naval presence, sea denial or sea
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control, and projection of power. The geopolitical competition between
the United States and the USSR revolved around the Ethiopian-Somalian
conflict.

America’s foothold in the Horn was Ethiopia, where it had maintained a
presence since 1953. The Soviet Union initially had a strong presence in
Somalia. Between 1953 and 1974, when Ethiopian ruler Haile Selassie was
overthrown, the United States supplied more than $200 million in military
aid to Ethiopia, which in 1970 comprised almost half of all aid to sub-Saharan
Africa. In 1953, an American military base opened at Kagnew Station in
Asmara, Ethiopia, for, among other purposes, tracking space satellites and
relaying military communications. More than 3,200 U.S. military personnel
were stationed there. The United States also supported counterinsurgency
teams fighting the Eritrean Liberation Movement. American support of
Ethiopia was largely a response to the regional machinations of the Soviet
Union. General Barre, the head of the Supreme Revolutionary Council of
Somalia (an overtly socialist organization), had by 1977 received more than
$250 million in military aid from the Soviets. The Soviet Union also helped
construct port facilities at Berbera, overlooking the Red Sea, as well as
communication facilities. This base was strategically situated almost directly
opposite the Soviet naval facilities in South Yemen’s port of Aden.

The strategic equation in the Horn took a strange twist beginning in the
mid-1970s. With the weakening and then the collapse of Selassie’s regime
in Ethiopia, the United States was forced to abandon its base in Asmara and
moved its base of operations to the island of Diego Garcia (1,500 miles off
the African coast in the Indian Ocean). Colonel Mengistu Haile Mariam, the
leader of the Derg military junta, ruled Ethiopia under a Marxist-Leninist
dictatorship from 1974 until 1991. This provided a window of opportunity
that the Soviets could not resist, but they had to be careful not to alienate
their Somali allies.

The Soviets responded to the new Ethiopian government’s request for
assistance (which the United States was no longer willing to provide) just as
the Eritreans and Somalis were enjoying more success in Ethiopia. In Sep-
tember 1977, the Soviet Union began the delivery of approximately $385
million in arms, including 48 MiG jet fighters, 200 T-54 and T-55 tanks, and
SAM-3 and SAM-7 antiaircraft missiles. The Soviet Union had gambled that
its new relationship with Ethiopia would not affect its relationship with
Somalia, a bet that it lost. The Soviet Union was expelled from Somalia in
1977. It also failed to achieve its aims in Ethiopia, for after seven years of
civil war the Tigrean People’s Liberation Front (TPLF) from far southern
Ethiopia entered Addis Ababa in May 1991, overthrowing the Marxist regime.
Meanwhile, the United States had become the major patron of Somalia,
supported Barre throughout the 1980s, and inherited the strategic base in
Berbera once held by the Soviets.

During the 1960s, Washington ordered a series of covert actions in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC, Zaire). The DRC was a flashpoint
in the Cold War almost from its inception. Three central events in its history
punctuate the role it played in the U.S.-USSR geopolitical competition in
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sub-Saharan Africa: the defeat of Prime Minister Patrice Lumumba and rise
of Mobutu Sese Seko, the first secessionist crisis in Katanga (renamed Shaba
in 1971) in 1960, and the second secessionist crisis in Shaba in 1978.

The first and most significant result of such actions was the assassination
of Lumumba and the subsequent rise of the pro-Western Mobutu. Mobutu,
who ran what became commonly known as a kleptocracy, received approxi-
mately $1.5 billion in economic and military aid over the course of nearly
twenty-five years. The United States considered Mobutu a vital cog in its
global anticommunist network as well as a supplier of important strategic
minerals (cobalt, copper, diamonds, gold, cadmium, and uranium).

In June 1960, the Belgian Congo gained independence and was renamed
the Republic of Congo, with Joseph Kasavubu as its first president and
Lumumba as its first prime minister. Lumumba, a leftist, almost immedi-
ately faced a secessionist crisis in the mineral-rich Katanga province. At the
request of the Congolese government, United Nations (UN) troops were
sent in to restore order. The United States opposed Lumumba’s nationalist
and nonaligned policies and his implicit support of the Soviet Union. In Sep-
tember 1960 President Kasavubu, along with the army, dismissed Lumumba
and in January 1961 delivered him to the secessionists in Katanga province
who then executed him.
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From 1961 until 1964 (when Belgian paratroopers finally restored order),
there was fighting between rival secessionist groups. American-educated
Moise Tshombe then emerged as the leader of the Katanga secessionists.
After a short period of exile, Tshombe was named the premier of the Gov-
ernment of Reconciliation by Kasavubu in 1964. Two years later Tshombe
was dismissed and accused of treason and again went into exile. He was
kidnapped and imprisoned in Algeria, where he died in prison in 1969. Pres-
ident Kasavubu was ousted in a second Mobutu-led coup in November
1965. By 1967, the pro-Lumumbist elements had been effectively defeated.
Zaire then became a staging area for neighboring Cold War struggles.

Mobutu’s involvement in neighboring Angola’s civil war resulted in the
Front for the National Liberation of the Congo (FLNC) invasion of Zaire’s
Shaba region in March 1977, known as the Shaba I Crisis. Included in the
invading force was a small remnant of the Katangan rebels. The FLNC
quickly captured several towns and gained control of the railroad to about
thirty kilometers from the copper mining town of Kolwezi. The dissidents
aimed to take over the entire country and depose Mobutu. Their advance
and the threat to Kolwezi forced Mobutu to appeal for international assis-
tance. Thus, Belgium, France, and the United States responded to Mobutu’s
request by immediately airlifting military supplies to Zaire. Other African
states, namely Egypt and Morocco, also supported Zaire during the crisis. By
the end of May, the joint force had regained control of Shaba. The FLNC
then withdrew to Angola and Zambia.

Government reprisals after Shaba I drove 50,000–70,000 refugees into
Angola. Also, Zaire’s continued support for Angolan dissident groups ensured
continued Angolan government support for the FLNC. The Shaba II Crisis
was triggered in May 1978 when the FLNC launched its second invasion of
Zaire in a little over a year. During early May 1978, ten FLNC battalions
entered Shaba through northern Zambia, a sparsely populated area inhabited
by the same ethnic groups (Lunda and Ndembu) that made up the FLNC.
A small group went toward Mutshatsha, about 60 miles west of Kolwezi, to
block the path of Zairian reinforcements that threatened to move into the
area. During the night of 11–12 May 1978, the remainder of the force moved
to Kolwezi, where it joined with the rebels who had earlier infiltrated the
town. The town of Kolwezi was lightly defended, and the rebels quickly
gained a foothold in the mineral-rich Shaba (formerly Katanga) province,
thereby controlling about 75 percent of the country’s export earnings. The
French and Belgian governments requested U.S. help in putting down the
rebellion.

The administration of President Jimmy Carter viewed Shaba II as an
instance of Soviet expansionism. Subsequently, in a total of thirty-eight flight
missions, U.S. planes transported roughly 2,500 French and Belgian troops
and supporting equipment to the region. The American commitment to
Mobutu and Zaire was consistent with its long-standing support of Mobutu
and with the U.S. concern over Soviet/Cuban influence in neighboring
Angola. President Carter, in fact, rebuked Cuban leader Fidel Castro for sup-
porting the FLNC attack launched from Angolan territory. Carter’s national
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security advisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski, claimed that the invasion was launched
with Moscow’s blessing. The Carter administration believed that it had to
respond to aggressive Soviet/Cuban penetration of Africa (15,000 Cuban
troops and Soviet advisors were already in Ethiopia). By the end of May 1978,
the second Shaba invasion was all but over. Belgian forces began to with-
draw, leaving a battalion in Kamina, and the French Foreign Legion departed
by the end of May.

Southern Africa was the third African hot spot during the Cold War. The
epicenter of American-Soviet conflict was Angola, but Namibia, Mozam-
bique, Zimbabwe, and South Africa also featured prominently in the latter
years of the Cold War. Each of these countries, with the notable exception of
South Africa, was seen as aligned with the Soviet Union during the Cold War.
Namibia, under tight South African control, was linked to the Angolan civil
war. Mozambique, which gained independence on 25 June 1974, was a self-
designated Marxist-Leninist regime led by Samora Machel, chairman of the
Frente Libertação de Moçambique (Frelimo) and president of the People’s
Republic of Mozambique, and joined the Soviet-led Council of Mutual Eco-
nomic Assistance. In turn, Frelimo, with the backing of the Soviet Union
and other communist states, supported Robert Mugabe’s Zimbabwe African
National Union (ZANU) and its armed wing, the Zimbabwe African National
Liberation Army (ZANLA), in the Rhodesia/Zimbabwe national liberation
struggle against the settler regime of Ian Smith, leader of the Rhodesian
Front (RF).

The RF had declared Rhodesia’s independence from Great Britain in
1965, triggering a fifteen-year-long civil war. A second insurgency group
in Rhodesia/Zimbabwe led by Joshua Nkoma’s Zimbabwe African Peoples
Union (ZAPU) along with its armed wing, the Zimbabwe People’s Revolu-
tionary Army (ZIPRA), was supported by the Soviet-aligned Popular Move-
ment for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA). In an important subplot during
the era, the United States was almost completely dependent on southern
Africa for its uranium supply and was willing to go to great lengths to secure
the critical fuel for its nuclear arsenal.

In March 1975, a civil war broke out in Angola. The United States ini-
tially supported the National Front for the Liberation of Angola (FNLA)
as a counter to the Marxist MPLA. After the FNLA fell apart, America
switched its support to the National Union for the Total Independence of
Angola (UNITA). The United States refused to support the de jure MPLA
government, and what followed was a quarter century of civil war. The So-
viets and Cubans intervened in Angola in support of the Marxist MPLA
regime, which subsequently developed close military ties with the South
West Africa People’s Organization (SWAPO, Namibia) and the socialist
regime in Mozambique as well as with Zambia and the African National
Congress in South Africa. American involvement in Angola was seriously
inhibited by the U.S. Congress’s Clark Amendment of 1975, which banned
military aid to any Angolan party. For a decade, direct U.S. involvement in
southern Africa was minimal. The election of President Ronald Reagan, how-
ever, changed that.
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In July 1985, Congress repealed the Clark Amendment. Thus, the leader
of UNITA, Jonas Savimbi, became a primary recipient of U.S. paramilitary
aid under the Reagan Doctrine, which argued that the USSR should not only
be contained but that its influence and gains abroad (such as in Angola)
should be rolled back. Zaire was a major conduit (along with South Africa)
for U.S. covert assistance. At the peak of America’s clandestine operations,
Reagan labeled Savimbi a “combatant for liberty.”

In 1981, under the stewardship of Chester Crocker, assistant secretary of
state for African affairs, the United States announced a policy of constructive
engagement for southern Africa. This was the endgame for U.S.-Soviet com-
petition in the region. Crocker linked the independence of Namibia (from
South Africa) to the withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola. This entailed
a quasi-alliance with South Africa’s apartheid government but not support for
the regime in Pretoria per se. To some, this disinterred what was called the
Tar Baby Option, President Richard Nixon’s secret policy of rapprochement
with Smith’s white minority regime in Rhodesia/Zimbabwe embodied in
Option Two of the National Security Study Memorandum 39, a review of
U.S. African policy ordered by National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger.
The United States became one of three UN members (along with Portugal
and South Africa) that allowed trade with Rhodesia from 1971 to 1977 under
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the Byrd Amendment, which circumvented UN sanctions against Rhodesia
by permitting importation of Rhodesian chrome.

Nevertheless, following eight long years of negotiations, constructive
engagement led to the 1998 New York Accords and the subsequent exit from
Angola of Cuban and South African forces aligned, respectively, with the
MPLA and UNITA. The Cold War in southern Africa was over.

James J. Hentz
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Soviet interventions in Africa, mostly by military means, were largely a prod-
uct of its Cold War rivalry with the United States. Africa received relatively
little attention from Soviet foreign policymakers until the advent of wide-
spread decolonization in the early 1960s. The growing number of newly
independent states in Africa attracted the attention of Soviet Premier Nikita
Khrushchev, who was anxious to extend Soviet influence in the region. New
and independent African nations such as Ghana and Guinea turned to the
Soviet Union to help balance Western influence and, in some cases, to
strengthen their regimes.

Soviet military intervention in Africa began on a modest scale in the
Congo (formerly Zaire) in 1960. But in January 1961 Soviet aid to the Congo
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began to dwindle as its attention shifted elsewhere, partic-
ularly to neighboring Angola.

As early as 1961, the Soviet Union began establishing
tentative ties with Agostinho Neto and the Popular Move-
ment for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA) and supported
Neto in his struggle against Portuguese colonial rule. Dur-
ing Neto’s struggle against South African troops in the early
1970s, the United States supported the National Front for
the Liberation of Angola (FNLA) and the National Union
for the Total Independence of Angola (UNITA). Soviet
support in Angola remained minimal until the Portuguese
revolution of 1974, which brought an end to its African
empire. The Soviet Union also seemed increasingly will-
ing to take advantage of the American retreat in Vietnam
and U.S. congressional demands for an end to the covert
aid program being conducted by the Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) in Angola. With Soviet military aid and
Cuban troops, Neto won control of the capital of Luanda
and became president in 1975. Even though civil war con-
tinued, he set about building a socialist government. By
the late 1970s and early 1980s, the Soviet Union was pro-
viding the Neto regime with nearly $200 million a year in
military aid.

Soviet success in Angola spurred Premier Leonid
Brezhnev to additional involvement in the Horn of Africa.
In 1974 the overthrow of Haile Selassie’s monarchy in
Ethiopia by the socialist junta led by Mengistu Haile
Mariam opened the door for Soviet influence there as well. As Soviet rela-
tions with Ethiopia improved, those with neighboring Somalia worsened.

In 1977 Somalia abrogated its treaty of friendship with the Soviet Union,
closed the naval base at Berbera, and formed an alliance with the United
States, which had only recently terminated its aid program to socialist
Ethiopia. With this abrupt change, a border war between Ethiopia and
Somalia broke out over the region of Ogaden. Soviet aid flooded Ethiopia,
reaching well over $2 billion by 1982, and Somali forces were driven from
Ogaden. Yet Soviet policy always contained a degree of caution, and it thus
remained silent on Ethiopian efforts to subjugate Eritrea.

Intervention in southern Africa was not as direct but was nonetheless
important for Soviet foreign and strategic policy on the continent. Aid to the
Front for the Liberation of Mozambique (Frelimo) in Mozambique and the
socialist government of Samora Machel provided a base from which to attack
white supremacists in Rhodesia and South Africa. Soviet assistance to Joshua
Nkomo’s Zimbabwe African People’s Union (ZAPU) was not very effective,
as the rival Zimbabwe African National Union (ZANU) loosely allied itself
with the People’s Republic of China (PRC). In allied states such as Angola,
Mozambique, and Tanzania, the Soviet Union helped to arm and train sol-
diers from the African National Congress (ANC) and the Southwest African
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People Organization (SWAPO). While Soviet military aid was substantial, it
was not sufficient to prevent counterrevolutionary movements in the region.

Both American and Soviet interventions in Africa during the Cold War
gave many African leaders the opportunity to find outside support and, for a
time, boosted Africa’s international stature. Soviet relations with African
states usually began with economic and cultural agreements and then were
followed by military aid to bolster friendly leaders in important states. In
return, the Soviet Union sometimes asked for maritime agreements to
increase its fleet presence and urged African governments to take a socialist
orientation. When Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev came to power in
1985, African intervention was no longer a priority, as Moscow turned its atten-
tion to mending its own ailing economy.

Soviet and American intervention in Africa increased the number of arms
on the continent, as each side continued to support strong men who would
defend their interests and influence in the region. At their height, arms
transfers to Africa probably reached $4 billion per year.

Lise Namikas
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U.S./Soviet Interventions in Africa, 1960s–1990s

Intervention Intervention Years of 
in by Intervention Result of Intervention
Angola Soviet Union 1961–1980s Agostinho Neto became president of

Angola in 1975

Mozambique Soviet Union 1962–1980s Aid to the socialist regime of Samora
Machel provided a base from which to
attack white supremacists in Rhodesia
and South Africa

Zimbabwe Soviet Union 1971–1980s Aid to Joshua Nkomo’s Zimbabwe
African People’s Union did not prevent
Zimbabwe’s alliance with the People’s
Republic of China

Zimbabwe United States 1975–1979 Unsuccessfully covertly aided the white
Rhodesian regime

Angola United States 1975–1980s Tried to prevent the pro-Soviet Popular
Movement for the Independence of
Angola from coming to power

Ethiopia Soviet Union 1977–1982 Somali forces were driven from Ogaden

Mozambique United States 1979–1990 Supported anticommunist group
RENAMO in guerrilla raids against the
existing infrastructure



During the Cold War, U.S. intervention in Africa took many different forms.
American intervention was shaped in part by history, as the nation had expe-
rienced varied economic and cultural ties with different parts of Africa over a
long period of time. Freed slaves from the United States settled in Liberia in
the early nineteenth century, and so that country became a virtual American
colony. Much of the continent, however, was ruled by European colonial
powers and therefore had been long off-limits to American influences.

By the 1940s American economic and cultural ties to South Africa were sig-
nificant, and in the early Cold War period the United States relied heavily upon
South African uranium deposits for its nuclear programs. At the same time,
the United States continued to make clear its opposition to formal colonialism
and welcomed Africa’s independence movements in the 1950s, hoping that
newly independent nations would not slide into the Soviets’ orbit of power.

The strongest initial African ally in this period was Emperor Haile
Selassie of Ethiopia, who allowed the United States to build a major com-
munications facility in his country. Direct U.S. political involvement in
Africa was, however, quite unlikely. When the Congo crisis erupted in 1960,
the United States remained determined to exert influence via the United
Nations (UN), despite evidence of Soviet and Cuban involvement there.
President John F. Kennedy was concerned that America should not be seen
as actively supporting the apartheid regime in South Africa and so, despite
that country’s strategic significance, American policymakers began to take
measures to express their displeasure with apartheid. In general, however,
Africa remained low on the list of U.S. priorities, and under President
Richard M. Nixon American policy again swung behind the white minority
regimes of southern Africa, on the grounds that the existing liberation forces
were unlikely to overthrow them.

In the 1970s, however, the continent underwent significant changes. In
1974 the United States lost a key ally when Selassie was overthrown. Then,
with the approach of Angola’s independence in 1975, U.S. Secretary of State
Henry Kissinger decided to intervene covertly to prevent the pro-Soviet
Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA) from coming to
power. The Ford administration provided the Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA) with funding to work with the South Africans to support the two rival
Angolan political movements, the Union for the Total Independence of
Angola (UNITA) and the National Front for the Liberation of Angola (FNLA).
But after the arrival of Cuban forces in Angola, the CIA operation collapsed
in disaster, and the Clark Amendment passed by the U.S. Congress forbade
the use of funds for further covert operations in that country. The CIA then
sought to recruit mercenaries for use in Angola and to aid the increasingly
beleaguered white Rhodesian regime in Zimbabwe’s liberation war. These
measures proved equally ineffective, however.

The Clark Amendment was repealed in the 1980s, when President Ronald
Reagan hoped to dislodge the pro-Soviet MPLA government in Angola by
supporting UNITA. Angolan rebel leader Jonas Savimbi was invited to
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Washington and hailed as a “freedom fighter.” At the same time, Reagan’s
assistant secretary of state for African affairs, Chester Crocker, was trying to
secure the linkage of the complete withdrawal of Cuban forces from Angola
with the independence of Namibia. In 1988, through active mediation in a
series of meetings among the governments of Angola, Cuba, and South
Africa, Crocker was at last able to achieve a negotiated settlement of the
Namibia issue, and the Namibia/Angola accords were signed at UN head-
quarters in December 1988. This was perhaps the U.S. government’s most
successful intervention in Africa, although by that point the United States
was working together with the Soviet Union rather than against it.

Christopher Saunders
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Black national liberation movement in South Africa. Long before the advent
of the Cold War, the African National Congress (ANC), formed in 1912 by a
group of black South Africans headed by Pixley Seme, had links with the
Communist Party of South Africa (CPSA), which was formed in 1921. Black
Africans could be members of both, but until the 1950s the two remained
distinct organizations with different philosophies, as the ANC was, as its
name suggested, a black nationalist organization. After the white-majority
National Party came to power in 1948 and established a harsher form of racial
segregation known as apartheid, the CPSA was forced to go underground in
1950. At that juncture, links between the ANC and CPSA became closer.

Former CPSA members along with the Congress of Democrats, an all-
white organization established in 1950, worked closely with the ANC leader-
ship in the antiapartheid Congress Alliance of the mid-1950s. Members of
the newly formed South African Communist Party (SACP) played a leading
role in the creation of Umkhonto weSizwe (MK), which engaged in sabotage
from 1961 and in time became the armed wing of the ANC. In the begin-
ning, a young Nelson Mandela was the commander of the MK.
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The ANC itself, banned in April 1960 by the white Afrikaner National
Party, was forced to work underground and in exile. This drew the ANC and
the SACP closer still, to the extent that some have claimed that the exiled
ANC leadership was dominated by the SACP. This is an exaggeration. The
leading figures in the ANC—including Albert Luthuli, the ANC leader who
was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1961; Oliver Tambo, the leader in
exile from 1960 who succeeded Luthuli as ANC president; and Nelson Man-
dela, who with the other leading members of MK was sentenced to life
imprisonment on Robben Island in 1964—were not communists.

Thabo Mbeki, who would ultimately succeed Mandela as South Africa’s
president in 1999, was a member of the ANC for a time and went to Moscow
for military training along with many other ANC members. Whereas the
ANC’s rival, the Pan-Africanist Congress, established relations with China in
the 1960s, it was the Soviet Union that provided the ANC with the bulk of its
funding and all its military support and hardware. In South Africa itself, many
underground or imprisoned ANC members were, in the 1970s, influenced
by the Black Consciousness Movement (BCM). Adherents of the BCM who
joined the ANC tended to oppose the organization’s close ties with the SACP.
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Supporters of South Africa’s African National Congress (ANC) gather on 12 August 1952 in Johannesburg as part of a
civil disobedience campaign to protest the apartheid regime of racial segregation. The protesters were later arrested.
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Aideed, Mohamed
Farah
(1934–1996)

From a Cold War perspective, the United States long viewed the ANC as
pro-Moscow and a “terrorist” organization, and it was not until the late 1980s
that an ANC leader was invited to Washington. The ANC and MK always
maintained that throughout their armed struggle they only targeted govern-
ment structures and not civilians, although by the mid-1980s they were
forced to admit that civilians sometimes got caught in the cross fire. Many
young ANC members were radicalized by the repression meted out by the
South African government from the Soweto Uprising of 1976 on, especially
during the People’s Uprising of the mid-1980s. The ANC then began to talk
of ending both apartheid and capitalism by establishing a socialist state in
South Africa.

The ANC leadership in exile was more attuned to international currents,
however, and by the mid-1980s conceded that if the ANC came to power it
would do so in the context of a multiparty system and would not be able to
introduce socialism, at least in the short run. As the Cold War began to wind
down, important voices in both the SACP and ANC renewed the call for a
negotiated settlement.

The governmental ban of the ANC and SACP was lifted in February
1990 by South African President F. W. de Klerk. By then, with the collapse
of communism in Eastern Europe, the whites’ fear of communism had
waned, and within the ANC itself the influence of communism had greatly
diminished. With the Cold War virtually ended, Mandela toured the United
States after his release from prison in February 1990 and received a rapturous
reception. He would not, however, visit the former Soviet Union until many
years later. Since the establishment of majority rule in March 1994, the ANC
has been the governing party in South Africa. Although its alliance with the
SACP has endured, its policies have been far removed from socialism.

Christopher Saunders
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Controversial Somalian warlord who opposed the United Nations’ peace-
keeping mission in Somalia of 1992–1995. Born Mohamed Farah Hassan on
15 December 1934, probably in the central highland region of the former
Italian Somaliland, Hassan preferred the moniker of “Aideed,” a childhood
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nickname. After joining Somalia’s Police Corps in 1954, he attended infantry
school near Rome and soon after became chief of police in Mogadishu. Fol-
lowing his promotion to lieutenant in 1960, he spent three years in Moscow
at the Frunze Military Academy. He later served as chief military advisor to
Mohammed Siyad Barre’s regime and then as Somalia’s ambassador to India
during 1984–1989.

In January 1991 Aideed successfully led opposition forces in deposing
Barre and then embarked on a brutal military campaign to overthrow the
interim government that resulted in a full-blown civil war and ignited intra-
clan hostilities that soon turned Mogadishu into a shattered war zone. The
mounting crisis was magnified by the onset of a severe drought in the region,
which prompted the United Nations (UN) to intervene in Somalia in April
1992. Aideed responded to the UN presence by ordering his militia to seize
all foreign food aid shipments meant for the starving population. In May 1993,
after the successful relief efforts of Operation RESTORE HOPE, UN peace-
keeping forces were ordered to police the region and maintain stability.

Aideed’s militia fought back viciously, repeatedly wounding UN troops.
On 3 October 1993, a bloody confrontation between Aideed’s militia and U.S.
military forces resulted in heavy casualties for both sides. The high-profile
battle led the United States to withdraw from Somalia, allowing Aideed to
consolidate his power for a time. In September 1995, shortly after the com-
plete departure of UN personnel, Aideed declared himself president of the
Somali Republic. He was, however, under constant threat from rival clans,
and on 2 August 1996 he died in southern Mogadishu from a gunshot wound
following an intraclan skirmish.

Scot D. Bruce
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Term used for a nuclear warhead detonation in the atmosphere. In nuclear
weapons doctrine, air bursts are usually reserved for use against populated
areas, where the effects of the blast and spread of radiation are maximized by
an above-ground detonation. Air bursts can also be used to increase the dam-
age caused by the electromagnetic pulse (EMP) created by a nuclear weapon.
EMP is an electromagnetic charge somewhat similar to a solar flare that can
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cripple or destroy electronics of all types. Thus, a nuclear air burst can read-
ily render communications, vehicles, ships, computers, and missile guidance
systems unusable.

The first atomic bomb, dropped over Hiroshima on 6 August 1945, was
an air burst, exploding some 1,890 feet over the city. The blast obliterated
4 square miles of Hiroshima, destroying 62,000 buildings. More than 71,000
Japanese died; another 20,000 were wounded, and 171,000 were left homeless.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Having benefited greatly from the technological leaps made during World
War II, aircraft emerged as vital military, political, and socialization tools for
both sides of the Cold War divide. Fixed- and rotary-wing aircraft were devel-
oped and fielded at a phenomenal pace and emerged as key components of
geopolitical policies and ambitions.

The close of World War II saw the beginning of the end of the era of
piston-powered fighter aircraft, as both Germany and Great Britain fielded
jet-powered aircraft in combat. Building largely on German research, both
the United States and the USSR unveiled seminal jet-powered models in the
years immediately after the war. Soviet production began with the Mikoyan-
Gurevich MiG-15 Fagot, of North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
designation, that saw service in 1948 and stunned U.S. pilots in the early
days of the Korean War. The MiG-15’s primary U.S. counterpart in the skies
above the Korean Peninsula was the North American F-86 Sabre, which uti-
lized the latest in swept-wing technology and could achieve transonic speeds
in level flight while protecting American pilots through the use of the first
production aircraft ejector seats. Although the F-86 was marginally inferior to
its Soviet nemesis, the model enjoyed stunning success in Korea due largely
to the superior training and tactics of American pilots over their Soviet and
Chinese counterparts.

Although test pilot Chuck Yeager had piloted the Bell X-1 Glamorous
Glennis through the sound barrier in 1947, the title of the world’s first truly
supersonic war-fighting machine resided with America’s next production
model jet fighter, the F-100 Super Sabre. Debuting in 1954 as the first in the
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Century series of U.S. fighters, the Super Sabre can be more accurately labeled
as an interceptor/fighter/bomber.

Utilizing two Tumanskii turbojets to reach Mach 1.36 speed, the MiG-19
Farmer became the first supersonic fighter produced outside the United States
when it entered service in 1955. The MiG-19 saw extensive use during Viet-
nam and the Arab-Israeli wars of 1967 and 1973. Plans for the MiG-19 were
also exported to China, where by the late 1950s the model was produced by
the Shenyang Aircraft Factory for the People’s Liberation Army Air Force
(PLAAF) under the designation of J-6.

France’s ability to keep pace in the Cold War’s rapidly evolving fighter
industry was maintained almost solely by designs fielded by the firm of Mar-
cel Dassault. The Buchenwald survivor’s Mystère II joined the Armée de
l’Air in 1954 and after only a year’s time was joined by the Mystère IV. The
latter model was also exported to Israel, where it quickly saw action against
Egyptian MiG-15s during the 1956 Suez Crisis.

Britain’s entry into the realm of the supersonic fighter began with the
English Electric (later British Aircraft Corporation) Lightning, which Fighter
Command declared operational in 1959. The single-seat Lightning’s dis-
tinctive, vertically stacked engine configuration allowed the aircraft to reach
speeds that would break the then-current air-speed record of Mach 1.72 during
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During the Korean War, U.S. Operation MOOLAH offered $100,000 and political asylum to the first communist pilot to
defect with an undamaged MiG-15. The United States wanted the Soviet-built aircraft for assessment and evaluation.
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Korea on 21 September 1953. He claimed that he had not been aware of the financial incentive. (National Archives and
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flight testing in 1957. The idiosyncratic design would also prove to be the
model’s downfall, however, as the twin engines left scant room in the fuse-
lage for fuel, limiting the Lightning to a range of under two hours.

The U.S. Navy responded to the demands and restraints of carrier-based
flight by continuing to employ piston-powered fighters well after the land-
based services had switched to jet power. Models such as the Vought F4U
Corsair and Douglas AD Skyraider saw action during the Korean War, and
the versatile Skyraider remained operational in Vietnam into the 1970s. Naval
turbojet models were produced beginning in the mid-1950s, most notably
with the Douglas A-4 Skyhawk and F4D (later F-6) Skyray, the navy’s first
supersonic jet.

The navy caught up with its land-based contemporaries with the 1961
service debut of the McDonnell (later McDonnell-Douglas) F-4 Phantom II,
which proved so successful that the U.S. Air Force began land-based use of
the F-4C model in 1963. The Phantom became the premier U.S. fighter/
bomber in Vietnam after 1965, providing air cover for and later replacing the
less capable F-100s and F-105s. F-4s notched the first air-to-air kills against
the North Vietnamese Air Force for both the U.S. Navy and Air Force in
June and July 1965, respectively, by downing MiG-17s over Gen Phu and
Hanoi.

The United States also exported the F-4 in large numbers to ten allied
countries, most notably Australia, Britain, Israel, Iran, Japan, South Korea,
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and West Germany. In all, approximately 1,000 airframes were sent abroad,
complementing a tally of more than 4,000 for domestic use and making the
Phantom the most-produced Western fighter aircraft in the postwar period.

Although prolific by any standard, F-4 production numbers were dwarfed
by the MiG-21 Fishbed, which entered Soviet service in 1959 and was pro-
duced by the USSR, several Warsaw Pact countries, India, and China in
numbers exceeding 10,000 units over the next forty years. With a length of
51 feet 8 inches and a wingspan of only 23 feet 5 inches, the Fishbed was
much more compact than any of its contemporary Western adversaries. Al-
though its size limited the aircraft’s range, its light weight allowed speeds
surpassing Mach 2 and provided the first successful fighter and interceptor
combination in the Soviet air fleet. The PLAAF also made extensive use of
the Fishbed (designated J-7) after it was licensed by the Soviets in 1961. Al-
though early production numbers were kept low by deteriorating Sino-Soviet
relations, production of the delta-winged fighter began again in earnest in the
late 1970s and early 1980s and continued to the conclusion of the Cold War.

Taking on the true interceptor role was the MiG-25 Foxbat, which
entered service in 1970 specifically to counter the threat of Mach 3 U.S.
bombers that, although they never came into existence, were presupposed to
be the next logical step in aircraft development on both sides of the Iron
Curtain. Although the MiG-25 could generate enough thrust to propel the
aircraft to speeds upwards of Mach 3.2, unknown outside Soviet circles,
structural limitations meant that reaching speeds higher than Mach 2.8 would
almost certainly result in complete engine failure. Also unknown to the West
at the time was that the Foxbat had negligible maneuverability and close
combat potential; thus, Western air analysts found themselves presented
with an aircraft that they assumed could beat all challengers. This scare, later
proven to have been unfounded, resulted in increased research and devel-
opment into what would become the F-15 and F-16 programs.

The early 1970s saw a flurry of fighter deliveries to both camps in their
efforts to maintain an edge in air superiority. The MiG-23 Flogger and its
eponymous ground attack counterpart, the MiG-27, entered service in 1973
and 1975, respectively. In the United States, 1972 marked the operational
introduction of the Grumman F-14 Tomcat, which, when coupled with the
newly designed AIM-54 Phoenix missile, provided the U.S. Navy with a for-
midable interceptor. The F-14 would prove a major success worthy of replac-
ing the aging F-4. The F-14 also became the premier Iranian fighter.

January 1976 saw the first delivery of an operational McDonnell-Douglas
(later Boeing) F-15 Eagle, which set the standard in tactical fighter design
through the closing years of the Cold War. The Eagle amassed an enviable
no-loss record in air-to-air engagements, most often in the hands of Israeli
pilots fighting Syrian-flown MiGs. Following on the heels of the F-15 were
the General Dynamics (later Lockheed-Martin) F-16 Fighting Falcon in
1979 and the U.S. Navy’s McDonnell-Douglas F/A-18 Hornet in 1983.

With the skyrocketing costs of modern fighters, some West European
countries decided to keep pace with U.S. advancements by combining re-
search and funding. The result of a consortium among Britain, Italy, and
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Germany was the Panavia Tornado, a multirole combat aircraft (MRCA) that
first flew in 1974 and would enter service in its interdiction and strike con-
figuration with each of its sponsor nations as well as in an air defense varia-
tion in Britain. Dassault Aviation maintained its primacy within the French
aerospace industry when its futuristically named Mirage 2000 gained opera-
tional status with the Armée de l’Air in 1983.

Both the 1983 Mikoyan MiG-29 Fulcrum and the 1986 Sukhoi Su-27
Flanker were developed out of the Soviet-advanced tactical fighter initia-
tive, which called for direct counterparts to fourth-generation U.S. aircraft.
Although potentially equal in raw technical capability to the U.S. models,
the Fulcrum and Flanker were costly to produce and effected limited results
in combat, due largely to the widening gulf in pilot proficiency between the
East and the West.

As the Soviet military had concentrated almost exclusively on tactical
airpower during World War II, at the end of the conflict the Allies had a near
total monopoly on strategic bombers. Foremost among these was the vener-
able Boeing B-29 Superfortress, which had been employed solely in the
Pacific theater and was best known for the delivery, by the Enola Gay, of the
first atomic bomb over Hiroshima in August 1945. The B-29 continued
active service throughout the 1940s and early 1950s, most notably as Presi-
dent Harry S. Truman’s nuclear ace against the Soviets during the Berlin
Blockade as well as during the Korean War. The Superfortress proved so suc-
cessful, in fact, that Soviet leader Josef Stalin ordered clones produced by
reverse engineering from those that had been forced to land in Soviet terri-
tory in 1945. The resultant aircraft, known as the Tupolev Tu-4 Bull, entered
service in 1949 as the Soviet Air Force’s first nuclear-capable bomber and
was rumored to be true to its American antecedent right down to the bullet
holes found in one of the recovered B-29s.

The Soviets were not content to see the United States maintain heavy
bomber superiority. One of the first designs was the Tupolev Tu-14, a twin-
engine jet aircraft of traditional appearance produced from 1947 in a variety
of models and remaining in service until the 1960s. The first successful
Soviet bomber design, however, was the superb twin-engine Ilyushin Il-28
Beagle, which first appeared in prototype in 1948. It remained in first-line
service for some twenty years and flew in the service of the People’s Repub-
lic of China (PRC) throughout the Cold War. It was the counterpart to the
British Canberra and U.S. North American B-45. More than 10,000 Il-28
bombers were built and distributed to Soviet bloc nations. The Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) obtained a number of
Il-28s from the Soviets and flew them against the Republic of Korea (ROK,
South Korea) at the beginning of the Korean War in June 1950.

The first Soviet giant bomber was the huge Myasishchev Mya-4 Bison
swept-wing turbojet bomber, developed on the orders of Stalin beginning in
1949 as a plane that could reach the United States and return to base. It first
became known to the West in 1955 when, much to Soviet Premier Nikita
Khrushchev’s satisfaction, a scheme of repeatedly flying the limited stock of
Mya-4 Bisons over the reviewing stand at the Moscow air show achieved its
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desired effect: U.S. military leaders within the Strategic
Air Command (SAC) loudly pronounced the need for in-
creased funding to reduce the so-called bomber gap. Such
pessimistic claims were later found to have as much to do
with SAC self-aggrandizement as with actual Soviet capa-
bilities. The Bison entered service in 1956, but only about
150 Mya-4s were produced. The Bison was, in fact, a
strategic white elephant with a maximum range of 7,700
miles, far short of intercontinental round-trip flight. Bisons
were, in fact, employed largely as tanker and reconnais-
sance aircraft.

More successful was its turboprop contemporary, the
Tu-95 Bear of 1955. Conspicuously employing four sets of
18-foot diameter contrarotating propellers, the Bear was
the world’s fastest propeller-driven aircraft, capable of cruis-
ing speeds of more than 500 mph. It had a range of 9,000
miles with a payload of up to 25,000 pounds. The Bear was
intended as a nuclear bomber.

This design was countered by the Boeing B-52 Strato-
fortress. This phenomenal aircraft joined SAC in 1955 and
become the enduring long-range strategic bomber of the
U.S. fleet throughout the entire Cold War. Continued up-
grades allowed the B-52 to continue as the workhorse U.S.
strategic bomber into the twenty-first century. With a range
of 8,800 miles, the B-52 could carry a phenomenal 40,000
pounds of bombs or missiles. B-52s played a leading role in
the Vietnam War, flying in direct support of ground forces
in South Vietnam and, in December 1972, bombing Hanoi
and Haiphong. In January 1991 a B-52H flew nonstop from
Louisiana to Baghdad to drop cruise missiles and return, the longest bomb-
ing mission in history.

After successfully developing a nuclear weapon in 1952, Great Britain
sought to maintain parity with the two superpowers by fielding a series of
nuclear-capable bombers, known collectively as the V-bombers. The sequence
began with the Vickers Valiant in 1955, which released Britain’s first air-
dropped nuclear weapon in a test over Australia in 1956. The Valiant was fol-
lowed in quick succession by the Vulcan and Victor, although the V-bombers
lost their strategic role to the Royal Navy’s Polaris submarines as early as
1968. Indeed, the only bombs dropped in anger by the later models came
well after the series had lost its nuclear mandate when, in 1982, Vulcans were
enlisted to bomb the Falkland Islands, with Victors providing aerial refueling
support en route.

The 1956 arrival of the Boeing KC-135 Stratotanker, a dedicated aerial
refueling aircraft, meant that strategic bombers had ranges limited only
by crew fatigue. In accordance with the policy of mutual assured destruction
(MAD), SAC Commander General Curtis LeMay kept a certain number of
nuclear-equipped B-52s airborne at all times. Given their now seemingly
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Aircraft Types by Country

Model Produced By Year
Fixed-wing
I-28 Beagle Soviet Union 1948
Tu-4 Bull Soviet Union 1949
Mya-4 Bison Soviet Union 1949
Mystère II France 1954
U-2 Dragon Lady United States 1954
Tu-95 Bear Soviet Union 1955
Vickers Valiant Britain 1955
B-52 Stratofortress United States 1955
KC-135 Stratotanker United States 1956
C-130 Hercules United States 1956
Lightning Britain 1959
MiG-21 Fishbed Soviet Union 1959
F-4 Phantom II United States 1961
ak-25RD Mandrake Soviet Union 1963
SR-71 Blackbird United States 1966
MiG-25 Foxbat Soviet Union 1970
IL-76 Candid Soviet Union 1971
Panavia Tornado Britain, Italy, Germany 1974
MiG-23 Flogger Soviet Union 1975
F-15 Eagle United States 1976
F-16 Fighting Falcon United States 1979
F/A-18 Hornet United States 1983
MiG-29 Fulcrum Soviet Union 1983
Su-27 Flanker Soviet Union 1986
B-2 Spirit Stealth Bomber United States 1989

Rotary-wing
Sikorsky R-5 United States 1946
UH-1 Iroquois United States 1956
Mi-6 Soviet Union 1956
CH-47 Chinook United States 1961
S-64 Soviet Union 1962
AH-1 HueyCobra United States 1966



limitless range, the sole remaining hindrance to bomber dominance was the
ability to avoid interception by enemy fighters or antiaircraft missiles. In
response, both sides in the Cold War shifted their attention to speed in the
1960s and 1970s, often with limited results. The first to arrive was the Mach 2
Tu-22M Backfire that, like its MiG-23 and Su-17 fighter counterparts, used
variable-geometry wings to achieve high-speed, low-level flight. Variable
geometry was also used on the Rockwell (later Boeing) B-1B Lancer that,
although originally conceived in 1965, took twenty years to emerge from its
incubation period, the A-model having been shelved entirely in 1977. Even
less timely was the Northrop Grumman B-2 Spirit stealth bomber, which
made its inopportune entrance on 17 July 1989 and shortly thereafter, with
the end of the Cold War, lost its primary adversary and mission while racking
up a final cost of more than $2.2 billion per airframe.

The bomber gap and the later missile gap reinforced America’s need for
actionable intelligence in the form of aerial espionage. To this end, President
Dwight D. Eisenhower requested what came to be known as the Lockheed
U-2 Dragon Lady in 1954, and the plane conducted its first operational mis-
sion on 4 July 1956 by overflying Leningrad and Moscow. Overflights of
Soviet airspace continued until 1 May 1960, when a U-2 piloted by Francis
Gary Powers was shot down over Sverdlovsk. In 1966 Lockheed followed
the U-2 with the remarkable SR-71 Blackbird, which continues to hold the
world speed record of 2,193 mph. Both planes enjoyed operational lives span-
ning the remainder of the Cold War.

The primary British contribution to the reconnaissance effort came in
the form of the Hawker-Siddeley (later BAe Systems) Nimrod, which was
derived from the de Havilland Comet airliner and began service in 1969 in
maritime signals intelligence and antisubmarine roles.

Soviet efforts at a dedicated aerial reconnaissance platform emerged
only after Powers’s downing in the form of the Yakovlev Yak-25RD Man-
drake, which entered into service in April 1963 and achieved only limited
success. More frequently used by the Soviets were reconnaissance-adapted
fighters and bombers, including the Tu-95, Tu-160, MiG-21, and MiG-25.

Despite the often hot engagements between pilots on either side of the
Cold War divide, the first post–World War II test for Western airpower came
not in the form of outright battle but rather in an uneasy test of resolve
between Stalin and Truman over the Berlin Blockade and subsequent airlift
beginning in June 1948. Operation VITTLES and its British counterpart PLAIN-
FARE began on 26 June when eighty U.S. Air Force Douglas C-47 Gooney
Bird cargo planes lifted milk, flour, and medicine to the citizens of Berlin.
With a maximum load capacity of just three tons, the twin-engine C-47 could
not carry the goods necessary for an operation that would last until May 1949,
and soon the Allies enlisted the help of the four-engine C-54 Skymaster,
which had a nine-ton capacity.

Tactical airlift was redefined in 1956 with the advent of the Lockheed
C-130 Hercules (also known as Herc). Capable of short takeoffs on dirt run-
ways and equipped with four turboprops mounted high on the wings for
maximum ground clearance, the Herc proved to be an exceptionally capable
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and resilient cargo platform. In addition to its primary transport role, the
C-130 served throughout the Cold War in roles ranging from command and
control to airborne hospital. It was exported to more than fifty countries.
Although not as prolifically produced, the Antonov An-12 Cub provided the
Warsaw Pact with a similar tactical airlift capability and mirrored the C-130
in size, capability, and breadth of mission.

The Lockheed C-141 Starlifter and, after 1970, the Lockheed C-5
Galaxy provided the United States with its strategic heavy lifting. The Galaxy
was designed to carry 500,000 pounds of cargo, including the U.S. Army’s
bulkiest vehicles. Not to be outdone, the Soviets matched the C-141 with
the Ilyushin IL-76 Candid in 1971 and the C-5 with the Antonov An-124
Condor in 1982, the latter of which remains the largest military aircraft ever
mass-produced.

The civilian air transport sector mirrored the advancements pioneered
within the military over the course of the Cold War. Through the 1950s, U.S.
dominance in the industry was challenged only by the British, epitomized by
the latter’s development of the world’s first turbojet-powered airliner, the
de Havilland D.H.106 Comet, in 1949. Although significantly faster than its
American piston-powered counterparts, the Comet could carry only thirty-
six passengers and demonstrated a structural weakness that led to calami-
tous midair disasters. Although later variants of the Comet would double the
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number of passengers and prove to be much safer, the model never recovered
from its initial weaknesses in the public’s eye and was quickly outclassed
when Boeing released its Model 707 turbojet in 1958. The Soviet design
bureau Tupolev introduced several airliners in the 1950s based on its bombers:
the Tu-16 Badger accommodated passengers as the Tu-104, while the Tu-95
Bear was reclassified as the Tu-114.

Short- and medium-range airliners thrived in the U.S. market in the
1960s, particularly the Douglas DC-9 and Boeing Models 727 and 737.
Longer-range mass transport was provided by the 747 jumbo jet, which first
flew in February 1969 and could accommodate up to 500 passengers over a
maximum distance of 6,200 miles. Supersonic travel became a mark of pres-
tige, if not commercial success, for each bloc by the 1960s and 1970s: the
Soviets produced the Mach 2.3 Tu-144 in model form at the 1965 Paris Air
Show, while a collaborative Anglo-French program generated the Mach 2.2
BAe/Aerospatiale Concorde in 1976.

Rotary-wing aircraft did not make the substantial gains in technology
and capability experienced by their fixed-wing counterparts during World
War II. The first military helicopter with more than limited operational apti-
tude was the Sikorsky R-5, which entered service in 1946 and was used for
observation, communications, and search and rescue during the Korean War.
In 1956, the Bell Company established itself within the rotary community
with the noteworthy UH-1 Iroquois, better known as the “Huey.” UH-1
variants saw action in a variety of transport and attack roles in the Vietnam
War and beyond.

Helicopter production became more specialized as it slowly advanced,
leading to dedicated transport and gunship designs only by the late 1950s and
early 1960s. In 1957, the Soviet Mil design bureau unveiled the Mi-6 heavy-
lift chopper, while the U.S. inventory remained devoid of medium and heavy
lifters until the debut of the Boeing-Vertol CH-47 Chinook in 1961 and Sikor-
sky S-64 in 1962. Twenty years after the Mi-6, Mil followed up with the even
larger Mi-26, which operated with a unique configuration of eight rotors and
was the heaviest rotary-wing aircraft to achieve flight during the Cold War.

Bell created the first dedicated helicopter gunship in 1966 with its
Model 209, fielded under the moniker AH-1 HueyCobra and later simply
Cobra. Although the U.S. Army continued to use the AH-1 throughout the
Cold War, the Hughes (later Boeing) AH-64 was introduced in 1975 as a
replacement for the earlier model. Soviet attack capability was entrusted
largely to the gunship versions of the Mi-8 Hip and Mi-24 Hind in the 1960s
and 1970s and to the Mi-28 Havoc in the 1980s. Aircraft, both fixed-wing and
rotary, enjoyed tremendous advances in the period of the Cold War.

Robert G. Berschinski
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Aircraft carriers were first utilized in combat in World War I. During that
conflict, the Royal Navy converted a merchant ship, the Argus, into the first
carrier with an unobstructed flight deck, but the war ended before it could
be put into action. The U.S. and Japanese navies soon followed the British
example. The first U.S. aircraft carrier was the Langley, commissioned in
1922. Japan’s first carrier, the Hosho (1922), was also the first such vessel
designed as a carrier from the keel up. Nevertheless, carriers still remained
largely experimental and had yet to be fully tested in war. That all changed
in World War II.

On 10–11 November 1940, during a British attack on Taranto, and on
7 December 1941, with a Japanese strike at Pearl Harbor, aircraft carriers
proved their worth and opened a dramatic new era at sea. Carriers played
leading roles in almost all of the major sea battles of the Pacific theater dur-
ing the war, including the Coral Sea, Midway, and Leyte Gulf. The Battle of
the Coral Sea was the first engagement that pitted fleets in battle out of sight
of the other, the fighting being carried out by aircraft alone. Aircraft carriers
could deliver more firepower than even the largest battleships. During World
War II, carriers came to replace battleships as the indispensable capital ships
of modern naval warfare.

In the post–World War II period, aircraft carriers were both enlarged
and improved technologically. But because of the great expense involved in
building and maintaining carriers, some U.S. policymakers, still skeptical of
their true value, sought to limit their production. President Harry S. Truman’s
administration, for example, canceled construction of the carrier United States
in 1949, leading to the so-called Revolt of the Admirals. But little more than
a year later, aircraft carriers in the Far East proved invaluable in projecting
U.S./United Nations airpower into the Korean War. Carriers again proved
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their worth during the Vietnam War, providing floating
air bases from which to launch air combat missions well
inland.

During the Cold War, U.S. carriers served two primary
functions, first as a weapons system for land attacks and
second as a defensive system to protect the larger fleet
from submarine, surface, and airborne threats from both
aircraft and missiles. Generally, a larger carrier costs less
per aircraft embarked than a smaller one, and it can also
launch larger aircraft, which themselves can dominate
wider areas. Moreover, such aircraft carriers usually deliver
a lower cost per unit of ordnance or per unit of defensive
capability. The larger carriers can also carry more ammuni-
tion and fuel, are outfitted with more sophisticated elec-
tronic countermeasures, and have more armor protection
than the smaller aircraft carriers.

In wartime, power projection and naval striking capac-
ity are integral to naval strategy. Aircraft carriers are rou-
tinely deployed as a show of force to an area of potential
conflict and can also be rapidly deployed to another region
of the world should a crisis erupt, ready to operate as a
navy’s most credible, sustainable, and independent base
to launch everything from unobtrusive surveillance to
devastating air strikes. A carrier with a complement of fifty
attack aircraft can deliver more than 150 strikes per day
against littoral targets. Together with their onboard air
wings, aircraft carriers play vital roles across the full spec-
trum of naval strategy, deployable worldwide in support of

national interests or allied combat missions.
It is important to note that the ability of an aircraft carrier to remain on

station in international waters for extended periods of time is dependent
upon naval support forces. Although large aircraft carriers can carry great
quantities of fuel, food, and spare parts for sustained, unsupported operations,
these stocks must still be replenished on a periodic basis.

Carriers built during the Cold War were larger than their World War II
predecessors. They also featured armored flight decks. The introduction of
jet aircraft posed potentially serious problems because they possessed heavier
weight, slower acceleration, and higher landing speeds and had greater fuel
consumption than piston-driven aircraft. A number of British innovations
contributed to the solution of these problems: the steam-powered catapult,
the angled flight deck, the mirrored landing-signal system, and the ski-jump
deck and V/STOL (Vertical/Short Take-Off and Landing) airplane. The ski-
jump carrier permits a small ship to operate V/STOL aircraft, such as the
Hawker-Siddeley Harrier, at the limits of its lifting potential. In September
1960, the United States launched the world’s first nuclear-powered carrier, the
Enterprise. Nuclear engines made voyages of up to 1 million miles possible
without the need for refueling. When commissioned, the Enterprise was the
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largest warship in the world, and it was the second nuclear-powered surface
warship to enter service behind the U.S. cruiser Long Beach.

The immense cost of such large super aircraft carriers has essentially put
them out of reach of the British, Russians, and French. The small V/STOL
carrier is all the sea-based air capability that most navies can afford, and the
United States is alone in its use of the super multipurpose carriers.

Carriers may be roughly segmented into three classifications: the super
carriers, such as the U.S. Navy’s CNV Nimitz–class (102,000 tons, fully
loaded) and CV Kitty Hawk–class (93,960 tons); the middle class, such as
the French Charles de Gaulle (42,000 tons) and the Russian Admiral Kuznetsov
(58,500 tons); and the V/STOL-class, exemplified by the British Invincible
(20,600 tons), the Italian Giuseppe Garibaldi (13,850 tons) and Andrea Doria
(26,500 tons estimated, under construction), the Spanish Principe de Asturias
(17,188 tons), the Indian Viraat (ex-Royal Navy Hermes, 28,700 tons) and
Vikrant (38,000 tons reported, under construction), the Russian modified Kiev-
class Vikramaditya (ex-Admiral Gorshkov) (23,900 tons), and the Thai Chakri
Naruebet (11,485 tons).

Hirama Yoichi
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In the development of military doctrine, victory in war is usually followed by
a period of complacency and stagnation, while defeat spurs a period of criti-
cal self-examination and robust internal debate that often leads to dramatic
doctrinal innovations. This was true for the United States following the Viet-
nam War. For the U.S. military, the trauma of the loss in Vietnam was com-
pounded by the unexpected lethality of modern weapons witnessed in the
short but violent 1973 Yom Kippur War. That in turn led to an increasing
recognition that the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) could not
rely on battlefield nuclear weapons to offset the overwhelming numerical
advantage of the Warsaw Pact in any future war on the European continent.

Working through the problem, American military thinkers identified
two types of wars that the United States could face in the future: a heavy

AirLand Battle 93



mechanized war in Europe or a light infantry war in some other part of the
world. Although the mechanized war in Europe was the least likely scenario,
it was also the most dangerous. U.S. military doctrine had to be revised to
be able to defeat America’s strongest and most dangerous enemy.

Initially, the sights of the American military were fixed at the tactical
level—“Win the First Battle”—with little consideration beyond that. There
also was a recognition that the next major conflict would be a “Come As You
Are War.” Under the direct guidance of General William E. DePuy, the first
commander of the newly established U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Com-
mand (TRADOC), the initial expression of this doctrinal rethinking was
the 1976 edition of FM 100–5, Operations. The new manual introduced the
notion of active defense, a highly questionable substitute for the tested
defensive concepts of mobile defense and defense in depth. In focusing on
the lethality of modern weapons, the new doctrine stressed the effects of
firepower by devoting the preponderance of space to a discussion of its
effects. The new FM 100–5 did not ignore maneuver, but it did relegate that
element of combat power to the mere function of movement to deliver fire-
power rather than gain positional advantage.

The 1976 edition of FM 100–5 was wildly controversial even before it had
been fully distributed to the field. The critics of DePuy’s doctrine rejected it
as too mechanical, too dogmatic, and too mathematically deterministic. None-
theless, DePuy’s efforts were a major contribution to the post-Vietnam U.S.
Army because, for the first time in many years, officers were again thinking
and writing about doctrine. The resulting debate fueled a renaissance in
American military thinking.

The immediate reactions to the 1976 edition resulted in the notion of
follow-on forces attack (FOFA), which in turn led to recognition of the oper-
ational depth of the battlefield. That led directly to the final acceptance by
the American military and NATO of the concept of the operational level of
war, as distinct from the tactical or the strategic. The Soviets had formally
recognized this level of warfare as early as the 1920s and had aggressively
worked to define and expand the theory of operational art ever since. The
West had long rejected the concept as little more than yet another crackpot
element of Marxist thinking, but the Soviets had been right all along on this
point.

The principal guiding force behind the development of AirLand Battle
doctrine was General Donn A. Starry, who assumed command of TRADOC
in July 1977. Working directly under Starry, Major General Donald R. Morelli,
TRADOC’s deputy chief of staff of doctrine, closely supervised the team of
doctrine writers, which included Lieutenant Colonels Leonard D. Holder,
Huba Wass de Czega, and Richard Hart Sinnerich. Classical German military
thought had a great deal of influence on the development of the new doc-
trine. Even in the 1976 edition of FM 100–5, General DePuy had instructed
the doctrine writers to study carefully the current capstone doctrinal manual
of the West German Bundeswehr. That manual, HDv 100/100, Truppen-
führung (Command and Control in Battle), was based closely on the manual
of the same name first introduced in 1932 with which the German Army
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fought World War II. Through the influence of the German manual, such
standard German doctrinal concepts as Auftragstaktik (mission orders) and
Schwerpunkt (center of gravity) became firmly embedded in American mili-
tary thinking.

The 1982 edition of FM 100–5 marked the U.S. military’s first formal
recognition of the operational level of war and introduced the concepts of
AirLand Battle and Deep Battle. AirLand Battle doctrine took a nonlinear
view of combat. It enlarged the battlefield area, stressing unified air and
ground operations throughout the theater. It recognized the nonquantifiable
elements of combat power and restressed that maneuver was as important as
firepower. Most significantly, the doctrine emphasized the human element
of war, “courageous, well-trained soldiers and skillful, effective leaders.” An
undercurrent to this last theme, of course, was the fact that the United States
had only recently abolished conscription and was then in the process of
building an all-volunteer, professional army. AirLand Battle doctrine identi-
fied the keys to success in war, which included indirect approaches, speed
and violence, flexibility and reliance on the initiative of junior leaders, rapid
decision making, clearly defined objectives and operational concepts, a clearly
designated main effort, and deep attack.

Depth was one of the keys. A commander had to fight and synchronize
three simultaneous battles: close, deep, and rear. The deep battle, of course,
would be the enemy’s rear battle, and vice versa. A well-coordinated attack
deep in an enemy’s rear might in fact prove decisive. This marked the first
recognition in American military doctrine that the battle might not neces-
sarily be decided along the line of contact.

One of the most controversial features of the 1976 edition of FM 100–5
had been the elimination of the venerable Principles of War, first adopted by
the U.S. Army in the early 1920s. The 1982 edition restored the Principles of
War but then went one step further by introducing the Four Tenets of Air-
Land Battle: initiative, depth, agility, and synchronization. Initiative is the
ability to set the terms of the battle by action and was identified as the great-
est advantage in war. Depth has components of time, space, and resources.
Agility is the ability to act faster than the enemy to exploit his weakness and
frustrate his plans. Synchronization ensures that no effort will be wasted,
either initially or as operations develop.

Some critics complained that the Four Tenets of AirLand Battle were
unnecessary additions to the Principles of War or were ultimately an attempt
to replace them. But as other analysts pointed out, the Four Tenets were for
the most part combinations of two or more of the Principles of War. Synchro-
nization, for example, combined economy of force and unity of effort. Initia-
tive combined offensive, maneuver, and surprise.

The 1982 FM 100–5 was a major milestone in American military thought,
but it was far from a perfect document. After its release to the field the debate
continued, and the doctrine writers continued to refine the document. The
1986 edition of FM 100–5 contained no significant changes or innovations,
but it presented a far better discussion of the doctrine and corrected some of
the minor errors in the 1982 edition. Some errors still remained, however. The
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1986 edition used the German concept of the Schwerpunkt interchangeably as
either the center of gravity or the decisive point. As defined originally by
nineteenth-century Prussian military strategist Carl von Clausewitz, how-
ever, the center of gravity and the decisive point (Entscheidungsstelle) were
two distinct and separate concepts. The confusion was not corrected until
the 1993 edition of FM 100–5, which stated clearly: “Decisive points are not
centers of gravity, they are the keys to getting at the centers of gravity.”

NATO never fully embraced the AirLand Battle doctrine, and, ironi-
cally, neither did the U.S. Air Force. In any event, the new doctrine never
had to be used in an actual war against the Warsaw Pact on the plains of
Northern Europe. AirLand Battle, however, greatly concerned the Soviets
and was just one more element of pressure in the 1980s that eventually con-
tributed to the collapse of the communist Soviet Union. The overwhelm-
ingly successful prosecution of the First Gulf War in 1991 was based on the
1986 edition of FM 100–5, which was arguably the single best official articu-
lation of American war-fighting doctrine ever published.

The 1993 edition of FM 100–5 actually shifted the emphasis away from
operations and conventional war fighting toward strategy and operations
other than war (OOTW). Even the term “AirLand Battle” was dropped in
favor of “Army Operations,” but that was more the result of bureaucratic in-
fighting between the U.S. Army and the U.S. Air Force. A new edition of FM
100–5 in 1998 was supposed to shift the emphasis back to the operational art,
but the final coordinating draft caused considerable internal controversy. The
new manual was finally issued in June 2001, under a new numbering system,
as FM 3–0 Operations. Although the term “AirLand Battle” is no longer offi-
cially in use, the U.S. Army continues to train and operate in accordance with
its principles.

David T. Zabecki
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The Balkan nation of Albania is located on the southeastern coast of the
Adriatic Sea. It is bordered to the north and east by Serbia and Montenegro,
due east by the former Yugoslavian republic of Macedonia, and to the south-
east by Greece. Albania, with a 1945 population of some 1.1 million people,
comprises 11,000 square miles. During 1941–1944, Albanian nationalist and
communist forces fought against one another as well as against German and
Italian troops in a struggle for control of the country. Between September
1943 when the Italian fascist regime was overthrown and Italy surrendered
to the Allies and November 1944 when Germany withdrew from Albania,
the communists slowly ground down nationalist forces in a brutal civil war.
The communists, rather ironically backed by the United States, Britain, and
Yugoslavian guerrillas led by Josip Broz Tito, established de facto control
over southern Albania by January 1944.

Enver Hoxha, a former French teacher and longtime Albanian commu-
nist, became chairman of the Anti-Fascist Council of National Liberation, an
arm of the Albanian National Liberation Front, in January 1944. By May
1944 he was also the supreme commander of the National Liberation Army
(NLA). With the aid of British arms and Allied air cover, in October 1944 the
NLA moved north and captured the capital of Tirana. Hoxha was then
named prime minister, and in December 1944 he repaid Tito for his help by
sending Albanian forces to fight alongside Yugoslavian communist forces to
defeat ethnic Albanian forces in Kosovo.

During the early years of the Cold War, Hoxha systematically consoli-
dated his power and took on the added posts of foreign minister, defense
minister, and army commander in chief. He and his second-in-command,
Mehmet Shehu, terrorized remnant nationalist holdouts, stamped out any
potential opposition, and established a totalitarian communist government
that was among the most oppressive in the world. By mid-1946, all Albanian
industries had been nationalized. The Agrarian Reform Law led to the seizure
of the lands of large landowners and their redistribution to the peasants, and
the economy was fully centralized.

In July 1946 Albania signed a treaty of friendship and cooperation with
Yugoslavia, but within a year the alliance collapsed in part because of Hoxha’s
fear that his nation would be annexed by Yugoslavia. When the Soviet-
controlled Cominform expelled Yugoslavia in June 1948 because of Tito’s
independent streak, the Hoxha regime became rabidly Stalinist and turned
to the Soviet Union for economic assistance. At the same time, Albanian
relations with the West deteriorated, especially after two British ships struck
Albanian mines in the channel between Albania and Corfu in October 1946.
Britain and the United States spent the next seven years trying in vain to
overthrow the Hoxha regime. These efforts only increased Albanian xeno-
phobia and convinced Hoxha that the West was not to be trusted.

In February 1949 Albania joined Comecon and began to trade exclu-
sively with Eastern bloc nations. Following the Soviet Union’s lead, Hoxha
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initiated a series of Five-Year Plans designed to take advantage of Albania’s
abundant natural resources, including oil, copper, and coal. The plans also
included an ambitious program to modernize the country’s electrical and trans-
portation infrastructure.

Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev’s speech of February 1956, in which
he denounced Stalin and his policies, further deepened Albania’s distrust of
the outside world. Hoxha and Shehu condemned Khrushchev’s concept of
peaceful coexistence, choosing to maintain their strict Stalinist stance. At
the same time, Albania condemned Tito’s overtures to the West, and state-
sanctioned political repression increased with the establishment by 1961 of
some fourteen gulag-style camps for political prisoners. Many of the prisoners
were used as slave laborers in nearby mines and industrial centers, leading
one historian to dub Albania “the Mediterranean Gulag.”

Between 1958 and 1960 Albania further ostracized itself by becoming a
player in the emerging Sino-Soviet split. Albania tilted toward the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) and again condemned the notions of peaceful co-
existence, de-Stalinization, and Titoism. At the November 1960 Moscow
conference of world communist representatives, Hoxha verbally attacked the
Soviet Union’s policies. Shortly thereafter, the Soviets ended their technical
and economic support of Albania. The PRC then stepped in and became
Albania’s new patron.
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True to form, Albania followed China’s lead when Chinese leader Mao
Zedong announced the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution. In 1965
Hoxha initiated his own Cultural and Ideological Revolution. The already-
oppressive nature of Albanian life became even more entrenched as gov-
ernment authorities sought to eliminate “professionalism” in the nation’s
bureaucracies, including the army, and forcibly transfer white-collar workers
to the industrial and agricultural sectors. In 1967 the government prohibited
all aspects of religion in the public sphere. As a result, mosques and churches
were seized and transformed into warehouses and workshops as the Hoxha
regime declared Albania “the world’s first atheistic nation.” Meanwhile,
Hoxha’s portrait and alleged writings were plastered throughout Albania,
mimicking Stalin’s and Mao’s cults of personality. In 1968, after the Prague
Spring and subsequent Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, Albania cut its
last remaining ties with the Soviets by withdrawing from the Warsaw Pact.

China’s diplomatic overtures to the United States, which began in 1971,
led to a decrease in U.S. commitments to Albania. When U.S. President
Richard M. Nixon made his historic visit to China in February 1972, Albania
pointedly refused to publicize it. To compensate for its faltering relations
with China, Hoxha then revived relations with Yugoslavia and Greece. Dur-
ing 1972–1975, Albania strengthened its commercial, diplomatic, and cul-
tural ties to Western Europe. But Tirana showed the limits of this by refusing
to participate in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE). Albania became the only European nation to boycott the Helsinki
Conference on Human Rights of July 1975.

After Mao’s death in 1976, Albania publicly condemned his successors,
who responded by welcoming Tito with open arms during a 1977 state visit
to China. They then cut off all aid to Albania a year later. As Hoxha con-
tinued to improve relations with Western Europe, he launched yet another
series of purges, culminating in the alleged suicide of his right-hand man
Shehu on 18 December 1981. Historians believe that Hoxha ordered Shehu
killed, and in November 1982 Shehu was posthumously accused of being a
spy for both the United States and the Soviet Union.

Hoxha’s death in April 1985 brought his handpicked successor, Ramiz
Alia, to power. Alia had been acting prime minister since 1983. Alia’s image
soon replaced Hoxha’s on Albanian signs and buildings, and he continued
Albania’s self-imposed isolation even as he established official diplomatic
relations with the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany). By
the time the Berlin Wall came down in the fall of 1989, Albania was in des-
perate financial and economic straits, with a repressed and paranoid popula-
tion barely able to cope in the new era of posttotalitarian Eastern Europe.

Chris Tudda
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King of Belgium since 1993. Albert Félix Humbert Théodore Christian
Eugéne Marie Saxe-Coburg was born on 6 June 1934 in Brussels at the
Château Stuyvenberg, the younger son of King Leopold III (1901–1983) and
his first wife, Princess Astrid of Sweden (1905–1935). At birth, he was given
the title Prince of Liège. When Leopold II abdicated the throne in 1951,
Albert’s older brother, Baudouin, succeeded as king, and Albert became the
heir apparent. In 1959, Albert married Queen Paola, with whom he fathered
three children.

Albert became the sixth king of the Belgians on 9 August 1993, nine
days after Baudouin’s death. Albert II was a consistent supporter of U.S.
Cold War policies and a strong proponent of European economic and politi-
cal integration.

Albert, who served as a vice admiral in the Belgian Navy, was convinced
that Belgian (and European) prosperity was threatened by the Soviet Union.
Throughout his public career, he has been dedicated to making Europe an
economic and diplomatic power. Brussels is the headquarters of the Euro-
pean Community (EC) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO),
two institutions that Albert steadfastly championed. He has also maintained
a close diplomatic relationship with the United States. Albert continues to
lure foreign investment to Belgium and to promote export opportunities for
Belgian products.

In 1984, Albert created the Prince Albert Fund, which provides scholar-
ships for students interested in international trade. In the post–Cold War
period, he has encouraged political and economic reform in Eastern Europe
and the former Soviet Union.

Michael R. Hall
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Northwest African nation, almost 920,000 square miles in area, with a 1945
population of slightly over 8 million; originally peopled by Berbers (who still
make up a sizable national minority), now predominantly Arab. Algeria is
bordered to the west by Morocco and Mauritania, to the north by the Mediter-
ranean Sea, to the east by Tunisia and Libya, to the south by Niger, Mali, and
Chad. In 1830 France seized Algiers and from then until 1847 expanded its
holdings to the interior in a protracted war that created modern Algeria, which
was absorbed into France’s metropolitan administrative structure in 1848.

French colonizers and their descendants (known as colons) dispossessed
native Algerians of the best arable lands and monopolized political power.
The non-European population worked the colons’ lands or eked out a mea-
ger living in the less hospitable areas. By 1945 Algeria’s population included
approximately 900,000 colons, whose numbers had vastly expanded since
the 1920s.

The postwar era saw the rapid growth of a militant nationalist movement
that was adamantly opposed by the colons, who were determined that Alge-
ria should remain part of France. In May 1945, Muslims throughout Algeria
demonstrated against colonial rule. When French colonial police fired on the
protesters in Sétif, they responded by attacking Europeans. In retaliation,
the military carried out reprisals that killed thousands of Algerian Muslims.
This massacre accelerated the conflict that culminated in the brutal Algerian
War during 1954–1962.

From the beginning of the war, the Front de Libération Nationale
(FLN) appealed to the United Nations (UN) for support of the nationalist
cause, while France appealed to the United States and its European allies for
assistance in its colonial claim. The Americans initially urged a negotiated
peace, hoping to avoid a confrontation with France without antagonizing
Arab nations. Alarmed at the French role in the 1956 Suez Crisis, the United
States then adopted a less compromising line with France, determined to
prevent a wider conflict between Arab nationalists and France (and Britain).
The war also split the communist bloc, with the People’s Republic of China
(PRC) supporting the Algerian nationalists and the Soviet Union keeping its
distance.

The war actively influenced French politics and led to social and politi-
cal turmoil in metropolitan France that toppled the Fourth French Republic
in 1958 and brought to power General Charles de Gaulle, who created the
Fifth French Republic. In 1962 de Gaulle, then president of France and hav-
ing exhausted other options, signed the Évian Agreements of March 1962
that granted Algeria its independence effective 3 July 1962. Tens of thou-
sands of colons immediately immigrated to France. The FLN-led Algerian
government, headed by Prime Minister Mohamed Ben Bella, promptly
confiscated the colons’ abandoned property and established a decentralized
socialist economy and one-party state. Upon independence, Algerian military
forces numbered around 125,000 men, including various irregular militias that
were gradually eliminated or integrated into the national force.
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Ben Bella’s attempt to consolidate his power, com-
bined with popular discontent with the economy’s ineffi-
ciency, sparked a bloodless military coup by Defense
Minister Houari Boumédienne in June 1965. In 1971, the
government endeavored to stimulate economic growth by
nationalizing the oil industry and investing the revenues
in centrally orchestrated industrial development. Boumé-
dienne’s military-dominated government took on an in-
creasingly authoritarian cast over the years. The military
expanded rapidly during the 1970s and 1980s, with the
army numbering 110,000, the air force 12,000, and the
navy 8,000 by 1985.

Algeria’s leaders sought to retain their autonomy,
joining their country to the Non-Aligned Movement.
Boumédienne phased out French military bases. Although
Algeria denounced perceived American imperialism and
supported Cuba, the Viet Cong in South Vietnam, Pales-
tinian nationalists, and African anticolonial fighters, it
maintained a strong trading relationship with the United
States. At the same time, Algeria cultivated economic
ties with the Soviet Union, which provided the nation
with important military matériel and training. When the
Spanish relinquished control of Western Sahara in 1976,
Morocco attempted to annex the region. This led to a
twelve-year war with Algeria, which supported the guer-
rilla movement fighting for the region’s independence.
Diplomatic relations with the United States warmed after
Algeria negotiated the release of American hostages in
Iran in 1980 and Morocco fell out of U.S. favor by allying
with Libya in 1984.

In 1976, a long-promised constitution that provided for elections was
enacted, although Algeria remained a one-party state. When Boumédienne
died in December 1978, power passed to Chadli Bendjedid, the army-
backed candidate. Bendjedid retreated from Boumédienne’s increasingly
ineffective economic policies, privatizing much of the economy and encour-
aging entrepreneurship. However, accumulated debt continued to retard
economic expansion. Growing public protests from labor unions, students,
and Islamic fundamentalists forced the government to end restrictions on
political expression in 1988.

The Islamic Salvation Front (Front Islamique du Salut, FIS) proved the
most successful of the host of new political parties founded. After large vic-
tories by the FIS in local elections in June 1990 and national elections in
December 1991, Bendjedid resigned. A new regime under Mohamed
Boudiaf imposed martial law, banning the FIS in March 1992. In response,
Islamist radicals began a guerrilla war that has persisted to the present, tak-
ing a toll of 150,000 or more lives. Although Algeria’s military government
managed to gain the upper hand in the struggle after 1998, Islamic groups
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Crowds in Algiers celebrate their country’s independence
on 4 July 1962. A referendum held three days earlier
secured Algerian independence from France after eight
years of one of the longest and bloodiest wars to over-
throw European colonial rule in Africa. (Central Press/
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continue to wage war on the state, which maintains control through brutal
repression and tainted elections.

Elun Gabriel
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Eight-year military effort by France (1954–1962) to maintain its hold on its
last, largest, and most important colony. France regarded the Algerian War as
part of the larger Cold War and tried unsuccessfully to convince its North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) partners that keeping Algeria French
was in the best interests of the alliance. Unsupported by its allies, France
found itself increasingly isolated in diplomatic circles. Ultimately, it experi-
enced a humiliating defeat and a colonial exodus.

For 130 years, Algeria had been at the core of the French Empire. France
conquered Algiers in 1830 and expanded the territory. Algeria became the
headquarters of the French Foreign Legion (at Sidi-Bel-Abbès) and home to
the largest number of European settlers in the Islamic world. In 1960 there
were 1 million Europeans (colons) in Algeria. Unique among French colonies,
Algeria became a political component of France, as Algiers, Constantine, and
Oran were made departments of the French Republic and had representa-
tion in the French Chamber of Deputies.

Nonetheless, Algeria was not fully three French departments, as only
the European population enjoyed full rights there. The colon and Muslim
populations lived separate and unequal lives, with the Europeans controlling
the bulk of the wealth. During this time, the French expanded Algeria’s
frontiers deep into the Sahara.

The Great Depression of the 1930s affected Algeria’s Muslims more
than any experience since their conquest, as they began to migrate from the
countryside into the cities in search of work. Subsequently, the Muslim birth-
rate climbed dramatically because of easier access to health care facilities.

While the colons sought to preserve their status, French officials vacil-
lated between promoting colon interests and promoting reforms for the
Muslims. Pro-Muslim reform efforts ultimately failed because of political
pressure from the colons and their representatives in Paris. While French
political theorists debated between assimilation and autonomy for Algeria’s
Muslims, the Muslim majority remained largely resentful of the privileged
status of the colons.
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The first Muslim political organizations appeared in the 1930s, the most
important of these being Ahmed Messali Hadj’s Mouvement pour le Triomphe
des Libertés Démocratiques (MTLD). World War II brought opportunities
for change that increasing numbers of Algerian Muslims desired. Following
the Anglo-American landings in North Africa in November 1942, Muslim
activists met with American envoy Robert Murphy and Free French General
Henri Giraud concerning postwar freedoms but received no firm commit-
ments. As the war in Europe was ending and the Arab League was forming,
pent-up Muslim frustrations were vented in the Sétif Uprising of 8 May
1945. Muslim mobs massacred colons before colonial troops restored order,
and hundreds of Muslims were killed in a colon reprisal that was termed a
“rat-hunt.”

Returning Muslim veterans were shocked by what they regarded as the
French government’s heavy-handed actions after Sétif, and some (including
veteran Ahmed Ben Bella) joined the MTLD. Ben Bella went on to form the
MTLD’s paramilitary branch, the Organization Speciale, and soon fled to
Egypt to enlist the support of President Gamal Abdel Nasser. Proindepen-
dence Algerian Muslims were emboldened by Ho Chi Minh’s victory over
French forces at Dien Bien Phu in Vietnam in May 1954, and when Algerian
Muslim leaders met Ho at the Bandung Conference in April 1955, he told
them that the French could be defeated.

Ben Bella and his compatriots formed the Front de Libération Nationale
(FLN) on 10 October 1954, and the FLN revolution officially began on the
night of 31 October–1 November. The FLN organized its manpower into
several military districts, or wilayas. Its goal was to end French control of
Algeria and drive out or eliminate the colon population. Wilaya 4, located
near Algiers, was especially important, and the FLN was particularly active
in Kabylia and the Aures Mountains. The party’s organization was rigidly
hierarchical and tolerated no dissent. In form and style, it resembled Soviet
bloc communist parties, although it claimed to offer a noncommunist and
non-Western alternative ideology, articulated by Frantz Fanon.

As France increased the number of its military forces in Algeria to fight
the growing insurgency, French officials sought support from NATO partners
in the Algerian War, arguing that keeping Algeria French would ensure that
NATO’s southern flank would be safe from communism. As a part of France,
Algeria was included in the original NATO charter. Washington’s position,
nonetheless, was that European colonial empires were obsolete. Furthermore,
U.S. officials believed that the United States could positively influence
decolonization movements in the developing world.

The Arab League promoted Pan-Arabism and the image of universal
Arab and Muslim support for the FLN. The French grant of independence
to both Tunisia and Morocco in March 1956 further bolstered Algeria’s
Muslims. When France, Britain, and Israel invaded Egypt in the Suez Crisis
of 1956, both the United States and the Soviet Union condemned the move,
and the French, unable to topple Nasser, were forced to contend with an
FLN supply base that they could neither attack nor eliminate.
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On 20 August 1955, the FLN attacked colon civilians in the Philippe-
ville Massacre, and colon reprisals resulted in the deaths of several thousand
Muslims. The year-long Battle of Algiers began in September 1956 with
FLN operative Saadi Yacef’s terrorist-style bombing campaign against colon
civilians. Meanwhile, other FLN leaders targeted governmental officials for
assassination. The FLN movement faced a setback on 22 October, however,
when Ben Bella was captured.

In December 1956 and January 1957, battle-tested French troops with
combat experience in Indochina arrived in Algeria to restore order in Algiers.
Among them were General Raoul Salan (commander in chief), paratrooper
commander Major General Jacques Massu, and Colonels Yves Goddard and
Marcel Bigeard, both of whom were adept at intelligence gathering and in-
filtration. Massu’s men made steady headway, and Goddard himself captured
Saadi Yacef in September 1957. The Battle of Algiers was now won. The
1965 film The Battle of Algiers, produced by Gillo Pontecorvo and Saadi Yacef
(with money provided by the FLN), garnered international support for the
FLN, as it depicted the French simply as brutal occupiers. The French
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Members of the Algerian National Liberation Front (FLN) pose before their World War II surplus machine guns in the
mountains of Algeria on 6 June 1957. The rebel group was formed by Ahmed Ben Bella and other nationalists in 1954 
to fight for Algerian independence from France. That goal was realized in 1962, following nearly eight years of warfare.
(Bettmann/Corbis)



employed torture to force FLN operatives to talk, while others were mur-
dered in the process. The FLN, on the other hand, also routinely murdered
captured French soldiers and colon civilians.

Despite victory in Algiers, French forces were not able to quell the
Algerian rebellion or gain the confidence of the colons. Some colons were
fearful that the French government was about to negotiate with the FLN. In
the spring of 1958, colon Ultra groups began to hatch a plan to change the
colonial government. Colon veteran Pierre Lagaillarde organized hundreds
of Ultra commandos and began a revolt on 13 May 1958. Soon, tens of thou-
sands of colons and Muslims arrived outside of the government building in
Algiers to protest French government policy. Massu quickly formed a Com-
mittee of Public Safety, and Salan assumed leadership of the body. Salan
then went before the throngs of protesters. Although the plotters would have
preferred someone more frankly authoritarian, Salan called for the return to
power of General Charles de Gaulle. Although de Gaulle had been out of
power for more than a decade, on 19 May he announced his willingness to
assume authority.

Massu was prepared to bring back de Gaulle by force if necessary, but
military options were not needed. On 1 June 1958, the French National
Assembly made de Gaulle premier, technically the last premier of the Fourth
Republic. Algeria had managed to change the political leadership of the
mother country.

De Gaulle visited Algeria five times between June and December 1958.
At Oran on 4 June, he said about France’s mission in Algeria that “she is here
forever.” A month later, he proposed a budget allocation of 15 billion francs
for Algerian housing, education, and public works, and that October he sug-
gested an even more sweeping proposal called the Constantine Plan. The
funding for the massive projects, however, was never forthcoming, and true
Algerian reform was never realized. It was probably too late, in any case, for
reform to impact the Muslim community of Algeria.

Algeria’s new military commander, General Maurice Challe, arrived in
Algeria on 12 December 1958 and launched a series of attacks on FLN posi-
tions in rural Kabylia in early 1959. Muslim troops loyal to the French guided
special mobile French troops called Commandos de Chasse. An aggressive
set of sorties deep in Kabylia made much headway, and Challe calculated
that by the end of October his men had killed half of the FLN operatives in
Kabylia. A second phase of the offensive was to occur in 1960, but by then
de Gaulle, who had gradually eliminated options, had decided that Algerian
independence was inevitable.

De Gaulle braced his generals for the decision to let go of Algeria in late
August 1959 and then addressed the nation on 19 September 1959, declaring
his support for Algerian self-determination. Fearing for their future, some
Ultras created the Front Nationale Français and fomented another revolt on
24 January 1960 in the so-called Barricades Week. Mayhem ensued when
policemen tried to restore order, and many people were killed or wounded.
General Challe and the colony’s governor, Paul Delouvrier, fled Algiers on
28 January, but the next day de Gaulle, wearing his old army uniform, turned
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the tide via a televised address to the nation. On 1 February, army units
swore loyalty to the government. The revolt quickly collapsed. Early in 1961,
increasingly desperate Ultras formed a terrorist group called the Secret Army
Organization (OAS) that targeted colons whom they regarded as traitors.

The Generals’ Putsch of 20–26 April 1961 seriously threatened de
Gaulle’s regime. General Challe wanted a revolt limited to Algeria, but Salan
and his colleagues (Ground Forces Chief of Staff General André Zeller and
recently retired Inspector General of the Air Force Edmond Jouhaud) had all
prepared for a revolt in France as well. The generals had the support of many
frontline officers in addition to almost two divisions of troops. The Foreign
Legion arrested the colony’s commander in chief, General Fernand Gam-
biez, and paratroopers near Rambouillet prepared to march on Paris after
obtaining armored support. The coup collapsed, however, as police units
managed to convince the paratroopers to depart, and army units again swore
loyalty to de Gaulle.

On 10 June 1961 de Gaulle held secret meetings with FLN representa-
tives in Paris and then on 14 June made a televised appeal for the FLN’s so-
called Provisional Government to come to Paris to negotiate an end to the
war. Peace talks during 25–29 June failed to lead to resolution, but de Gaulle’s
mind was already made up. During his visit to Algeria in December, he was
greeted by large pro-FLN Muslim rallies and Muslim anticolon riots. The
United Nations recognized Algeria’s independence on 20 December, and on
8 January 1962 the French public voted in favor of Algerian independence.

After the failed coup, a massive exodus of colons commenced. Nearly
1 million returned to their ancestral homelands (half of them went to France,
and most of the rest went to Spain and Italy). Peace talks resumed in March
at Évian, and both sides reached a settlement on 18 May 1962.

The formal handover of power occurred on 4 July when the FLN’s Pro-
visional Committee took control of Algeria. In September, Ben Bella was
elected Algeria’s first president. The Algerian War resulted in some 18,000
French military deaths, 3,000 colon deaths, and about 300,000 Muslim
deaths. Some 30,000 colons remained behind, including the socialist mayor
of Algiers, Jacques Chevallier. They were ostensibly granted equal rights in
the peace treaty but instead faced official discrimination by the FLN gov-
ernment and the loss of much of their property. The FLN remained in
power until 1989, practicing a form of socialism until changes in Soviet for-
eign policy necessitated changes in Algerian internal affairs.

William E. Watson
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Albanian politician and communist leader. Born on 18 October 1925 in
Shköder, Albania, to a Muslim family from the Kosovo region of Yugoslavia,
Ramiz Alia joined the Communist Party of Albania in 1943 and served as
political commissar with Albanian troops fighting with Yugoslav partisans
against Axis forces. After the war, he held leadership positions in the party’s
youth organization and joined the party’s Central Committee and the Polit-
buro in 1948 and 1956, respectively. A protégé of Albanian leader Enver
Hoxha, Alia rose through the party ranks, holding various party and govern-
mental positions over the next several decades.

In the early 1980s, Alia became Hoxha’s chosen successor. After Hoxha’s
death in April 1985, Alia became first secretary of the Central Committee and
de facto leader of Albania. As such, he pledged to uphold his predecessor’s
policies. Albania’s economic problems and international isolation, however,
influenced Alia’s pursuit of pragmatic reforms, including easing restrictions
on international trade, land ownership, and religion. But these reforms did
little to stop the country’s downward spiral. By the end of 1990, demonstra-
tions had erupted throughout Albania, and opposition to the Communist
Party’s monopoly forced Alia to abandon one-party rule. In March 1991 Alia
permitted multiparty elections, which the communists nonetheless won.
Although Alia lost his seat in parliament, he became president in April 1991
but was forced to relinquish his party posts. In a free election held in March
1992, the opposition routed the communists in the now-renamed Socialist
Party. As a result, Alia resigned the presidency on 3 April 1992. In 1994 he
was arrested and convicted of political corruption while serving in office.
After a year in prison, Alia retired from public life.

Gregory C. Ference
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Peruvian reformist political party. While in exile in Mexico, Peruvian politi-
cian Victor Raúl Haya de la Torre founded the Peruvian reformist party
Alianza Popular Revolucionaria Americana (APRA), also known as the Par-
tido Aprista, in May 1924. The revolutionary platform of the APRA called for
major social reform, political unification of Latin America, and the establish-
ment of worldwide solidarity of the oppressed. Despite the lower-class, pop-
ulist overtones of his impassioned oratory, Haya de la Torre maintained that
it was the oppressed middle class who would lead the movement.

After his return to Peru in 1931, Haya de la Torre ran unsuccessfully for
the presidency. When a radical APRA member assassinated Sánchez Cerro,
the newly elected president, in April 1933, the government retaliated with
military force to subdue the APRA. Because the APRA was at times guilty of
violent radicalism, the authorities outlawed it from 1941 through 1945 and
from 1948 through 1956. Nonetheless, the APRA continued to influence pol-
itics in Peru. After decades of struggle, the APRA finally succeeded in elect-
ing Alan García president in 1985; he went on to lose a subsequent election
to Alberto Fujimori in 1990.

Although APRA leaders never controlled the country for any significant
period of time, their early activities created consensus within the Peruvian
reform movement. Unfortunately, they were not able to foster the continua-
tion of that consensus, and the APRA ultimately failed to achieve its goals.

Lisa Miles Bunkowski
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Left-wing politician and president of Chile (1970–1973). Born on 26 July
1908 in Valparaíso, Chile, Salvador Allende Gossens was of middle-class ori-
gins. He trained as a physician but never practiced medicine. Allende was a
cofounder, and eventually the standard-bearer, of the Chilean Socialist Party
and also served in its militia as a young man. He went on to serve as cabinet
minister and president of the Chilean senate.
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Allende ran for president four times, finally winning a plurality by 39,000
votes as leader of Unidad Popular (Popular Unity), a leftist coalition, on
4 September 1970. He had been a thorn in the side of several U.S. presiden-
tial administrations, as policymakers feared that an Allende presidency
would bring about a communist state, open to Soviet influence in the region
and a threat to American interests in Chile.

President Richard M. Nixon was a particularly vociferous opponent of
Allende and publicly stated as much after the 1970 election. The Chilean
constitution stipulated that the Chilean congress must choose the president
if no candidate won by a majority. Behind the scenes, U.S. Ambassador
Edward M. Korry tried unsuccessfully to assemble a consensus to deny
Allende the presidency. In addition, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
covertly provided weapons to right-wing conspirators to foment a coup,
which was also unsuccessful. Allende was inaugurated on 3 November 1970.

As Allende instituted socialist programs and established diplomatic ties
with Cuba’s communist leader Fidel Castro, Washington simultaneously at-
tempted to squeeze the Chilean economy while secretly giving some $7 mil-
lion to Allende’s political adversaries. Allende’s socialist economic policies
helped create inflation and shortages in Chile, alienating the middle and
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Chilean President Salvador Allende speaks before a crowd in Santiago, Chile. The leftist Allende was president during
1970–1973 and was overthrown by a U.S.-supported coup led by General Augusto Pinochet in 1973. (AFP/Getty 
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upper classes. Military leaders, led by General Augusto Pinochet, finally top-
pled the Allende government on 11 September 1973. Allende committed
suicide in the presidential palace in Santiago on the same day. Pinochet
emerged as the leader of the military junta and ruled Chile until 1989.

James F. Siekmeier
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A financial aid program devised by the United States in March 1961 to pro-
mote social reform in Latin America. The program’s architects hoped to curb
violence and prevent communist-inspired revolutions in the region. In its
dealings with Latin America after World War II, the United States had gen-
erally emphasized security imperatives at the expense of social and economic
concerns. Two events in the late 1950s, however, demonstrated the risks of
this course. First, in May 1958 Vice President Richard M. Nixon’s goodwill
tour of South America provoked hostile demonstrations and major rioting
in Caracas, Venezuela, and Lima, Peru. Second, Cuba’s Fidel Castro seized
control of that nation’s government in January 1959, and by 1960 he was
becoming increasingly anti-American and pro-Soviet.

Rejecting the region’s pleas for a Latin American plan similar to the Mar-
shall Plan, the United States had endorsed private investment and free trade
as the keys to Latin America’s socioeconomic development. While this trade-
not-aid approach meshed well with President Dwight Eisenhower’s efforts
to eschew direct aid, it often conflicted with the prevailing economic climate
in Latin America.

By the late 1950s, however, the Eisenhower administration did direct
more of its attention to Latin America’s economic and social problems. Latin
Americans had long sought U.S. support for a regional development bank. In
August 1958 the United States dropped its long-standing opposition to the
bank and in October 1960 supported the establishment of the Inter-American
Development Bank. This shift in U.S. policy continued at Bogotá, Colom-
bia, in September 1960 at a special meeting called by the Council of the
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Organization of American States (OAS) to study new measures for Pan-
American economic cooperation. In signing the Act of Bogotá, the Eisen-
hower administration laid the groundwork for the Alliance for Progress by
pledging $500 million for economic development and social reform in Latin
America. In return the Latin American nations agreed to implement sound
economic policies and to eliminate obstacles to social and economic progress.

During the U.S. presidential elections of 1960, Democratic nominee
John F. Kennedy criticized the Eisenhower administration and Republican
candidate Richard M. Nixon for “losing” Cuba and failing to align U.S. pol-
icy with the rising aspirations of Latin Americans. After a narrow victory,
Kennedy called for an “alliance for progress” between the United States and
Latin America in his inaugural address.

In March 1961 the Kennedy administration formally committed itself to
an Alliance for Progress with Latin America, a long-term program of U.S. aid
linked to social and structural reforms, economic development, and democ-
ratization. The program took official form at the inter-American meeting
at Punta del Este, Uruguay, in August 1961. The conference proclaimed a
lengthy list of objectives for the program, including democratization, accel-
eration of social and economic development, promotion of education, fair
wages and working conditions, health programs, tax reforms, agrarian reform,
fiscal stability, and the stimulation of private enterprise. To achieve its goals,

112 Alliance for Progress

Patients line up at an impromptu Alliance for Progress clinic set up in a public jailhouse at Potonico, El Salvador, in the
1960s. (National Archives and Records Administration)



the program would need $100 billion during its first decade. External sources
would furnish $20 billion of the needed $100 billion, with the United States
pledging to provide a major part of that funding. The remaining $80 billion
was expected to come from Latin American sources, both public and private.
The U.S. preoccupation with containing the communist threat was very much
in evidence in its launching of the program, which was designed to provide
peaceful, democratic alternatives to violent social revolution and a “second
Cuba” in the hemisphere.

Nevertheless, the objectives of the Alliance for Progress soon collided
with the harsh realities of international economics and growing domestic
pressures in both Latin America and the United States. The program implic-
itly assumed that most Latin American elites would support reforms to avoid
violent revolution. Many of the elites, however, were not serious about
implementing major reform, realizing that such changes might strip them of
power. With Latin America already experiencing a high level of political
instability, U.S. officials hesitated to apply too much pressure for reform,
fearing that it would only add to the political uncertainty in the region. And
if the program promoted growth but not structural reforms, the traditional
elites would naturally reap most of the rewards of increased growth. Much of
the Alliance for Progress aid went to paying off earlier loans rather than pro-
moting social modernization and economic development. Rapid population
growth in Latin America also undermined potential advances in social and
economic reform.

Domestic politics in the United States also hindered the success of the
Alliance for Progress program. Kennedy’s assassination in 1963 removed the
leader most closely connected to the fate of the program. Projected funding
for the program was based on capital needs for a decade, but the annual U.S.
congressional appropriations process meant that presidents could not guar-
antee long-term levels of economic aid.

In the United States, a series of problems undercut the Alliance for
Progress beginning in the mid-1960s. Kennedy’s successor, Lyndon B. John-
son, was primarily interested in domestic issues, while in foreign policy he
became increasingly preoccupied with the deteriorating situation in Viet-
nam. The ability of the program to uplift Latin America was oversold from
its inception. These exaggerated hopes for the program made later disillu-
sionment with it all the easier. Latin American governments were often
unwilling or unable to implement the program’s structural reforms. The U.S.
Congress cut funding for the program, which quickly lost its reform content
and evolved into a conventional aid program. Although there was no offi-
cially declared ending of the Alliance for Progress, like many other programs
of its time, it became subsumed by political pressures and broader Cold War
imperatives and thus never fulfilled its original goals.

Don M. Coerver
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Allied administrative body established to govern post–World War II Ger-
many. The Allied Control Council was agreed to by the three victorious
World War II allies, the United States, the Soviet Union, and Great Britain.
France became the fourth power to join the council in 1945. The council met
for the first time in Berlin on 5 June 1945 and was officially inaugurated on
30 August 1945.

The council was designed to function as the supreme governing, con-
trolling, coordinating, and administrative body cochaired by the four occu-
pation powers on German territory. Headed first by the four supreme Allied
military commanders, the council was supported by some 170 separate and
subordinate administrative and advisory bodies.

Each of the council’s four members held veto powers, and all major deci-
sions had to be reached unanimously. Due mainly to French and Soviet
obstructionism, significant decisions became virtually impossible to reach,
and the council’s administrative efficiency was hopelessly compromised. To
make matters worse, the commanders of the four occupation zones exercised
absolute and autonomous power on behalf of their governments in their
respective designated areas of Germany. By the summer of 1946, the com-
peting and often contradictory interests of the United States and the Soviet
Union over war reparations had rendered the council largely dysfunctional.

By 1949, the Allied Control Council of Germany virtually ceased to
function due to insurmountable differences among the four powers, diplo-
matic games, and a stalemate over currency reform in the western zones of
occupation. Although the United States introduced a proposal for an all-zonal
reform in January 1948 and linked its approval to a sixty-day ultimatum,
Washington in fact hoped that the Soviets would reject it. Indeed it was
Soviet Marshal Vasily Sokolovsky who first abandoned the Allied Control
Council on 20 March 1948, saving American General Lucius D. Clay the em-
barrassment of having to take this first step. Instead of objecting to currency
reform and other occupation issues via the council, the Soviets decided,
beginning in April 1948, to initiate a blockade of West Berlin by cordoning
off the three western sectors by both land and water routes.

Technically, the Allied Control Council continued to exist for decades,
because none of the four nations ever officially canceled its membership.
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Attempts to revive the institution in the 1950s proved to be short-lived.
Finally, the so-called 2 + 4 Treaties of 1990 between the four Allied powers
and the two German states officially terminated the Allied Control Council.

Bernd Schaefer
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Influential American journalist who ardently advocated a hard line toward the
Soviet Union during the Cold War. Born in Avon, Connecticut, on 10 Octo-
ber 1910 into a prominent family, Joseph Alsop graduated from Harvard Uni-
versity in 1932 and then joined the New York Herald Tribune as a staff reporter.
After World War II, he collaborated with his brother Stewart on the syndi-
cated column “Matter of Fact,” which espoused the new internationalism of
their generation. The Alsop brothers parted company in 1958 over personal
and political differences.

An unabashed member of Washington’s cultural and social elite, Alsop
often threw elaborate parties at his fashionable home. An acquaintance of
George F. Kennan, Alsop was a staunch supporter of Kennan’s containment
policy toward the Soviet Union. In the 1950s he became particularly critical
of President Dwight D. Eisenhower’s efforts to restrain defense spending
and repeatedly warned of an impending missile gap with the Soviet Union.
Beginning in 1957, Alsop communicated his concerns about the alleged mis-
sile gap to Massachusetts Senator John F. Kennedy. In Kennedy’s 1960 pres-
idential campaign, during which he tried to assert that the United States had
not done enough to address Soviet advances, he found a natural ally in Alsop,
the man who would later claim to have coined the term “missile gap.”

Kennedy’s 1963 assassination shattered Alsop, but he nonetheless con-
tinued to support Kennedy’s successor, Lyndon B. Johnson. Alsop had single-
mindedly supported the war in Vietnam from its very start—as early as 1954,
when it was still largely a French enterprise—and he continued to do so as
Johnson expanded U.S. involvement. But Alsop was profoundly shaken as
he witnessed the American defeat there. Indeed, in 1975, five months before
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the last U.S. troops were withdrawn from Vietnam, he discontinued his sig-
nature column. Alsop died in Washington, D.C., on 28 August 1989.

Christopher A. Preble
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American political organization that lobbied for liberal-democratic values at
home while taking a firm anticommunist line abroad. Americans for Demo-
cratic Action (ADA) emerged from a January 1947 conference in Washington,
D.C., of prominent New Deal activists, leftist intellectuals, journalists, and
trade unionists, some of whom had been members of a smaller World War II
group, the Union for Democratic Action (UDA). The impetus for their meet-
ing was the recent creation of former Vice President Henry Wallace’s Pro-
gressive Citizens of America movement, which had clearly staked a bid for
the institutional leadership of the American Left.

While there was little disagreement among the ADA founders and Wal-
lace’s Progressives on broad questions of domestic policy, they differed
sharply on foreign affairs, specifically on the issue of Soviet relations. The
ADA’s position was that any compromise with a totalitarian state, no matter
what its socialist credentials, would bring about the moral corruption of lib-
eral principles championed in the United States. One of the first acts of the
group was therefore a strident rhetorical drive against Wallace’s third-party
candidateship in the 1948 presidential election, with charges that the Pro-
gressives were communist stooges. This developed ironic overtones when
the ADA was itself accused of being a communist front by Senator Joseph R.
McCarthy two years later.

In its early years the ADA had no shortage of high-profile leaders, such
as Eleanor Roosevelt, Senator Hubert Humphrey, the historian Arthur M.
Schlesinger Jr., and the economist John Kenneth Galbraith. It even boasted
as a founding member the well-known Hollywood actor Ronald Reagan, then
a liberal New Dealer. The group’s difficulty lay in expanding its membership
beyond the narrow confines of the upper-middle-class, predominantly East
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Coast elite. Initial collaboration with unions such as the United Auto Workers
and the Textile Workers of America faltered in the 1950s as the traditional
labor politics (and social conservatism) of the unionists diverged from the
civil rights priorities of the ADA’s academic and professional supporters. When
the Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO), which had given important
financial aid to the early ADA, merged with the American Federation of
Labor (AFL) in 1955, it rerouted these contributions to its own political
action committees. Thus, blue-collar support dwindled, and the group’s cof-
fers never recovered from the loss of union contributions.

Perhaps the ADA’s biggest challenge was the conflict between its liberal
ideals and its party pragmatism. Although officially nonpartisan, in practice
the organization operated from the left of the Democratic Party platform,
which often meant endorsing electoral candidates and policies with which it
disagreed. The ADA found it difficult to strike the right balance between
criticizing Democrats who paid insufficient attention to civil rights while at
the same time denying Republicans gains at the polls. For example, the
group took an ambivalent line on President Harry Truman’s 1947 Loyalty
Program and was less than supportive of the 1954 Brown v. Board of Educa-
tion decision ending school segregation for fear of scaring away Dixiecrats
(Southern Democrats) from the national party.
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As with so many other American Cold War institutions, however, it was
the Vietnam conflict that brought the ADA’s internal contradictions into full-
blown crisis. The group had been a strong supporter of the John F. Kennedy
presidency, with several members holding important posts in the adminis-
tration, and President Lyndon B. Johnson inherited this enthusiastic backing
upon his accession in 1963, particularly after the 1964 Civil Rights Act and
the 1964 announcement of his Great Society program. But Johnson’s increas-
ingly hawkish line in Vietnam discomfited many members, and disagreement
brewed within the ADA between those who saw Vietnam as a cautionary
extension of the anticommunist containment policy and others who viewed
it as illiberal aggression.

The ADA stuck to the Democratic mainstream in the 1964 election and
declined to take part in the following year’s antiwar mass protest in the cap-
ital. But by 1968 there was little remaining enthusiasm for Vietnam within
the movement, and an open split emerged between moderate (though luke-
warm) supporters of Hubert Humphrey’s presidential candidacy and those
reform liberals rallying around Allard Lowenstein, who opted instead for
the antiwar campaign of Eugene McCarthy. These internal battles resulted
in a transfer of membership, as more traditionalist campaigners left and were
replaced by younger but less politically connected radicals. ADA influence
within the Democratic Party consequently dwindled, and although the organ-
ization survived into the 1970s and beyond, it was henceforth relegated to
the political margins.

Alan Allport
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Latin America, including Puerto Rico, with a 1945 population of more than
144 million, includes territory from the Mexican-American border southward
as well as Spanish-speaking Caribbean territories. North America comprises
the United States and Canada, with a 1945 population of more than 152 mil-
lion. The two regions have shared a number of important historical experi-
ences: slavery, the massacre and survival of indigenous peoples, the European
settling of open frontiers, republican institutions, and religious zealotry.
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Moving into the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, however, the two
regions’ commonality has significantly diverged. Latin America’s political
pendulum has swung between authoritarianism and democracy. North Amer-
ica’s political system, in general, has remained stable and become gradually
more egalitarian. In economic terms, during its colonial era Latin America
was the wealthier region; however, with the industrialization of the late nine-
teenth century, North America quickly surpassed its southern neighbors.

The first major U.S. foreign policy pronouncement regarding Latin Amer-
ica was the Monroe Doctrine (1823), which declared the Western Hemisphere
off-limits to further European colonialism. Viewed by many as a cornerstone
of U.S. foreign policy, the doctrine was cast in negative terms, emphasizing
what outside powers could not do in the Western Hemisphere. But it was
nonetheless reinterpreted by subsequent U.S. leaders in more proactive
terms, providing justification for U.S. intervention in Latin American affairs.
A second turning point occurred in the 1880s, when American officials, most
notably Secretary of State James G. Blaine, called for increased economic
cooperation between the two regions.

Increasing U.S. investments in Latin America spawned anti-American
sentiments. U.S. military intervention, and later cultural imperialism, con-
firmed the worst fears of the Latin American nationalists south of the Rio
Grande River. Nineteenth-century military intervention, with only one major
exception (the U.S. intervention in Brazil in 1893), was confined to the
Caribbean region. Washington employed its military forces first in the brief
Spanish-American War of 1898. By 1903 the United States had offered sup-
port to rebels in Panama (then a renegade province of Colombia), which they
accepted, helping them to achieve independence from the South American
nation. This also facilitated the construction of the Panama Canal, a U.S.
project.

During the Great Depression, sources of capital and finished goods from
the industrialized countries were unavailable. To jump-start their own in-
dustrialization, the Latin American nations implemented a policy of import-
substitution industrialization by raising tariffs on imported items. This flew in
the face of what had come to be known in Washington as the inter-American
system: a free flow of capital, goods, and ideas between North and South
America that would foster harmonious relations between the regions.

Even though U.S. leaders disliked Latin American economic policies
that restricted the flow of trade and investment, President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt, in his first inaugural address on 4 March 1933, promulgated the Good
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Neighbor policy. Because various U.S. military interventions in Latin Amer-
ica had strained relations between North and South America by the 1920s,
Roosevelt very much wanted to strengthen ties between the regions. The
backbone of the Good Neighbor policy was Roosevelt’s nonintervention
pledge, and it seemed to usher in a new era of friendly relations between the
two regions. Moreover, hemispheric solidarity during World War II increased
Latin American acquiescence to heavier doses of U.S. cultural imperialism
via such media as radio and movies. In retrospect, this period proved to be
the high point of hemispheric solidarity.

As the Cold War intensified in the aftermath of World War II, Washing-
ton began to fear communist insurgencies taking root in the hemisphere. In
1947 the United States and Latin American nations signed an alliance, the
Rio Pact, to ensure that the Americas would remain anticommunist. In 1948,
the Organization of American States (OAS) implemented the Rio Pact, pro-
viding collective security for the Americas. In addition, President Harry S.
Truman increased U.S. bilateral assistance to Latin America that had first
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been given during World War II. The Point Four Program assisted Latin
America and other third world areas with infrastructure needs.

Fearing a communist takeover, Washington reneged on the Good Neigh-
bor policy with a covert Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) intervention in
Guatemala in 1954 that organized and supported a band of anticommunist
military leaders who opposed Jacobo Arbenz Guzmán’s regime. Arbenz, who
was portrayed as a communist—or at the very least, a communist sympa-
thizer—was ultimately forced from power that same year. The U.S. effort
in Guatemala proved to be a harbinger in that the CIA went on to employ
covert activity in the 1960s in Cuba and British Guiana (later Guyana), and
in the 1970s in Chile, all in an attempt to undermine governments that
allegedly threatened American interests.

With Fidel Castro’s 1959 rise to power in Cuba, the Latin American Left
grew in prominence. Traditionally, the Left worked to stimulate and focus
antiyanqui (anti-U.S.) sentiment, and the 1960s proved no different. Castro,
who declared in December 1961 that he was a communist, stated categori-
cally that he would attempt to foment revolution in Latin America and other
third world areas. The United States responded to Castro’s threats by break-
ing relations with Cuba in January 1961, initiating a propaganda campaign
against Castro, secretly trying to undermine his government, invading with a
paramilitary force of Cuban nationals in the April 1961 Bay of Pigs debacle,
and placing a total trade embargo on Cuba. Cuba soon proved to be a Cold
War flash point with the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962, which brought the
world to the brink of nuclear war.

To prevent the spread of hemispheric communism, the administration
of John F. Kennedy organized the Alliance for Progress, a multilateral assis-
tance effort aimed at Latin America to promote economic, social, and politi-
cal reforms. Although not the first assistance program aimed specifically at
the Latin American region—the Inter-American Development Bank dated
back to 1958—the program proved historic in its size and goals. Through the
program, the Latin American countries agreed to pledge an investment of
$80 billion, while the United States pledged $20 billion in aid over the next
decade. Observers disagree on why the goals of the program were not
achieved, and by the late 1960s the Alliance for Progress had played itself
out. Despite this failure, the U.S. policymakers’ ideas of granting assistance
to promote social and economic reforms and to promote democracy lived on.
The Caribbean Basin Initiative of 1981–1982, although it relied significantly
less on grant aid, demonstrated that U.S. leaders shared the same assump-
tions regarding growth and stability as their 1960s predecessors.

Even as American officials saw security threats in a number of Latin
American nations in the 1960s, economic relations remained an important
part of the North American-Latin American relationship. The pre–World
War II conflict between Latin American economic nationalism and U.S. free
trade reemerged with a new intensity after World War II. Even before the
end of the war, at an important inter-American conference held in the castle
of Chapultepec in Mexico City in March 1945, Latin American and U.S.
delegates clashed over whether the free flow of goods and services should
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characterize inter-American economic policy or—as some Latin American
leaders urged—whether individual nations should exert some control over
foreign economic activity within their borders. This conflict would remain a
fixture of inter-American relations until the 1980s, when economic liberal-
ization (neoliberalism) helped to foster friendlier North-South relations in
the Western Hemisphere.

As Latin American nations moved toward democracy in the 1980s, rela-
tions between North America and Latin America warmed. Yet the road to
harmonious inter-American relations in the 1980s encountered two very seri-
ous roadblocks: crises in Central America, the Caribbean, and Panama and the
ongoing drug war. As civil wars erupted throughout Central America in the
1970s and 1980s, U.S. leaders feared that Cuban and Soviet aid was sup-
porting the efforts of the leftist guerrillas, who by 1979 had seized control in
Nicaragua. The leftist guerrillas in Nicaragua, the Sandinistas, had broad sup-
port, at least at first, among many Nicaraguans. The United States attempted
to destabilize Nicaragua through overt means (economic embargoes and anti-
Sandinista rhetoric) and covert means (assistance to Nicaraguan rebel groups
who wanted to overthrow the government). Washington’s actions toward
Nicaragua frayed relations with other nations in the hemisphere that opposed
U.S. policy, including Canada, the first significant example of Canadian crit-
icism of Washington’s inter-American policy. Finally, the Sandinistas lost a
critical election in 1990, defusing the crisis.

In 1983 President Ronald Reagan’s administration was especially suspi-
cious of Cuban assistance to rebel groups in the Caribbean. In 1983, Reagan
therefore sent troops into tiny Grenada to forestall a communist insurgency
there. The invasion offered a low-risk way for the Reagan administration to
display its credentials as a hard-line anticommunist government.

Just as communism crumbled nonviolently in the autumn of 1989 in
Eastern Europe, Washington invaded Panama in December 1989, capturing
its unpopular leader General Manuel Noriega. American policymakers in-
sisted that military intervention was the only way to remove the autocratic
leader—who was also accused of heavy involvement in the drug trade—so
that democracy could take firmer root in the Isthmian nation. To some
observers, the U.S. invasion of Panama, coming at the end of the Cold War,
showed that the diminishing communist threat would not necessarily mean
the end of U.S. intervention in the Americas.

As the international narcotics trade grew and as U.S. imports of illicit
drugs from Latin America increased, American leaders searched for ways to
crush the drug trade. In this endeavor, U.S. law enforcement officials worked
with Mexican government officers in particular. Many Mexicans, however,
saw such efforts as an intrusion on their sovereignty. Even more controver-
sially, U.S. military personnel trained members of some of the South Ameri-
can militaries in techniques used for destroying the plants that produced the
raw materials for certain drugs (coca leaves in the Andes, in particular). In
addition, the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) stepped up interdiction ef-
forts, trying to reduce the flow of coca leaves from farms to processing plants.
Both eradication and interdiction resulted in casualties among Andean coca
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growers and their supporters. As a result, U.S.–Latin American relations
deteriorated. The drug war waxed and waned but still proved a bone of con-
tention among some Latin American nations and the United States into the
twenty-first century.

With the end of the Cold War, two important new topics dominated
inter-American relations: economic interaction and immigration. In 1994 the
United States, Canada, and Mexico signed the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA). U.S. leaders also pursued the plan for a free trade area
to embrace South America as well as North America.

Latin American immigration to North America, especially from Mexico,
began to change the complexion of U.S. and Canadian society, introducing
new food, music, and other aspects of Hispanic popular culture. As Latin
American immigration to the United States swelled, some Latinos in the
United States, in particular the well-organized Cuban lobby in Florida, man-
aged to influence U.S. foreign policy. In the early twenty-first century, ris-
ing numbers of immigrants, particularly Mexican immigrants, spurred some
observers, such as Samuel Huntington in 2004, to fear that immigrants from
south of the Rio Grande would not assimilate into U.S. society. Moving into
the twenty-first century, immigration appeared as increasingly important in
shaping the contours of U.S.–Latin American relations.

James F. Siekmeier
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Ugandan politician and military leader. Idi Amin Dada Oumee was born to a
Muslim family in either 1924 or 1925 in the Kalwa tribe in Koboko, British
Uganda. In 1961 he became one of Uganda’s first commissioned army offi-
cers. Following Ugandan independence on 9 October 1962, he held the rank
of major and worked closely with Prime Minister Milton Obote, who sent him
abroad to oversee training programs. By 1970 Amin was head of the army.

After several years of strained relations with Obote, Amin launched a
successful military coup on 25 January 1971, with widespread public support.
Following several token gestures to make his rule seem more democratic
than that of Obote, Amin moved to eliminate political and tribal rivals, many
of whom fled to Tanzania. In September 1972 the Tanzanian exiles unsuc-
cessfully attempted to overthrow Amin.

In 1972 Amin expelled all Asians and nationalized British-owned busi-
nesses, damaging the Ugandan economy. His policies caused tense relations
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with the United States, Britain, and other Western coun-
tries, forcing him to turn to the Soviet Union for assistance.
After expelling his Israeli advisors, Amin established cor-
dial contacts in the Arab world, particularly with Libya and
the Palestinians. In 1976 he conspired with Palestinian ter-
rorists to hijack an Air France jetliner to Tel Aviv, forcing
it to land in Entebbe, Uganda. Israeli commandos freed all
but one hostage, killing the terrorists and several Ugandan
soldiers.

As Amin’s murderous wave of terror continued,
Uganda’s economy and society lay in tatters. Yet as Uganda
slid further into chaos, Amin named himself field marshal
in 1975 and president-for-life in 1976. In October 1978 he
ordered an attack on Tanzania, which retaliated with an
invasion of Uganda in early 1979. Aided by Ugandan exiles,
Tanzanian forces advanced quickly, taking the capital city
of Kampala in April 1979. Amin fled first to Libya and then
to Jidda, Saudi Arabia, where he lived in exile and died on
16 August 2003.

Gregory C. Ference
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Italian journalist, politician, and premier. Born on 14 January 1919 in Rome,
as a youth Giulio Andreotti became active in the Catholic Students’ Federa-
tion headed by Monsignor Giovanni Battista Montini (later Pope Paul VI).
In 1941 Andreotti received a law degree from Rome University and then
went to work as a journalist for the newspaper Il Popolo. During Italy’s fascist
era, he came to know future Italian Premier Alcide De Gasperi and would
later become one of his closest confidantes and collaborators.

Following the Allied liberation of Rome in June 1944, Andreotti was
named coordinator of Catholic youth and worked in the Christian Demo-
cratic Party with De Gasperi. In 1945 Andreotti was elected to the Constituent
Assembly and held elective office thereafter until 1987. From 1947 to 1953,
he served as premier undersecretary in four of De Gasperi’s governments.
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Dictator of Uganda from 1971 to 1979, Idi Amin headed 
a brutal and lawless regime, the violent effects of which
destabilized the East African republic for years. (Reuters/
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Andreotti enjoyed a brilliant political career, having
served as minister of the interior in 1954, of finance in 1955
and again in 1958, of treasury during 1958–1959, and then
of defense during 1959–1974. He was also minister of
industry in 1966 and 1968. In 1972 he became premier of
the Italian Republic, a position he occupied seven differ-
ent times. As Italy’s foreign minister from 1983 to 1989,
he forged closer ties to Eastern bloc countries and was in-
fluential in the fall of communism in Europe in the late
1980s.

On 1 June 1991, Andreotti was named senator for life,
but in 1995 he was accused of having had ties to the Italian
Mafia and of having planned the assassination of the jour-
nalist Mino Pecorelli. After several years and multiple trials,
Andreotti was ultimately acquitted.

An able politician and diplomat, Andreotti was consid-
ered one of Italy’s most powerful men. He maintained
Italy’s central role in the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) and brokered a deal for the deployment of
U.S. Pershing Missiles in Italy in the 1980s, despite public
protests. At the same time, he was also able to reach agree-

ments with Arab states and the Soviet Union. It was under his leadership
that Italy’s Fiat struck an economic deal with the Soviet Union. He also
maintained close ties with the Vatican during his tenure in office. In domes-
tic politics, he fought against the Italian Communist Party’s influence but
was also the man who brokered the so-called Historical Compromise, which
supported the government by not opposing the seating of communists after
the 1976 elections.

Andreotti was not just the most dynamic Italian politician of the postwar
years but was also probably the most influential one during the Cold War era.
To this day, he is still highly regarded by many Italians. Throughout his tire-
less political career, he found the time to write several books about his polit-
ical experiences and about the people he knew. As a journalist, he headed
the Catholic magazine Concretezze from 1955 to 1976 and currently edits the
magazine 30 Giorni.

Alessandro Massignani
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Soviet diplomat, head of the Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB)
during 1967–1982, and fifth leader of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics during 1982–1984. Born on 15 June 1914 in Stavropol, Russia, Yuri
Vladimirovich Andropov dropped out of school when he was sixteen and
worked at odd jobs, eventually joining the Komsomol, the communist youth
organization. He became a full member of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union (CPSU) in 1939 and served in the newly founded Karelo-
Finnish Republic from 1940 to 1944 as the first secretary of the regional
Komsomol.

During World War II, Andropov was active in partisan guerrilla activities.
After the war, he held positions in regional CPSU bureaus before being
appointed to the CPSU Central Committee in 1951. In the immediate wake
of Soviet leader Josef Stalin’s death in 1953, Andropov was appointed coun-
selor to the Soviet embassy in Budapest. Promoted to ambassador in 1954,
his tenure witnessed the 1956 Hungarian Revolution. Andropov had warned
Moscow of growing unrest in Hungary prior to the Revolution and then
requested Soviet troop deployments to Hungary after the revolt began. He
played a crucial role in establishing the new Hungarian Socialist Workers’
Party under the leadership of János Kádár.

Andropov returned to Moscow in 1957 as the head of
the Department for Liaison with Socialist Countries. He
also succeeded Mikhail Suslov as a member of the Central
Committee Secretariat in 1962 and became the head of the
KGB in 1967. In 1973, he assumed a permanent member-
ship in the Politburo but continued to serve as KGB leader
until 1982.

On 10 November 1982, Andropov was elected the new
general secretary of the CPSU, succeeding the late Soviet
President Leonid Brezhnev. Andropov soon thereafter
became the Soviet president and chairman of the Defense
Council. During his fifteen-month rule, he sought to im-
prove the Soviet economy by increasing productivity. He
gave priority to the fight against corruption in the Soviet
bureaucracy and attempted to improve Soviet work habits
through vigorous campaigns against alcohol and for the
improvement of work discipline.

In foreign policy, Andropov sought to maintain the sta-
tus quo. He kept Soviet troops in Afghanistan, and despite
his efforts to improve his image in the West, relations with
the United States continued to deteriorate. He strongly
opposed President Ronald Reagan’s stationing of Pershing
Missiles in the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West
Germany), but Soviet relations with the West took a nose-
dive after Soviet forces shot down a civilian South Korean
jetliner (KAL Flight 007) in September 1983 when it strayed
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into Soviet airspace. All 269 passengers perished. The Soviets claimed clum-
sily and falsely that the jetliner was designed to spy on Soviet installations.

After months of poor health, Andropov died on 9 February 1984 in Mos-
cow. He had declared Mikhail Gorbachev to be his successor, but on 12 Feb-
ruary 1984 Andropov was instead replaced by Konstantin Chernenko.

C. Karadelli
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The Anglo-Iranian oil crisis began on 26 April 1951 when Iran’s new nation-
alist leader, Mohammed Mossadegh, moved to nationalize his nation’s oil
reserves. The crisis ended on 19 August 1953 when Mossadegh’s govern-
ment was overthrown in a U.S.-sponsored coup d’état. Mossadegh’s nation-
alization measures came largely at the expense of the British-controlled
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, which had been exploiting Iranian oil reserves
for years. The crisis highlighted the differing communist containment poli-
cies carried out by the British Foreign Office and the U.S. State Department
in the Middle East. It can also be viewed as an early attempt by a develop-
ing nation to break free from Western imperialism and colonial control. The
fact that the crisis involved oil also showcases just how critical cheap and
abundant oil supplies were to the West.

During 1951–1953 there was an ongoing diplomatic crisis among Iran,
Great Britain, and the United States over Mossadegh’s actions. Beginning
in November 1951, Mossadegh requested that Western nations that had pur-
chased Iranian oil in the past confirm their current orders with the newly
nationalized Iranian oil industry. The British took immediate action by pres-
suring purchasing nations not to cooperate with Mossadegh’s request.

At first, the United States took a rather neutral stance in the crisis, siding
completely with neither London nor Tehran. The Americans’ chief concern
was keeping Iranian oil out of Soviet control rather than saving the Anglo-
Iranian Oil Company. U.S. Secretary of State Dean Acheson urged Britain to
accept Iran’s nationalization and instead aim at maintaining control over the
technical aspects of oil production. Throughout much of 1951, the United
States regarded Iran’s continued alliance with the West as a priority over
British economic interests.
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President Harry S. Truman sought to broker a settlement between Tehran
and London based on the acceptance of Iranian nationalization in return for
British control over oil production and drilling. At the same time, British offi-
cials were divided over whether launching a war against Iran was a viable
option to ending the standoff. The British Foreign Office seemed willing to
entertain the idea of military force, while British Prime Minister Clement
Attlee steadfastly opposed it.

Nevertheless, the British government refused to negotiate with the Ira-
nians and instead opted to impose economic sanctions on Mossadegh’s regime.
On 10 September 1951, Britain took measures to prevent purchases of Iranian
oil on the international market.

Meanwhile, the United States and Britain were moving closer together
on ending the crisis. Throughout the autumn of 1951, the Truman adminis-
tration became less neutral. As time went on, the U.S. State Department
trusted Mossadegh less and less. From January 1952 on, the United States
became increasingly concerned about Iran’s internal economic stability. Amer-
ica maintained that Mossadegh was now increasingly likely to turn to Moscow

Anglo-Iranian Oil Crisis 129

Demonstrators in Tehran, Iran, most of them students, confronting police and soldiers during a protest rally against the
British government in 1951. (Library of Congress)



to stabilize Iran’s economy. By the spring of 1952, these concerns led the
Americans to view regime change as a viable path to ending the crisis. Be-
tween the end of 1951 and July 1952, the Americans hoped that this would
happen as a result of the dispute between Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi of
Iran and Mossadegh over which of the two would control the Persian Army.
In the fall of 1952 Tehran broke diplomatic relations with London.

In January 1953 Dwight D. Eisenhower became president of the United
States. The failure of diplomacy coupled with the Eisenhower administra-
tion’s eagerness to end the crisis opened the door for the coup d’état of
August 1953. The Eisenhower administration supported regime change in
Iran in a coup organized by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). U.S. pol-
icymakers were particularly alarmed at the possibility that Mossadegh would
bring the communists to power in Iran. Supported by the British govern-
ment as well and carried out on 19 August of that year, the coup returned
Shah Pahlavi to power. The British and American governments then estab-
lished an Anglo-American oil consortium on 12 April 1954.

Simone Selva
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Historian, politician, and the first freely elected, post–Cold War prime min-
ister of Hungary. Born on 8 April 1932 in Budapest to a politically active fam-
ily, József Antall studied at the University of Budapest, went on to become a
high school teacher, and participated with his students in the Hungarian
Revolution in 1956. He was then involved in the Smallholders Party’s nego-
tiations with the Communist Party to help form a coalition government.
When the negotiations broke down in 1957, Antall was arrested and removed
from his teaching job. After working as a librarian for two years, he com-
mitted himself to the history of medical science and in 1964 became a
researcher, then the deputy director, and finally director of the Semmelweis
Museum of Medical Science.

In 1988 Antall returned to politics and became involved in the growing
Hungarian reform movement, joining the newly created Hungarian Demo-
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cratic Forum (HDF). He represented the party at the National Round Table
Negotiations between the governing Socialist Party and the new reform par-
ties. In October 1989 he assumed the presidency of the HDF and became
its candidate for premier. The HDF won Hungary’s first democratic elec-
tions in April 1990, and the Hungarian parliament elected Antall premier on
23 May 1990.

Antall’s adherence to such values as democracy, conservatism, Christian
morality, and social awareness were the by-products of his upbringing and
education. Even in his teens, he was convinced of the necessity to abandon
the communist system. At the Round Table Negotiations, his main objec-
tives were the restoration of democracy and the rule of law. As premier, he
moved swiftly to promote internal reform and took the first steps toward Hun-
garian membership in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and
the European Union (EU). Antall died in Budapest on 12 December 1993
following a short illness.

Anna Boros-McGee

See also
Europe, Eastern; Grósz, Károly; Hungarian Revolution; Hungary; Kádár, János;

Németh, Miklós; Tökés, László; Warsaw Pact

References
Debreczeni, József. A miniszterelnök: Antall József és a rendszerváltozás [The Prime

Minister: Antall József and the Political Changes]. Budapest: Osiris, 1998.
Kapronczay, Károly. Antall József. Budapest: Országos Pedagógia Könyvtár és Múzeum,

2001.
Sisa, Stephen. The Spirit of Hungary: A Panorama of Hungarian History and Culture.

2nd ed. Ontario: Wintario Project, 1990.

The continent of Antarctica and the Arctic Ocean, both approximately 8.7
million square miles, cover the southern and northern polar regions, respec-
tively, and have held economic and geopolitical interests for many countries.
During the 1930s, scientific research and political rivalry in Antarctica began
to supplant discovery and mapping operations. Argentina, Australia, Chile,
France, and Great Britain established year-round national research stations
there, both to maintain territorial claims and to conduct scientific research.
In November 1946, the United States conducted Operation HIGHJUMP, the
largest Antarctic expedition to date, involving intensive exploration by
means of ships, aircraft, and temporary land stations. The main goal of the
operation was to give U.S. military forces experience in polar conditions. Set
against the backdrop of the Cold War, this was seen as a necessary means to
prepare for a potential confrontation with Soviet troops in the northern Arc-
tic region, the shortest distance between the United States and the Soviet
Union.
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The Arctic Ocean was a contested place as well. However, it was less
a question of territorial claims than of geopolitical dominance. The United
States, Canada, Russia, and several northern European countries all border
this polar region. Nuclear submarines of both superpowers played a dan-
gerous game of cat and mouse beneath the shifting polar ice, while slight
changes in water temperature disguised huge ships by diffusing enemy
sonar. The proximity to each other’s country was a source of constant con-
cern during the Cold War. Security interests dominated in the Arctic, but
economic activities also had a geostrategic component in terms of oil, natural
gas, and mineral deposits. On a political level, the end to the Cold War has
had a profound effect on the Arctic. Because of the radioactive contamination
of the waters caused by leaking Soviet submarines and discarded reactors,
the region has emerged as an area of environmental cooperation involving all
Arctic-border nations.

The various territorial claims in Antarctica, however, created an atmos-
phere of tension that threatened scientific cooperation. The International
Geophysical Year (IGY), from July 1957 to December 1958, was the first sub-
stantial multination research program that coordinated geophysical research
and proved a useful step in resolving political disputes. Twelve nations
(Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Britain, Chile, France, Japan, New Zealand,
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Norway, South Africa, the United States, and the USSR) agreed that their
political and legal differences should not interfere with the research program.
More than 5,000 scientists and support staff served at forty-nine inter-
national Antarctic stations. Research projects included studies of atmospheric
physics, meteorology, oceanography, glaciology, seismology, and geology.
The international cooperation and overall success of the IGY led the gov-
ernments of the twelve nations to establish the Special (later Scientific)
Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR) in 1958, a group designed to coor-
dinate additional research that exists to this day.

This was followed up with the Antarctic Treaty, signed on 1 December
1959 and entered into force on 23 June 1961. The treaty stipulates that
Antarctica be used only for peaceful purposes, prohibits militarization and
weapons testing, requires freedom of scientific investigation, provides for
exchanges of scientific results, and allows mutual inspection of stations, ships,
and aircraft. The treaty prohibits nuclear explosions and disposal of nuclear
waste in the area south of latitude 60 degrees. The treaty also addressed
long-standing territorial conflicts in Antarctica. It made no ruling on the
validity of existing claims by seven nations (Argentina, Australia, Britain,
Chile, France, New Zealand, and Norway) and stated that no member nation
was required to recognize the claims of other nations. Although the United
States and the Soviet Union reserved the right to stake future claims of their
own, the indefinite freeze on territorial claims served to ease Cold War sus-
picions of each other’s activities in Antarctica.

The nations that signed the treaty became Antarctica’s governing body,
the Antarctic Treaty System (ATS). The treaty also provides that any mem-
ber state of the United Nations (UN) can attain membership in it. At the
end of 2004, there were forty-five ATS member nations. The treaty has been
recognized as one of the most successful international agreements in modern
history. Differences over territorial claims have been effectively set aside,
and as a disarmament agreement the treaty has been very successful. In
1991, ATS members recognized the enduring strength and relevance of the
treaty by adopting a declaration proclaiming their determination to maintain
and strengthen it and to protect Antarctica’s environmental and scientific
values.

Katja Wuestenbecker
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Weapons designed to attack and destroy aircraft from the ground or sea,
deployed throughout the Cold War. Such weapons were used in combat in
Vietnam and elsewhere, although many were never fired in anger. Nonethe-
less, many countervailing technologies and changes to military doctrine were
spurred by the development of such arms.

At the onset of the Cold War, the U.S. military was equipped with small
numbers of antiaircraft guns remaining from World War II. When the Korean
War began in June 1950, some of these weapons were dispatched to the war
zone, but they ultimately encountered few targets. Others were hurriedly
situated at strategic locations in the United States because American leaders
feared that the Korean conflict might presage a surprise Soviet bomber
attack, an especially disturbing possibility because the USSR had recently
acquired nuclear weapons. Even after the Korean hostilities ended, concern
about a Soviet strike grew with the advent of higher and faster jet aircraft
requiring more capable antiaircraft weapons.

Initially, the United States fielded radar-aimed antiaircraft guns, which
were better than previous antiaircraft weapons. However, a faster, self-
propelled, maneuverable projectile capable of reaching high altitudes was
necessary for defense against strategic bombers. Consequently, the U.S.
Army oversaw the development of a relatively complex system that utilized
radars, rudimentary computers, and other equipment to locate and track dis-
tant targets and to direct missiles at them. Because missiles received elec-
tronic guidance commands after launch and could alter their course as they
flew, they were capable of reacting to a target’s evasive actions. The Nike-
Ajax missile’s 25-mile range, high speed, and maneuverability made it consid-
erably more capable than antiaircraft guns. Beginning in 1954, these missiles
were deployed at 222 specially constructed locations across the United States,
and within four years an improved version (dubbed Nike-Hercules), which
flew farther and faster, replaced the earlier model at many sites.

The Nike-Hercules carried a relatively low kilotonage nuclear warhead
meant to provide the greatest practical blast at the interception point, thereby
obviating the need for a direct hit and ensuring destruction of all aircraft in
the target area. After 1964, when the Nike-Hercules defenses were joined by
two launch facilities for nuclear-equipped BOMARC antiaircraft missiles in
Canada and six more manned by the U.S. Air Force, the substantial commit-
ment to defending North America against bomber raids was most evident.
Many of these weapons had been decommissioned by 1974, although some
remained operational until 1979.

Other nations including the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and France
developed similar surface-to-air (SAM) antiaircraft networks during the Cold
War. The Soviet Union’s elaborate antiaircraft effort was obviously influenced
by the size and capability of U.S. strategic bomber forces and by persistent
U.S. and British reconnaissance overflights of Soviet territory. After the So-
viets developed sophisticated antiaircraft technologies—best demonstrated
when a Soviet SA-2 missile downed an American U-2 reconnaissance plane
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at high altitude in May 1960—the tactics and armaments considered for use
in the event of nuclear attack on the Soviet Union changed accordingly. The
British, by turning to submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) in the
early 1960s as the mainstay of their nuclear strike force, seemed to suggest
that bombers were becoming obsolete. The Americans disagreed, however,
and prepared to fly above or below the effective altitude of the antiaircraft
weapons or to release payloads before coming within their range.

Alternatively, the Soviet Union never built large numbers of long-range
bombers, but it is not entirely clear why this was so. More than likely, how-
ever, it was because the number and type of SAMs in North America dis-
couraged the use of long-range bombers in a nuclear exchange.

In addition to defending against strategic bombers, Cold War adversaries
equipped their naval and ground forces with antiaircraft guns and missiles
for shipboard or tactical or field use. Some were mobile or seaborne versions
of antibomber weapons. Others were sufficiently small and lightweight to
be transported and operated by one or two soldiers. Generically termed
MANPADS (for Man Portable Air Defense Systems), these small SAMs
were typically guided by radio command or were drawn automatically to a
target’s hot exhaust. Like antiaircraft guns, MANPADS had a relatively short
range, were simple to operate, and could be lethal when employed properly.
This made them ideally suited for protecting troops on the battlefield and
minimizing attacks by forcing the enemy to strike from greater distances
and at higher speeds. In 1986, guerrillas fighting Soviet forces in Afghanistan
began to use MANPADS provided by the United States and Britain. Within
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months they had inflicted sufficient losses to retard helicopter gunship attacks
and to reduce the efficacy of certain aerial resupply efforts.

Similar Soviet SA-7 portable MANPADS were used against the Ameri-
cans years earlier during the Vietnam War with somewhat less significant
results. In this and other ways, that conflict exemplifies the Cold War role
of antiaircraft weapons and their influence on military doctrine. When the
United States initiated sustained bombing of North Vietnam beginning
in 1965, more than 1,500 airplanes were shot down. Many more helicopters
were also lost, almost all of them in South Vietnam and most of these to small
arms fire. The overwhelming majority of losses were inflicted by North Viet-
nam’s arsenal of more than 7,000 radar- and optical-sighted guns, many sur-
rounding the especially well-defended cities of Hanoi and Haiphong. The
lethality of these weapons forced U.S. pilots to attack from higher altitudes
and limited their time over a target. In July 1965, however, the North Viet-
namese downed their first American aircraft with a Soviet-made SA-2 mis-
sile, causing planes to fly at lower levels where they became vulnerable again
to antiaircraft guns. Between 1965 and 1972, more than 9,000 SAMs were
launched, destroying 150 American aircraft, including 18 during the eleven
days of the LINEBACKER II bombing campaign of December 1972.

In this and other engagements, however, some agile fighter aircraft man-
aged to survive by outmaneuvering or outpacing the missiles. In other situa-
tions, planes emitted electronic signals, decoy flares, or metallic strips to jam
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or confuse SAM guidance systems. SAM attacks were also thwarted by firing
on an antiaircraft site when its radar signals or combat preparations were first
detected but before a missile was launched. Regardless of these actions, the
antiaircraft forces marshaled by the North Vietnamese caused the Americans
to alter their tactics and design appropriate countermeasures throughout the
conflict. Many aircraft, antiaircraft guns, and SAMs that were subsequently
deployed during the Cold War reflected the lessons learned in Vietnam.

Christopher John Bright
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The term “anti-Americanism” developed during the Cold War period and
was regularly used in public, political, and academic discourses. It refers to
an encompassing critique and rejection of various aspects of American for-
eign and domestic policies. In those parts of the world that were within the
American sphere of influence during the Cold War, anti-Americanism was
expressed by collective entities such as intellectuals, political parties, reli-
gious groups, and, at times, ruling elites. In communist or nonaligned nations,
by contrast, anti-Americanism was usually part and parcel of official state
propaganda.

Anti-Americanism as a concept of historical and contemporary analysis,
however, is not an uncontested one, and many authors have noted the dan-
gers of the politically biased usage of the term. Anti-Americanism should
be placed in a broader context and understood in terms of the American
sense of exceptionalism, anti-European sentiments in the United States, and
finally the allure of communist regimes such as those in the Soviet Union,
Cuba, and the People’s Republic of China (PRC).

Cold War anti-Americanism in Western Europe drew on older criticisms
and rejection of the United States as a political, socioeconomic, and cultural
model, although America’s status as a world superpower after 1945 only
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reinforced these sentiments. In political terms, anti-Americanism corre-
sponded with the diminution of West European power on a global level, due
not only to the Cold War constellation but also to the end of the colonial era
in which European powers such as France and Britain had been major players.
In cultural terms, anti-Americanism resulted from the rapid and pervasive
Americanization of West European societies and their economies in the
aftermath of World War II. Criticized by some historians as American cultural
imperialism, the American model for modernization was often lambasted for
its overreliance on individualism and glorification of mass consumerism and
attendant homogeneity.

Anti-Americanism was particularly strong within the political Left in
Western Europe, especially in countries such as France and Italy. It inter-
acted with a preference toward socialist or communist models of modern-
ization, along Soviet, Maoist, or Trotskyist lines. This was at times actively
supported by communist regimes, in particular the Soviet Union and China.
Leftist anti-Americanism became increasingly widespread during the 1960s
in the context of escalation of the Vietnam War. In the 1970s, however,
East-West détente had been translated into arms limitation agreements and
peaceful coexistence, which tended to take the wind out of the sails of anti-
Americanism among the West European Left.

Anti-Americanism outside Europe frequently reflected and accelerated
trends that predated the Cold War. In the nonaligned world, particularly
Latin America, widespread animosity toward the United States across vari-
ous strata of society frequently represented a reaction to American economic
and military hegemony and exploitation that manifested itself well before
1945. Events of the Cold War that conformed to preexisting perceptions of
the nature of American foreign policy, such as the 1954 CIA-backed coup
in Guatemala, American opposition to Fidel Castro, or efforts by President
Ronald Reagan’s administration to overthrow the Sandinistas in Nicaragua,
both reinforced and fueled anti-Americanism.

Even in Canada, traditionally a close American ally, the anti-Americanism
that existed there was based on pre–Cold War concerns about American eco-
nomic and cultural domination. Perceived American injustices, such as the
Vietnam War, only served to reignite these feelings.

Maud Bracke and Steven Hewitt
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Soviet-American agreement limiting antiballistic missiles (ABMs). Develop-
ments in ABM technology in the 1960s prompted fears of a new arms race in
defensive weapons that might undermine nuclear deterrence. Such concerns
led to negotiations on their limitation. The ABM Treaty emerged from the
first Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and was signed by President Richard
Nixon and Soviet Premier Alexei Kosygin on 26 May 1972 during the
Moscow Summit.

The agreement banned the nationwide deployment of ABM systems
by either party but permitted each side a limited deployment of one hun-
dred fixed ABM launchers at each of two sites: the national capital and one
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President Leonid Brezhnev stands in the background. The ABM Treaty was the first significant arms limitation treaty
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intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) base. These deployments were
considered small enough to be insufficient to defend against a massive offen-
sive strike, thus preserving deterrence. The treaty also banned ABM sys-
tems based on technologies other than interceptor missiles as well as ABM
systems that were “sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based.”
It further forbade rapidly reloadable and multiple-missile ABM launchers and
prohibited the upgrading of other air defense systems to ABM capability.
The agreement also placed restrictions on nonsite radar systems to limit
their utility in an ABM capacity.

Verification of the agreement was to be through national-technical
means. Thus, compliance of one side would be determined through a variety
of sensor systems, to include satellites, radars, and seismographs operated by
the other party. This was necessary because of Soviet rejection of provisions
for on-site inspection. Finally, the ABM Treaty established the Standing
Consultative Commission in Geneva to oversee implementation of the agree-
ment and resolve any disputes that may arise. The treaty was to be of unlim-
ited duration, although either party could withdraw after six months’ notice
should it deem the treaty a threat to its “supreme interests.”

The ABM Treaty was ratified by both signatories, and entered into force
on 3 October 1972. A protocol to the ABM Treaty, signed in Moscow on
3 July 1974, reduced the number of ABM sites allowed each side from two
to one, with a total of one hundred launchers. The site could protect either
the national capital or an ICBM base, but not both. The USSR opted to keep
its site outside Moscow. The United States maintained its site at Grand Forks,
North Dakota, but later deactivated the site in 1976.

Compliance with the agreement was excellent, with the notable excep-
tion of the Soviet construction of a phased-array radar at Krasnoyarsk in 1983,
which was ultimately dismantled after U.S. protests. President Ronald Rea-
gan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) presented a serious challenge to the
treaty’s ban on the development of ABM systems based on technologies other
than missiles. As a result, the Americans reinterpreted the agreement to per-
mit the development and testing, but not the deployment, of ABMs based
on lasers, particle beams, and other “exotic” technologies. This approach was
rejected by Congress, although Reagan and President George H. W. Bush
continued to press for revision of the treaty to permit SDI technologies.
Problems with many of these technologies combined with President Bill
Clinton’s commitment to the ABM Treaty provided a reprieve throughout the
1990s, but President George W. Bush’s push for a National Missile Defense
Program, an updated SDI, prompted U.S. withdrawal from the ABM Treaty
effective 13 June 2002.

Steven W. Guerrier
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Anticolonialism is defined as hostility toward the domination of one nation
or territory by another, usually for exploitative purposes. The Cold War era,
particularly from the mid-1950s on, witnessed an explosion of anticolonial-
ism, resulting in the creation of a host of new and independent states, espe-
cially in Africa, Asia, and the Middle East. As many nations struggled to gain
independence from European control during the Cold War, the two super-
powers competed for their loyalty by proclaiming dedication to anticolonial
principles. In practice, however, the superpowers often compromised their
alleged principles by replacing European colonialism with new types of exter-
nal control that limited the ability of developing-world nations to exercise
self-determination.

Resistance to foreign rule by colonized peoples runs as far back as ancient
history. In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, however, anticolonialism
began to take shape as an element of Western political discourse. Enlighten-
ment thought, with its emphasis on self-determination and mutual obliga-
tions between the government and the governed, gave rise to a liberal strand
of anticolonialism that underpinned the American Revolution. In later years,
Marxism inspired a more radical form of anticolonialism. The Russian
Vladimir I. Lenin gave that view its fullest articulation in the early twentieth
century, describing colonialism as a by-product of capitalism and calling for
its destruction through communist revolution.

Both the liberal and radical variants gained strength following World War
I. U.S. President Woodrow Wilson made self-determination a central part of
his plan to establish a new global order rooted in democracy, free trade, and
collective security. Meanwhile, nationalist leaders of colonial territories, frus-
trated by the unwillingness of the European powers to cede control, increas-
ingly concluded that they could achieve their liberation only through protest,
confrontation, and war. Anticolonial agitation gained considerable momentum
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during the interwar years even as European empires reached their greatest
geographical extent.

World War II marked a major turning point by opening new opportuni-
ties for the expression of anticolonialism. In part, the war itself played a role
by severely weakening the European colonial powers. German victories over
France and the Netherlands, combined with Japanese occupation of French,
Dutch, and British territories in the Far East, disrupted or destroyed colonial
administrations and emboldened nationalists by crushing the myth of colo-
nial invincibility. Nationalists stepped into the vacuum and asserted them-
selves with unprecedented power and conviction.

In part, too, World War II sparked a surge of anticolonialism by pulling
the United States into the forefront of international politics. Even before it
joined the fighting, Washington revived old Wilsonian rhetoric and placed
decolonization high among Allied war aims. At their meeting at Placentia Bay,
Newfoundland, in August 1941, President Franklin D. Roosevelt convinced
British Prime Minister Winston Churchill to sign the Atlantic Charter, which
pledged respect for “the right of all peoples to choose the form of govern-
ment under which they will live.” During the war, Roosevelt demanded steps
toward the gradual dissolution of European empires, especially in South and
Southeast Asia, and the establishment of a new world system based on self-
determination and free trade.

Following the war, U.S. policymakers recognized powerful incentives
to stick to the course of gradual anticolonialism charted by Roosevelt. Given
the apparent inevitability of decolonization around the globe, it made good
sense to position the United States on the side of nationalists who would one
day control vast resources crucial to the U.S. economy. The emergence of the
Soviet Union as a rival beyond the European theater only heightened Wash-
ington’s concern about maintaining friendly relations with nationalists in the
developing world.

These anxieties were offset, however, by another dynamic that led the
United States to back away from its avowed anticolonial principles in the first
decade of the Cold War. While American leaders understood the desirability
of cultivating partnerships in the developing world, they set a higher priority
on the need to form robust coalitions among industrial nations to resist
Soviet aggression. In this effort, Washington’s partners were precisely those
countries that controlled colonial empires. Anxious to bolster Britain, France,
and other colonial powers as alliance partners, the United States soft-pedaled
its anticolonial agenda, advocating compromise solutions that stopped short of
full independence for colonial territories. Such halfway solutions disappointed
nationalist leaders, who often came to view the United States as a force of
repression more than one of liberation.

Historians have suggested other reasons for America’s failure to translate
anticolonial ideals into support for developing-world nationalism during the
Cold War. Diplomatic historian William Appleman Williams argued that U.S.
declarations of anticolonialism masked Americans’ own ambitions to control
the destiny of other parts of the world in order to serve American interests.
Since the nineteenth century, Williams argued, the United States had sought
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to replace autarkic colonial relationships with the so-called open door, the
notion of equal economic opportunity for all nations. While Americans con-
gratulated themselves on the liberality of this agenda, in practice it often
drove Washington to forge partnerships with authoritarian regimes willing to
serve American interests rather than those of their own people.

Historian Michael H. Hunt stresses not economic but rather ideological
limits on American anticolonialism. Surveying two centuries of American his-
tory, Hunt contends that U.S. support for decolonization abroad had always
been tightly circumscribed by a racist skepticism about the abilities of non-
European peoples to govern themselves and by a deep-seated fear of radi-
calism, which Americans often judged to be a likely consequence of giving
free rein to the nationalist passions of foreign peoples.

Whatever the cause of American behavior, Washington showed little
consistency in coping with colonial problems during the Cold War. In the
late 1940s, Washington risked its relationship with the Dutch government
by exerting pressure on The Hague to concede independence to Indonesia.
More famously, in 1956 President Dwight D. Eisenhower used economic coer-
cion to force the traditional colonial powers in the Middle East, Britain, and
France to back down when they attempted to reassert control over the Suez
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An Egyptian boy near a British tank amid the rubble of destroyed buildings at Port Said, Egypt, in November 1956
during the Suez Crisis. (Hulton-Deutsch Collection/Corbis)



Canal. At other times, however, the United States set its alliance obligations
well ahead of its anticolonial ideals and distanced itself from colonial repres-
sion. In the 1970s, for example, Washington supplied military aid to Portugal
despite knowledge that the Lisbon government would use that aid to sup-
press anticolonial agitation in Angola, Mozambique, and other Portuguese
territories in Africa.

Communist propaganda routinely pointed out American hypocrisy and
denounced the United States as the heir to the repressive practices of its
European partners. But the Soviet Union had itself been slow to champion
anticolonialism after World War II. Under Josef Stalin, Moscow backed away
from Vladimir Lenin’s earlier anticolonial enthusiasm and concentrated on
European problems. In the 1950s and especially the 1960s, however, new
Soviet leaders revalidated Lenin’s interest in anticolonial revolution and
sought closer relationships with developing-world nationalists. The Soviets
and their allies gave political and economic support to Egypt, Indonesia, India,
North Vietnam, and other young states. In the 1960s and 1970s, Moscow
increasingly supported anticolonial movements in Africa.

Soviet enthusiasm for anticolonialism during the 1960s partly reflected
pressure from the People’s Republic of China (PRC), which repeatedly
accused Moscow of halfhearted efforts to spread communist revolution. The
PRC also launched rival efforts of its own to support anticolonial struggles in
Asia and Africa. Ever since their 1949 triumph in the Chinese Civil War,
PRC leaders had viewed their country’s revolution as a model for other op-
pressed peoples around the world. For a decade thereafter, however, Beijing
avoided a bold independent role in developing world affairs, insisting that
Moscow was the leader of world communism. Only with the Sino-Soviet
split in the early 1960s did China loudly proclaim its dedication to promoting
anticolonial revolution. China sent matériel and other supplies to help sus-
tain Left-leaning regimes and liberation movements in Africa, but its most
spectacular efforts came in Southeast Asia, where North Vietnam and later
Cambodia benefited from massive amounts of Chinese aid.

Soviet and Chinese efforts to position themselves as champions of anti-
colonialism achieved success in parts of Asia and Africa, where statist eco-
nomic models and revolutionary politics held strong appeal. Over the long
term, however, the communist powers were no more successful than the
United States in seizing the high ground of anticolonialism. Just as in the
American case, the Soviet and Chinese governments often proclaimed their
hostility to European imperialism even as they established domineering
relationships with postcolonial states, carried out under the banner of anti-
colonialism. Late in the Cold War, the Soviet Union and China propped up
repressive political regimes in desperately poor states such as Cambodia,
Cuba, Vietnam, Ethiopia, and Angola. On the communist side as on the cap-
italist side, developing-world nations may have been the biggest losers in the
Cold War.

Mark Atwood Lawrence
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Anti-Semitism, or hostility and animosity toward Jewish people, played a sig-
nificant role in the diplomacy and geopolitics of the Cold War. European
anti-Semitism has its roots in medieval religion and culture; Jews suffered
persecution and prejudice in Eastern and Western Europe right through the
twentieth century. The Nazi extermination of 6 million Jews during World
War II represents the most heinous expression of European antipathy toward
Judaism. Revulsion at the atrocities of the Nazis resulted in a subsequent
decline in anti-Semitism in Europe. However, the end of the Holocaust did
not mean an end to anti-Jewish feeling in the world. The status of the Jew-
ish population in the Soviet Union remained an important issue throughout
the late twentieth century, and the establishment of Israel in May 1948
resulted in the growth of anti-Jewish sentiment throughout the Arab world
and the global Muslim community, sentiments that remain strong today.
Cold War anti-Zionism, the rejection of the Jewish claim to Israel/Palestine,
often included elements of anti-Semitism and attacks on the Jewish people
themselves.

The rise of modern European secular culture in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries did not result in the disappearance of anti-Semitism.
Indeed, it remained an ugly part of the European cultural landscape. In fact,
Theodore Herzl’s Zionist movement grew as a response to the continued
exclusion of Jews from late nineteenth-century European culture. In the
1890s, Herzl’s arguments for a separate Jewish state proceeded from his real-
ization that Jews would always be regarded as alien in Europe. Fifty years
later, the horrors of the Nazi Holocaust focused world attention on the plight
of the European Jewish community, and the state of Israel was established in
November 1948 as a Jewish homeland.
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Zionism was not the only response of European Jews to anti-Semitism.
Many embraced socialism and communism as ideologies that held the prom-
ise of acceptance and equal treatment. Indeed, Zionism and socialism were
often linked. In Russia, many Jews actively supported the Bolshevik Revo-
lution of 1917 and embraced the resulting Soviet state. However, traditional
Russian anti-Semitism often flared in the Soviet Union and was remolded
in Soviet terms. During the late 1940s and early 1950s, Soviet dictator Josef
Stalin grew frustrated with the support of Soviet Jews for Zionism and con-
templated the creation of a separate enclave for them in eastern Siberia; he
also acted to limit Jewish educational and professional opportunities. Soviet
limitations on Jewish identity continued in the 1960s, and after the 1967
Arab-Israeli War many Soviet Jews—known as refuseniks—wished to emi-
grate but were denied permission, ostensibly because of their knowledge of
state secrets. During the 1970s, the United States made Jewish emigration a
priority in negotiations with the Soviet Union, and many Jews left Russia.
Jewish dissidents such as Natan Sharansky continued to pressure the Soviet
leadership in the late 1970s and 1980s, often to their peril. However, it was
not until the advent of Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev that Soviet Jews
received the freedom to depart.
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The Zionist movement, begun by Herzl and his followers in the late
nineteenth century, had sought to establish a Jewish homeland in Palestine
through land purchases and emigration from Europe (to increase the Jewish
community already present). The first Jewish kibbutzim, or collective farms,
were established in the first decades of the twentieth century. Jewish immi-
gration continued unabated as the region passed from Ottoman Turkish to
British control after World War I. The increase in the Jewish population of
Palestine resulted in considerable Arab resentment and anti-Jewish sentiment.
From the Arab point of view, the Jewish presence would unjustly result in
the displacement of Arabs and in the reduction of Arab power and influence
in the region. Anti-Jewish riots took place several times in the 1920s, as the
grand mufti of Jerusalem, Hajj Amin al-Husseini, encouraged action against
Zionism. A general Arab uprising in 1936 contributed to a change in British
policy, and in 1939 the British drastically cut Jewish immigration.

The establishment of Israel transformed the situation. While the global
Jewish population viewed Israel as a haven in their ancestral homeland, the
Arabs considered it an unjust seizure of Arab territory by the Western powers
on behalf of European Jews. Arabs questioned why European atrocities
against the Jews should result in a loss of Arab sovereignty over Arab land.
None of the newly formed Arab states—Egypt, Syria, Iraq, Jordan, and
Lebanon—voted for the United Nations (UN) resolution that created Israel.
The state was created in the Middle East over Arab objections. When the
new nation was proclaimed in May 1948, all five of these states immediately
invaded Israel, initiating half a century of Arab-Israeli warfare.

As Israel fought successfully in the various conflicts of 1948, 1956, 1967,
and 1973, anti-Jewish feelings among the Arabs increased. Anti-Zionism rep-
resented the core of the Arab position. Indeed, none of the Arab nations of
the Middle East recognized the right of Israel to exist until the Egyptian-
Israeli peace treaty of 1978. Anti-Zionism, however, was often combined with
anti-Semitism, as Arab rhetoric attacked Judaism and the Jewish people. For
example, Lebanese and Syrian cartoons at the time of the 1967 War depicted
caricatured Jews being expelled from Israel and mounds of Jewish skulls in
the streets of Tel Aviv. At the same time, Israeli rhetoric vilified the Arab
people. The existence of Arab refugees fanned the flames. Such refugees,
mostly Palestinian Arabs who had fled Israel during the 1948 War, lived in a
number of large camps located in Syria, Gaza, Jordan, and the West Bank.
Dispossessed by the Israelis and not accepted by any of the Arab states, the
refugees seethed with anti-Jewish sentiment. The Palestinian Liberation
Organization (PLO), founded in 1964, drew its members largely from their
ranks.

While some anti-Jewish rhetoric during the Cold War had a religious
overtone and called on Arabs to fight the enemies of Islam, the Arab govern-
ments largely adopted the socialist, anti-imperialist positions of Arab nation-
alism. Zionism and Judaism were attacked as racist and imperialist, and Israel
was denounced as part of an American imperial plot for global domination.
With the Israeli victory in the 1967 War and the seizure and occupation of
Arab territories in the Sinai, the West Bank, and the Gaza Strip, such charges

Anti-Semitism 147



intensified. Much of the developing world, recently liberated from Euro-
pean colonialism, responded to such Arab views; Muslim nations already had
an obvious reason to sympathize with the Palestinian refugees and with the
Arab cause in general. The Soviet Union cleverly fostered anti-imperialist
arguments as a way to reduce American influence among developing nations.
The trend resulted in the global isolation of Israel, best illustrated by the
1975 UN General Assembly’s resolution defining Zionism as a form of racism
and recognition of Yasir Arafat and the PLO. Global anti-Zionism and anti-
Semitism continued to grow, and the Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982
accelerated its pace.

With the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 and the accompanying
decline in global socialist movements, Islam has become an increasingly
important source of identity in Arab resistance to Israel. Anti-Israeli and anti-
Zionist views in the Middle East and around the world have acquired a more
religious character in the years since the end of the Cold War.

Robert Kiely
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Romanian marshal and dictator (1940–1944). Born to a prominent military
family at Pitescti on 14 June 1882, Ion Antonescu graduated from Romanian
military schools in Craiova (1902) and Iasci (1904). A cavalry lieutenant during
the 1907 Peasant Revolt, he fought in the second Balkan War and in World
War I. From 1922 to 1927 he was military attaché in Paris, Brussels, and Lon-
don. He was named chief of the General Staff in 1933, but his opposition to
King Carol II’s corrupt and sycophantic cabal led him to resign in December
1934. In 1937, Antonescu became minister of national defense in the short-
lived government of Octavian Goga, a German-backed regime with strong
links to the Romanian fascist organization the Iron Guard. When King Carol
announced a royal dictatorship in 1938 and took action to squelch the Iron
Guard, Antonescu retired from public life for two years.

In 1940, regional crises climaxed with the Soviet Union’s seizure of
Bessarabia and northern Bukovina, Bulgaria’s retrieval of southern Dobruja,
and, with the Vienna Award of 30 August 1940, Hungary’s reannexation of
northern Transylvania. Before abdicating in favor of his son, Michael, King
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Carol was obliged to recall Antonescu to form a govern-
ment. Initially, Antonescu’s National Legionary regime
was a coalition dominated by the Iron Guard, which, how-
ever, soon lost popular support through its incompetence
and violence that culminated in an attempted coup in Jan-
uary 1941.

Antonescu then moved in, supported by Romanian
and German military forces. The Iron Guard leaders fled
to Germany, where they were interned. On Antonescu’s
invitation, German troops arrived on 10 October 1940,
ostensibly to train the Romanian Army but, more impor-
tant, to guard the Romanian oil fields and to launch the
Balkan and Soviet campaigns the following spring.

Antonescu, convinced that Germany would win the
war, hoped that German leader Adolf Hitler would revise
the Vienna Award in return for Romania’s military sup-
port. Viewing Operation BARBAROSSA (begun on 22 June
1941) as an opportunity to regain Bessarabia and northern
Bukovina, he commanded Army Group Antonescu and
reclaimed the territory in question within a month of the
German invasion of the Soviet Union. He then commanded
the Romanian Fourth Army’s assault on Transnistria, a
region that came under Romanian administration and to
which some 100,000 Bessarabian and Bukovinan Jews
were deported. Despite Antonescu’s refusal to participate
outright in the German Final Solution, at least 250,000
Jews and Gypsies died as a result of his policies.

Soon after the German defeat at the Battle of Stalingrad
in early 1943, Antonescu authorized contacts with the Allies
for Romania to leave the war. Their answer was clear:
Romania would have to negotiate this with the Soviet Union. Soviet Foreign
Minister Vyacheslav Molotov announced Soviet conditions on 2 April 1944.
These called for Romania to switch sides and join the Allied war effort, relin-
quish Bessarabia and northern Bukovina, and pay reparations to the Soviet
Union. The Vienna Award would be nullified, and northern Transylvania
would be returned to Romania. Antonescu foolishly refused these conditions
and resumed direct command of his troops shortly after the Soviet offensive
along the Romanian border on 20 August 1944. Returning briefly to Bucharest,
Antonescu was summoned to the royal palace on 23 August, where King
Michael asked him to sign an armistice. Antonescu refused and was arrested.
He was then transferred to the Soviet Union. Brought back to Romania, he
was tried on war crimes charges during 4–17 May 1945 before a People’s Court.
Found guilty, he was executed at Jilava prison near Bucharest on 1 June 1946.

Anna Wittman
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Ion Antonescu became prime minister of Romania in
1940. His fascist pro-German government was popular 
in the early years of World War II, but he was eventually
deposed in a coup d’état and executed as a war criminal.
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Collective security agreement among Australia, New Zealand, and the United
States (ANZUS). The ANZUS Pact was concluded on 1 September 1951 in
San Francisco and went into force on 29 April 1952. This marked the first time
that Australia and New Zealand participated in a security treaty in which the
United Kingdom did not also participate.

At the time the pact was drafted, its aims were to prevent the expansion
of communism into the region and to prevent the resurgence of Japan as a
military threat (a specific concern of Australia and New Zealand). These
anti-Japanese sentiments gradually diminished as time passed, and thus the
main thrust of the pact was on the containment of communism. Australia and
New Zealand, in alliance with the United States, participated in the Korean
War, the Vietnam War, and the foundation of the Southeast Asia Treaty Orga-
nization (SEATO) in 1954.

The Australian commitment to ANZUS has been maintained in principle
across various governments; however, New Zealand’s commitment waxed
and waned with internal political shifts. New Zealand’s Labour government
(1972–1975) adopted an antinuclear policy, which temporarily strained rela-
tions with the United States and called into question New Zealand’s com-
mitment to ANZUS. New Zealand’s policies were reversed when the Labour
Party lost power in 1975. However, Labour returned to power in 1984 and
implemented its antinuclear policy again.

The New Zealand government, led by Prime Minister David Lange,
banned nuclear-powered and nuclear-armed ships from entering New Zealand
ports and in 1985 refused port access to the destroyer USS Buchanan, which
was capable of carrying nuclear weapons. Diplomatic relations with the
United States were greatly strained as a result of the Lange government’s
policies. In August 1986 the U.S. government finally suspended its ANZUS
defense obligations to New Zealand.

This crisis wrought serious consequences on New Zealand, such as the
restriction of intelligence information provided from the United States.
However, New Zealand steadfastly maintained the antinuclear policy and
adopted the Nuclear Free Zone and Disarmament and Arms Control Act in
1987. Although foreign and military relations between America and New
Zealand have been gradually improving since the mid-1990s, New Zealand
has yet to return to ANZUS.

The terrorist attacks against the United States on 11 September 2001
gave occasion for the first official invocation of the ANZUS Pact by Aus-
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tralia, which stipulates mutual assistance when any signatory comes under
attack.

Satoru Yamaguchi
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Filipino politician and opposition leader during the dictatorship of President
Ferdinand Marcos. Born on 27 November 1932 in Concepción, Tarlac Prov-
ince, to a prominent family, Benigno “Ninoy” Simeon Aquino Jr. became the
youngest mayor in Filipino history when he was elected to that post in his
hometown in 1955. In the same year he married Corazon Cojuangco, a mem-
ber of another powerful local family. Aquino’s political star continued to rise
with his election as governor of Tarlac Province in 1961, his appointment in
1966 as secretary-general of the Liberal Party, and his 1967 election to the
Senate. Aquino was the leading candidate to succeed President Marcos in
1973 when the latter’s second term was due to expire.

The Filipino constitution placed a two-term limit on the presidency.
But, determined to stay in power beyond a second term, Marcos declared
martial law in September 1972, imprisoning Aquino and other political oppo-
nents for their alleged involvement in a communist-inspired plot to over-
throw the government. In November 1977, a military tribunal found Aquino
guilty of subversion and sentenced him to death. Because of Aquino’s inter-
national reputation, however, Marcos stayed the execution and in 1980
allowed Aquino to go into exile in the United States, where he would receive
badly needed heart bypass surgery.

In 1981 Marcos lifted the martial law decree, and by 1983 his deteriorat-
ing health had weakened his grip on power. At that point, Aquino decided to
return to the Philippines to work on the 1984 legislative elections and prepare
for a post-Marcos return to democracy. Immediately upon his arrival at the
Manila International Airport on 21 August 1983, Aquino was gunned down and
murdered by a member of his own military escort, probably not on the order of
the ailing Marcos but certainly on the command of someone else in his regime.
Massive public demonstrations followed Aquino’s assassination, as a growing
number of Filipinos demanded an end to Marcos’s brutal and corrupt rule.
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In the wake of Aquino’s murder, the administration of President Ronald
Reagan, previously a strong Marcos proponent, began to withdraw support,
calling for an investigation into the assassination, canceling a planned presi-
dential trip to the Philippines, and urging free and fair elections. Although
the United States never formally broke ties with Marcos, it allowed a popu-
lar rebellion to sweep him from power in February 1986 following his elec-
toral defeat by Aquino’s wife.

Elun Gabriel
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First woman president of the Philippines (1986–1992). Born in Manila on
25 January 1933 into a family of wealthy landowners, Maria Corazon “Cory”
Cojuangco was educated at the Ravenhill Academy in Philadelphia, the
Notre Dame Convent School in New York, the College of Mount Saint Vin-
cent in New York, and the Far Eastern University in the Philippines. She
married Philippine opposition leader Benigno Aquino in October 1954.

Cory Aquino entered politics six months after her husband’s assassina-
tion in August 1983. The military, media, and religious establishments all
supported Aquino, who held President Ferdinand Marcos personally respon-
sible for her husband’s death. Popular Filipino opinion and U.S. government
pressure forced Marcos to advance the national elections to February 1986.
Aquino united the opposition to the Marcos regime, contesting the election
as the presidential candidate of the United Nationalist Democratic Organiza-
tion (UNIDO). Marcos, who had manipulated the election, claimed victory,
prompting key military leaders to revolt. In these circumstances, Philippine
Cardinal Jaime Sin broadcast an appeal for “people power.” Although Mar-
cos sought to crush the ensuing popular response, opposition to his rule was
such that he was eventually forced to leave the country, and Aquino assumed
the presidency on 25 February 1986.

As president, Aquino restored constitutional democracy to the Philippines
after the long dictatorial regime of Marcos and also combated communist
and Muslim insurgencies. Much was expected of Aquino, whom Filipinos
viewed as morally upright and scrupulously honest. But Marcos’s hopelessly
corrupt regime had left a troublesome legacy, including an entrenched bureau-
cracy and landed gentry elite, graft, foreign debt, and communist and Mus-
lim insurrections.
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Aquino ruled by decree until a new constitution was
ratified in a 1987 referendum. She immediately undertook
steps to make public policy more democratic and less cor-
rupt. Previously, Marcos had enjoyed a pivotal role in a
unicameral parliament. A new, bicameral legislature came
into being with a multiparty base instead of the two-party
system of the Marcos period. Nonetheless, remnants of the
old order largely prevented Aquino from pushing reform
initiatives through the legislature.

In office, Aquino’s personal reputation suffered because
of financial malfeasance on the part of her relatives. She
also had to face repeated military coup attempts. Aquino
survived a December 1989 coup attempt only through
U.S. intervention. She was faced with growing factional-
ism, entrenched cronyism, and political infighting, and her
conciliatory stance projected her as a vacillating and inde-
cisive leader. Aquino chose not to seek reelection and left
office in June 1992.

Udai Bhanu Singh
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On 29 November 1947, the United Nations (UN) voted to partition the
British mandate of Palestine into Jewish and Arab states. This arrangement
could not be worked out peacefully and led to the first of four major wars
between the Israelis and the Arabs. Fighting erupted in May 1948 upon the
founding of the State of Israel. The three other conflicts ensued in 1956 (the
Sinai War or Suez Crisis), 1967 (the Six-Day War), and 1973 (the October War,
Ramadan War, or Yom Kippur War). In each of these four conflicts, Israeli
forces eventually triumphed. Each threatened to bring about superpower
intervention, and the four wars had profound implications throughout the
Middle East and beyond.

The 1948 war began on the eve of the UN General Assembly’s endorse-
ment of Resolution 181 on 29 November 1947, which stipulated the partition
of Palestine into Jewish and Arab areas and states. While the Jews endorsed
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the resolution, the Arabs—both the Palestinians and the Arab League—
rejected it. In response to the rejection, Arabs began attacking Jews through-
out Palestine, and the incidents expanded so that from December 1947 to
May 1948 an intercommunal war raged between the Jewish and the Arab res-
idents of Palestine.

The Jewish community numbered some 600,000 people, while the Pales-
tinian community consisted of more than 1.2 million. However, the Palestin-
ian numerical advantage counted for little on the battlefield. The Palestinians
had no national institutions of any kind, let alone a cohesive military. They
were also fragmented and divided. The decision to go to war rested in the
hands of one man, former Mufti of Jerusalem Hajj Amin al Husayni.

Most Palestinians, more than likely, did not want to go to war, preferring
instead to seek peace and truce agreements with their Jewish neighbors. But
al Husayni was able to use his religious authority to dictate a greater Pales-
tine agenda. Without political institutions, the only way Palestinians could
express their support of al Husayni’s action was by individual action, and only
5,000 Palestinians took part in the fighting against the Jews. These essentially
guerrilla forces were poorly trained and equipped and ineffectively organized.
The Arab League pledged to support the Palestinians but, through its Mili-
tary Committee, actually usurped the conflict from the Palestinians.

The Military Committee and the mufti argued over the conduct of the
war, as each sought to control operations. The Military Committee failed to
provide the Palestinians with the money and weapons that the Arab rulers had
pledged, and it sent its commanders to Palestine to oversee the war. Such
internal conflicts further weakened the Palestinian war effort.

The Jews, on the other hand, were much more organized and better
equipped. Jewish society was both Westernized and industrialized, having
all the institutions of a modern state. In fact, structurally, the establishment
of the Jewish state required only the formal transformation of the prestate-
hood institutions to government entities: parliament, political parties, banks,
and a relatively well-developed military, known as the Hagana. The Hagana
was organized during the civil war as a full-fledged army, with nine brigades
consisting of some 25,000 conscripts. By May 1948 there were eleven brigades,
with nearly 35,000 men. Jewish forces took the offensive in early April 1948;
the Palestinians had no chance to counterattack, and by early May they had
been defeated.

During this time, and even before the Jews’ final campaign, hundreds of
thousands of Palestinians fled their homes and became refugees. By the end
of the war, there were 750,000–1 million or more refugees. Many of them
escaped from the battle zone, but others were expelled and deported by
Jewish forces during the actual fighting.

With the official termination of British rule in Palestine on 14 May 1948,
the next day David Ben-Gurion, Israel’s first elected prime minister, declared
the establishment of the State of Israel. This was followed by the advance of
four Arab armies toward Palestine bent on a campaign to destroy Israel. On
15 May, Israeli forces secured control over all the territory allocated to the
Jewish state by the UN, in addition to a corridor leading to Jerusalem and the
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Jewish part of Jerusalem that, according to the Partition Resolution, was to
have been internationalized.

The resulting war was, in many respects, primitive. Some 35,000 Israeli
soldiers faced 35,000–40,000 Arab soldiers. Both sides were subjected to a
UN Security Council arms embargo, but it was the Arabs who suffered most
from this. The Arab armies had secured their weapons from Britain. Egypt,
Jordan, and Iraq were forced into this arrangement under treaties with
Britain and had no access to other markets. With the embargo in place, the
Arabs were unable to replace damaged or destroyed weapons, and they had
only limited access to ammunition. While the Israelis (at this point) received
no military equipment from the West, they did manage in early 1948 to sign
a major arms contract with the Czech government, thereby purchasing vari-
ous weapons but mainly small arms and ammunition.

The strength of the Arab armies was infantry. Their few tanks were mostly
Egyptian. Even then, only a few dozen were operational. Despite an initial
effort to create a unified command structure, the movements of the four
Arab armies toward Palestine were not coordinated. In April 1948 General
Nur a-Din Mahmud, an Iraqi officer, was appointed by the Arab League to
command the Arab forces. Mahmud then submitted a plan of action, the
focus of which was to be northeastern Palestine, where the invading forces
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would try to sever eastern Galilee from the Huleh Valley to Lake Kinneret
(the Sea of Galilee) from Israel. That would be achieved through the coordi-
nated advance of Syrian, Lebanese, Iraqi, and Jordanian forces in the north-
ern part of Palestine, while the Egyptian Army would move northward to
Ibneh, which was inside the designated Arab state. The Egyptians were not
to advance into the Jewish state’s territory, at least not in the first stage, but
rather were to create a diversion that would lure Israeli forces into their sec-
tor and reduce Israeli pressure on the main Arab push in the north.

Jordan’s King Abdullah had different plans for his army, however. He
had no intention of fighting the Jews. Instead, he planned to occupy the area
designated for the Palestinian Arab state, west of the Jordan River, and annex
it into his kingdom. For that reason he rebuffed Mahmud’s plan and ordered
the commander of the Arab Legion to act independently and occupy the
West Bank. That was done, with the Arab Legion completing its mission in
a few days. With that, each Arab army acted in isolation, while at the last
minute Lebanon refrained from participating in the war. Syrian and Iraqi
forces fought in the northern part of Israel, the Jordanian Arab League in the
central sector, and the Egyptian Army in the south.

The Egyptian government dispatched to Palestine 5,500 soldiers organ-
ized into two infantry brigades, accompanied by nearly 4,500 irregulars. The
Iraqi Army sent to Palestine some 4,500 soldiers, while the Syrians dis-
patched 6,000. Jordan deployed almost all of its army, some 6,500 men. In
addition, some 3,000 irregulars fought alongside the Arab armies.

At that time, Israel had fielded more than 30,000 soldiers. The fighting
was divided into two parts: the first from 15 May to 10 June and the second
from 9 July to the end of the war. The first stage saw the Jews on the defen-
sive, while in the second half of the war they took the offensive. In the inde-
cisive first phase, small Iraqi and Syrian forces invaded Israel in the north but
were repelled following a few days of fighting. Jordanian forces concentrated
on the occupation of the West Bank, while the main Egyptian expeditionary
force moved northward along the coastline, reaching its final staging area
near Yibne, within the area designated to the Arab state. Another part of the
Egyptian force crossed the Negev Desert from west to east, moving toward
Samaria through Hebron up to the southern outskirts of Jerusalem. Neither
Egyptian force encountered any Israeli forces during their movements.

In this initial stage, the Israelis were concentrated along the road to
Jerusalem. Both the Jordanians and the Israelis completely misread the other’s
intentions. The Israelis assumed that the Arab Legion planned to invade
Israel, and the Jordanians feared that the Israelis intended to drive the Arab
Legion from the West Bank. In fact, all the Israelis sought was to bring the
Jewish part of Jerusalem under Israeli control and toward that end to gain
control over the road from the coast to Jerusalem. The Israelis feared that the
Arab Legion would cut the road to Jerusalem and occupy all of Jerusalem, and
to prevent this from occurring they reinforced Jerusalem. The Jordanians
interpreted the dispatch of Israeli troops to Jerusalem as an attempt to build
up a force to take the offensive against them. This mutual misunderstanding
was the cause of the fierce fighting between Israeli and Jordanian forces that
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ended with the Jordanians repulsing the Israeli troops and holding on to bases
in the Latrun area, the strategic site along the Tel Aviv-Jerusalem road.

Israeli-Jordanian fighting ended when the Israeli government acknowl-
edged its inability to drive out Jordanian forces that blocked the road to Jeru-
salem and when the two governments realized that the other posed no risk.
In November 1948, Jewish and Jordanian military commanders in Jerusalem
concluded an agreement that formalized the positions established with the
de facto cease-fire of the previous July.

With the end of the fighting with Jordan, the Israelis launched the next
and final phase of the war. In a two-stage operation in October and Decem-
ber 1948, the Israeli Army drove the Egyptian forces from the Negev. The
Israeli effort to force out the Egyptians along the coast was only partially suc-
cessful, however. The Egyptians remained in control of the Gaza Strip;
indeed, it continued under Egyptian control until 1967.

Concurrent with the October operations in the south, other Israeli troops
stormed the high ground in central Galilee, controlled by the Arab League’s
Arab Liberation Army. After brief fighting, the Israelis occupied all of Galilee.
In early January 1949 a cease-fire came into effect, and shortly thereafter
negotiations on armistice agreements began.

The second major confrontation between Israel and the Arabs was the
Sinai War or Suez Crisis of October 1956. This time, only Israel and Egypt
were involved in the fighting. The Israeli-Egyptian war, which in Israel was
known as Operation KADESH, was only part of a larger picture, as Britain and
France were also involved in the conflict. During 1949–1956, there was con-
stant unrest along the Israeli-Egyptian demarcation lines. Infiltrators regu-
larly crossed the border from the Egyptian-controlled Gaza Strip and from
the Sinai. Some were Palestinian refugees wanting either to return to their
homes or to visit relatives who remained inside Israel, some hoped to harvest
their fields on the Israeli side of the border, some came to steal, and a few
went to launch terrorist attacks against Israeli targets.

These infiltrations had an enormous impact on Israel. Economic damage
mounted, and border-area residents, many of them newly arrived immigrants,
were unprepared for the challenge. Israel feared the political implications of
the infiltrations, as estimates of their numbers were thousands per month.
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Year War Israel’s Opponents Force Strength
1948 Israeli War of Palestine and Arab League 55,000 Arabs vs. 108,300

Independence Israelis

1956 Sinai War Egypt 300,000 Egyptians vs.
254,000 Israelis, British,
and French

1967 Six-Day War Egypt, Jordan, Syria, and Iraq 280,000 Arabs vs.
264,000 Israelis

1973 Yom Kippur War Egypt, Syria, and Iraq 1,100,000 Arabs vs.
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Consequently, Israeli security forces undertook harsh measures against the
infiltrators, regardless of their motives for crossing the border. Israeli soldiers
often ambushed infiltrators, killing them and launching reprisal attacks. As a
result, tensions along the Israeli borders increased, chiefly along the frontiers
with Jordan and Egypt.

While the cross-border tensions provided the background context, the
war occurred for two main reasons. First, Egyptian President Gamal Abdel
Nasser, a fervent Arab nationalist, aspired to lead and unite the Arab world,
which deeply troubled Prime Minister Ben-Gurion. He attributed the Arab
defeat in 1948 to a great extent to their divisions. Thus, he was fearful of a
unified Arab world under Nasser’s leadership. The second immediate reason
for the war was the Egyptian-Czech arms deal announced in September
1955. The agreement assured Nasser of the modern weapons he would need
to carry out an all-out attack against Israel.

The Israelis’ fears were mitigated by an Israeli-French arms agreement
that tilted the military equilibrium in their favor before September 1955. In
June 1956, however, Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal, provoking an acute
international crisis that culminated with the 1956 war. Shortly after the
beginning of the crisis, France invited Israel to take part in planning a joint
military attack on Egypt.

Tensions between Israel and Egypt had significantly diminished. In the
summer of 1956, exchanges of fire along the armistice line had largely ceased.
More important, expecting a fierce Anglo-French reaction to the national-
ization of the Suez Canal, Nasser reduced the Egyptian troop deployment
along the Israeli-Egyptian border to reinforce along the Suez Canal. Although
Egypt had blockaded the Straits of Tiran, closing it to Israeli ships, this alone
could not be reason for war, as there was no Israeli commercial maritime
transportation along that route. Nevertheless, Ben-Gurion feared that Nasser
was planning to unite the Arab world against Israel, and thus the invitation
from a great power to take part in a joint war was too much to resist.

In a meeting at Sèvres during 22–25 October 1956, French and Israeli
negotiators worked out the details of the war. The British also joined the
endeavor. According to the plan, Israeli parachutists would land a few miles
east of the Suez. France and Britain would then issue an ultimatum to both
parties to remove their military forces from the canal. Expecting an Egyptian
refusal, French and British forces would then invade Egypt to enforce the
ultimatum. In the meantime, Israeli forces would storm the Sinai Peninsula.
Their goal was to join up with the parachutists in the heart of the Sinai and
open the Tiran Straits.

Israel deployed the 7th Armored Brigade, with two tank battalions; the
27th and 37th Mechanized Brigades; the 202nd Parachute Brigade; and the
1st, 4th, 9th, 10th, 11th, and 12th Infantry Brigades. The agreement with
the British and French was the determining factor in the Israeli plan of attack.
Instead of storming the Egyptian positions in front of them, a paratroop bat-
talion was dropped on 29 October 1956 at the eastern gates of Mitla Pass,
some 30 miles east of the Suez Canal. Simultaneously, the paratroop brigade,
commanded by Lieutenant Colonel Ariel Sharon, moved into the Sinai to
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join with the battalion waiting deep in the Sinai. The other Israeli forces had
to wait until the Anglo-French attack on Egypt began.

Israeli commanders in the field were unaware of the agreement with the
British and the French. Fearing for the parachute brigade and seeking a
resolute and decisive victory over Egyptian forces, Major General Assaf
Simhoni, head of the southern command, ordered his forces to move ahead,
with the armored brigade leading. The brigade stormed the Egyptian posi-
tions, with the remainder of the forces ensuring the defeat of the Egyptians.
Israeli forces completed the occupation of the Sinai and the Gaza Strip
within three days. During the fighting, nearly 170 Israeli soldiers were killed
and 700 were wounded. The Egyptians sustained thousands of deaths, far
more wounded, and more than 5,500 troops taken prisoner.

Israel did not enjoy for long the territorial achievements it gained in the
war, however. Under enormous pressure from the United States and the So-
viet Union, it was compelled to remove its forces from the Sinai and the Gaza
Strip. However, the terms of the Israeli evacuation of the Sinai aimed to pro-
vide it with the security it was lacking: UN observers were deployed along
the armistice demarcation lines to ensure that they would not be crossed by
infiltrators. One result of the stationing of UN forces was the near-complete
cessation of infiltration from the Gaza Strip to Israel. It was also agreed that
the Sinai would be demilitarized, thus removing the threat of an Egyptian
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Egyptian prisoners of war during the Suez Crisis, 3 November 1956. Their steel helmets are in the foreground. (Israel
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surprise attack against Israel. President Dwight D. Eisenhower’s administra-
tion provided assurances that it would no longer allow closure of the Tiran
Straits. Finally, the performance of Israeli forces in the war marked a dra-
matic change in the history of the Israel Defense Forces (IDF). It went from
being an unsophisticated, infantry-based army to an efficient, modernized,
and mechanized military force. The lessons of the Sinai War certainly paved
the way toward the Israelis’ impressive achievement in the Six-Day War of
6–11 June 1967.

While the immediate cause of the Six-Day War may be unclear, the long-
term catalysts are more obvious. On 15 May 1967, Nasser sent his army into
the Sinai. This set the stage for a dramatic three weeks that culminated in an
Israeli attack and the total defeat of Egyptian, Jordanian, and Syrian forces.
It also resulted in the loss of territories by these three Arab countries.

Tensions along the Israeli-Syrian and Israeli-Jordanian borders provided
the long-term cause of the war. There were three issues of contention. The
first was the Israeli-Syrian struggle over the sovereignty on several pieces of
land along their mutual border. According to the Israeli-Syrian armistice agree-
ments, these areas were demilitarized. The Syrians insisted that sovereignty
of the areas was still undecided, while Israel believed that because the areas
were on their side of the international border, they were under full Israeli
sovereignty. Consequently, Israel insisted that it had the right to cultivate
the controversial pieces of land, to the Syrians’ dismay. In a number of
instances the Syrians tried, by armed force, to prevent Israeli settlers from
farming the land.

The second point of controversy lay in Syrian attempts to prevent Israel
from diverting water from the Jordan River. Encouraged by the Arab League,
the Syrians had tried since 1964 to divert the headwaters of the Jordan River
inside Syria. Israel reacted fiercely to this, and until the final Syrian aban-
donment of the project, many clashes took place between the two nations’
armed forces.

The third issue was the revival of the Palestinian cause. After nearly
two decades of silence, the Palestinians again were in the forefront of the
Arab-Israeli conflict. In the late 1950s, Palestinian engineer and nationalist
Yasir Arafat established al-Fatah, an underground organization dedicated to
liberating Palestine, and in 1964 the Arab League established the Palestine
Liberation Organization (PLO). Over the next few years, other militant
Palestinian organizations were established. In January 1965 al-Fatah planted
a bomb near an Israeli water-pumping station. The Israelis defused the bomb,
but al-Fatah celebrated this as the first Palestinian terrorist attack. Palestin-
ian attacks continued throughout 1965, 1966, and 1967.

Despite the relatively small scale of the attacks, Israel responded aggres-
sively, blaming Jordan for hosting the terrorists and Syria for harboring and
encouraging them. The extent and ferocity of Israeli-Syrian clashes increased
in early 1967, culminating in an aerial battle between Israeli and Syrian
forces in April 1967. Israeli pilots shot down six Syrian planes during one of
the dogfights. In the course of a public address, IDF Chief of Staff Lieu-
tenant General Yitzhak Rabin threatened war against Syria.
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A month later, in May 1967, Nasser ordered his forces into the Sinai. The
reasons for this action are unclear. The common assumption is that Moscow
warned both the Egyptian and Syrian governments that Israeli military forces
were deployed along the Israeli-Syrian border. Because Egypt and Syria
were bound by a military pact signed on 4 November 1966, Nasser sent his
army into the Sinai to force the Israelis to dilute their forces in the north and
to forestall what he assumed was an imminent attack on Syria.

The Israelis responded to the entry of Egyptian forces into the Sinai by
calling up IDF reserve forces. Nasser subsequently increased Israeli con-
cerns when he ordered the UN observers along the Israeli-Egyptian border
to concentrate in one location. UN Secretary-General U Thant responded by
pulling UN forces out of the Sinai altogether. Next, Nasser again closed
the Tiran Straits—yet another violation of the agreements that had led to the
Israeli withdrawal from the Sinai in 1957. Besides that, Jordan and Egypt
signed a military pact on 30 May 1967. This further increased the Israeli
sense of siege.

Israeli military doctrine called for preemptive strikes in case of a con-
centration of Arab forces along its borders. All that was necessary was U.S.
permission, and President Lyndon B. Johnson’s administration gave that in
early June. The war began at dawn on 5 June 1967, with Israeli air strikes first
on Egyptian and then on Syrian, Jordanian, and Iraqi air bases. The purpose
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With a crewman on alert, an Israeli gunboat passes through the Straits of Tiran during the Six-Day War, 8 June 1967.
(Israel Government Press Office/Yaacov Agor)



of these attacks was to neutralize the Arab air forces and remove the threat of
air strikes on Israel. This would also, at a later stage, allow the Israeli Air
Force to provide close air support to its forces on the ground.

Catching the vast bulk of the Egyptian aircraft on the ground as their
pilots were at breakfast, some 250 Israeli aircraft destroyed the backbone of
the Arab air forces within an hour. By the end of the day they had been
almost completely wiped out. More than 300 of a total of 420 Egyptian com-
bat aircraft were destroyed that day. The Israelis then turned to destroy the
far smaller Jordanian and Syrian air forces.

About an hour after the start of the air raids against Egypt, at about
8:30 A.M. Israeli time, the IDF launched its ground offensive. Three Israeli
divisions attacked Egyptian forces in the Sinai, and within four days they
had destroyed the Egyptian Army in the Sinai and occupied the peninsula.
Israeli operational plans were initially restricted to the Egyptian front. The
IDF high command had developed plans to take the fighting to the Jordan-
ian and Syrian fronts, but on the morning of 5 June it had no wish to go to war
with these two Arab states.

There were, however, unexpected developments. As the Israeli troops
stormed into the Sinai, Jordanian artillery shelled the suburbs of Jerusalem
and other targets in Israel. The Israeli government had hoped that Jordan’s
King Hussein would stay out of the fray and refrain from engaging in serious
fighting. That did not happen. Jordanian troops stormed the UN Headquar-
ters in Jerusalem, inducing fears that the next step would be an attempt to
take over Israeli-held Mount Scopus, an enclave within a Jordanian-held ter-
ritory that overlooked Jerusalem. To prevent that, Israeli forces moved ahead
to secure a road to Mount Scopus, and the Jerusalem area became an un-
planned battlefield. In addition, Israeli troops moved in northern Samaria,
from which long-range Jordanian artillery was shelling Israeli seaside cities.

A full-fledged war was now in progress. It lasted two days and ended
with the complete Israeli victory over Jordanian forces. Israel then occupied
the West Bank of the Jordan River and eastern Jerusalem.

In the north, Syrian forces began to move westward toward the Israeli
border but did not complete the deployment and, for unknown reasons,
returned to their bases. For five long days the Syrians shelled Israeli settle-
ments from the Golan Heights overlooking the Jordan River Valley. Hoping
to avoid a three-front war, the Israelis took no action against the Syrians,
despite the heavy pressure from the settlers who had come under Syrian
artillery fire. It was only in the last day of the war, with the fighting in the
south and center firmly under control, that Israeli troops stormed the Golan
Heights, taking it after only a few hours of fighting.

The end of the war saw a new Middle East in which Israel controlled an
area three times as large as its pre-1967 territory. Israel had also firmly estab-
lished itself as a major regional power. It found itself in control of nearly
2 million Arabs in the West Bank, many of whom were refugees from the 1948
war. Militarily, the 1967 war marked a major military departure. First, it was
a full-fledged armored war, in which both sides, but chiefly the Egyptians
and Israelis, deployed hundreds of tanks. Second, Cold War imperatives were

Arab-Israeli Wars 163

The end of the war
saw a new Middle
East in which Israel
controlled an area
three times as large
as its pre-1967
territory. Israel 
had also firmly
established itself 
as a major regional
power.



clearly evident on the battlefield, with Israel equipped with sophisticated
Western weapons and enjoying the full political support of the United States,
while the Egyptians and the Syrians had the military and political support of
the Soviet Union.

The next major Arab-Israeli conflict occurred six years later: the 1973
October War, also known as the War of Atonement, the Yom Kippur War, and
the Ramadan War. The years between 1967 and 1973 were not peaceful ones
in the Middle East. Nasser refused to accept the results of the Six-Day War
and rejected Israeli terms for negotiations in direct talks for a peace agree-
ment in return for giving up the Sinai. The Jordanians and the Syrians, as well
as the rest of the Arab world, also rejected Israel’s terms, instead demanding
compliance with UN Resolution 242 (22 November 1967) that called for the
“withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in the recent
conflict” and the “termination of all claims or states of belligerency and
respect for and acknowledgement of the sovereignty, territorial integrity, and
political independence of every state in the area.”

UN Resolution 242 became the main reference for any agreement in the
region but was missing two things, which made it a source of conflict. First, it
called for the withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from “territories occupied”
and not from “the territories occupied.” This slight semantic difference was
at the heart of Israel’s claim that it was not called upon to return to all the
pre–6 June 1967 lines, as the Arabs argued. Tel Aviv held that this was a mat-
ter for discussion with the Arab states involved. Second, the resolution did
not call for the parties to begin direct peace talks, as Israel consistently
demanded. The result was stalemate.

Israel launched settlement endeavors, seeking to perpetuate its hold
on the occupied territories, by placing Jewish settlers in the territories, and
the Arab side again resorted to violence. The first to endorse violence were
the Palestinians. Disappointed by the Arab defeat, the Palestinians changed
their strategy. Prior to 1967 they had used terror attacks as a trigger that
might provoke war, which they hoped would end in an Arab victory. Now
they decided to take their fate into their own hands and launch their own
war of liberation against what they called the Zionist entity. That is, their
struggle was not against Israeli occupation of Arab territories but rather against
the very idea of Israel. The result was a sharp increase in both the extent and
ferocity of Palestinian terrorist attacks on Israel.

In 1968 the Palestinians internationalized their struggle by launching
terrorist attacks against Israeli and Jewish targets all over the world. Nasser
now also decided on a path of aggression. Frustrated by his inability to bring
about a change in Israel’s position, he began a campaign under the slogan of
“what was taken by force would be returned by force.” Following low-level
skirmishes along the Suez Canal and adjoining areas, from June 1968 Egypt-
ian forces began shelling and raiding Israeli troop deployments across the
Suez Canal. The Israelis responded with artillery fire and retaliatory attacks.
The violence escalated as Israel struck deep inside Egypt with its air force.

With the growing intensity of Israeli air attacks on Egypt, pilots from the
Soviet Union took an active part in the defense of Egypt. The increased
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involvement of the Soviet military in the conflict deeply worried both the
Israelis and the United States. Through the mediation of U.S. Secretary of
State William Rogers, a cease-fire agreement was concluded in August 1970,
and the fighting subsided. Shortly after the signing of the agreement, how-
ever, the Egyptians began placing surface-to-air missile (SAM) batteries
throughout the canal area, paving the way for the next major conflict, the
October War. During 1970–1973, Rogers and UN mediator Gunnar Yarring
introduced peace plans that were rejected by both the Israelis and the Egyp-
tians. Following Nasser’s death in September 1970, his successor, Anwar
Sadat, was determined to change the status quo. Toward that end he acted
on two fronts: he called for a gradual settlement that would lead to Israeli
withdrawal from the Sinai without a full peace agreement, and he expelled
the Soviet advisors brought in by Nasser while resuming negotiations with
the United States, which Nasser had ended in 1955.

The failure of Sadat’s diplomatic efforts in 1971 led him to begin plan-
ning a military operation that would break the political stalemate along the
Israeli-Egyptian front. Sadat believed that even a minor Egyptian military
success would change the military equilibrium and force a political settle-
ment that would lead to a final settlement. In devising his plan, he carefully
calculated Israeli and Egyptian strengths and weaknesses. He believed that
Israel’s strength lay in its air force and armored divisions, well-trained for the
conduct of maneuver warfare. Egyptian strengths were the ability to build a
strong defense line and the new SAM batteries deployed all along the canal
area and deep within Egypt. Sadat hoped to paralyze the Israeli Air Force by
using the SAMs. He hoped to counter the Israelis’ advantage in maneuver
warfare by forcing them to attack well-fortified and well-defended Egyptian
strongholds.

In an attempt to dilute the Israeli military forces on the Sinai front, Sadat
brought in Syria. A coordinated surprise attack on both the Syrian and the
Egyptian fronts would place maximum stress on the IDF. Above all, the key
to the plan’s success lay in its secrecy. Were Israel to suspect that an attack
was imminent, it would undoubtedly launch a preemptive attack, as it had in
1967. This part of the plan was successful.

A combination of effective deceptive measures undertaken by Egypt
combined with Israeli arrogance contributed to Tel Aviv’s failure to compre-
hend what was happening. One deception consisted of repeated Egyptian
drills along the canal, simulating a possible crossing. The Israelis thus became
accustomed to large Egyptian troop concentrations at the canal and inter-
preted Egyptian preparations for the actual crossings as just another drill.
Even the Egyptian soldiers were told that it was simply a drill. Only when the
actual crossing was occurring were they informed of its true nature. Even dur-
ing the actual attack, however, the real intent of Egyptian and Syrian forces
remained unclear to the Israelis, and they initially refrained from action.

Beginning at 2:00 P.M. on 6 October 1973, Egyptian and Syrian artillery
and aircraft, and later their ground forces, launched major attacks along the
Suez Canal and the Golan Heights. On the Israeli-Egyptian front, Egypt
amassed a force of nearly 800,000 soldiers, 2,200 tanks, 2,300 artillery pieces,
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150 SAM batteries, and 550 aircraft. Egypt deployed along the canal five
infantry divisions with accompanying armored elements, supported by addi-
tional infantry and armored independent brigades. This force was backed by
three mechanized divisions and two armored divisions. Opposing this force
on the eastern bank of the Suez Canal was one Israeli division, supported by
280 tanks.

This Israeli force was no match for the advancing Egyptian troops. The
defenders lacked reinforcements, as reserves were called on duty only after
the outbreak of the war. They also did not have air support, as Egyptian
SAMs proved effective against Israeli aircraft.

The attacking Egyptians crossed the canal and swept over the defending
Israelis. It took less than forty-eight hours for the Egyptians to establish a
3- to 5-mile-deep penetration on the east bank of the Suez Canal. They then
fortified the area with more troops. Two divisions held the seized area, which
was also defended by the SAM batteries across the canal. With that, the
Egyptians had achieved their principal aims.

The Israelis rushed reinforcements southward and launched a quick
counteroffensive on 8 October in an attempt to repel the invading Egyptians
troops. Much to the Israelis’ surprise, it was a failure. Undermanned, unor-
ganized, and underequipped Israeli troops moved against a well-organized,
well-equipped, and far bigger force protected by handheld, highly effective
antitank missiles. The Egyptians crushed the Israeli counteroffensive.

Following this setback, the Israeli General Staff decided to halt offen-
sive actions on the Suez front and give priority to the fighting to the north on
the Golan Heights, where in the first hours of the war little stood between
massive numbers of invading Syrian armor and the Jewish settlements. Syria
deployed two infantry divisions in the first line and two armored divisions in
the second. This force had 1,500 tanks against only two Israeli armored
brigades with 170 tanks. The Syrian forces swept the Golan Heights, crush-
ing the small Israeli forces facing them. The few Israeli forces here fought
desperately, knowing that they were the only force between the Syrians and
numerous settlements. They slowed the Syrians and bought just sufficient
time for reserves of men and tanks to be brought forward. The Syrians also
had an ineffective battle plan, which played to Israeli strengths in maneuver
warfare. After seven days of fighting, Israeli troops thwarted the Syrian forces
beyond the starting point of the war, across the pre–October 1973 Purple
Line, then drove a wedge into Syrian territory. Only then did the IDF again
turn to the Egyptian front. Here the goal remained that of driving Egyptian
troops from the Sinai.

Sadat overruled his ground commander and continued the advance. This
took his forces out of their prepared defensive positions and removed them
from the effective SAM cover on the other side of the canal, working to Israel’s
advantage. Israeli troops also soon located a gap between the two Egyptian
divisions defending the occupied area that had gone unnoticed by the Egypt-
ian command. Israeli forces drove through that gap and crossed the canal.

The IDF hoped to achieve two goals. The first and immediate goal was
to create a SAM-free zone over which Israeli aircraft could maneuver free
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from the threat of missile attack. The second goal was to cut off Egyptian
troops east of the canal from their bases west of the canal. After nearly a
week of fighting, the Israelis had accomplished almost all their objectives.
Nonetheless, Soviet and U.S. pressure led to a cease-fire before the Israelis
could completely cut off the two Egyptian divisions in the east from their
bases. The war ended with Egyptian forces on the eastern side of the canal
and Israeli troops on Egyptian soil. Neither the Soviets nor the Americans
wanted to see the Egyptians completely defeated. The leaders of the two
superpowers also assumed that the Egyptian achievement would allow
progress in the political process, just as Sadat had sought.

Syrian President Hafez Assad’s chief motivation in joining Sadat in the
war against Israel was to recapture the Golan Heights. Assad had no diplo-
matic goals and no intention of using the war as leverage for a settlement
with Israel. The fighting in the north with Syria ended with the IDF posi-
tioned only about 25 miles from Damascus, while no Syrian forces remained
within Israeli-held territory. It was only in 1974, after a disengagement
agreement, that Israeli forces withdrew from Syrian territory beyond the
Purple Line.

The 1973 war, in effect, ended in 1977 when Sadat visited Israel and set
the stage for the 1979 Israeli-Egyptian peace treaty. Turmoil continued,
however, chiefly over the Palestinian problem, which was at the root of the
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Israeli-Arab conflict. Militant Palestinians refused to recognize the existence
of the state of the Israel, while Israel refused to deal with the Palestinians.
Terrorist attacks against Israel continued, and with a sharp increase in those
against the northern settlements from Lebanon, the Israeli government
ordered IDF invasions of southern Lebanon in 1977 and 1982. The twin goals
of ending the terrorist attacks on Israel and eliminating the Palestinians as a
political force failed, leading eventually to an Israeli-Palestinian agreement
in 1993. Despite this, mutual Palestinian-Israeli violence continues, placing
serious obstacles in the path of a general Arab-Israeli peace settlement.

David Tal
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Notion of unity among Arab states, sometimes referred to as Pan-Arabism,
that became popular in the 1950s and 1960s, often combined with the advo-
cacy of socialism and Islamic religious tenets. Arab nationalism rose as a
response to European imperialism after World War II and stressed unity of
purpose among the Arab countries of the Middle East. While respectful of
Islam, Arab nationalist movements were mainly secular in tone and drew
heavily upon socialist economic principles and anti-imperialist rhetoric.
While the socialist, anti-Western character of Arab nationalism attracted
Soviet political and military support and increased Soviet influence in the
Middle East, Arab leaders avoided domination by the Soviet Union and
found common cause with the nonaligned nations of the third world. Polit-
ical and military opposition to the State of Israel served as a focal point of
Arab nationalist movements, although repeated Arab military defeats con-
tributed to the decline of such movements. Nevertheless, Arab nationalist
parties continue to play a dominant role in the politics of Syria and, until
recently, Iraq.

Arab nationalism has its roots in the late nineteenth century, when Euro-
pean ideas of nationalism affected the Ottoman Empire. After World War I,
as the British and French acquired mandate authority over various Arab ter-
ritories of the former Ottoman Empire, Arab nationalist sentiment was
divided between unifying notions of Pan-Arabism and individual indepen-
dence movements. Such thinking contributed to the formation of the Arab
League on the one hand and the growth of numerous regional nationalist
groups such as the Society of the Muslim Brothers in Egypt and the Étoile
Nord-Africaine in Algeria on the other. These and similar groups combined
nationalism with strong Islamic identity in their drive for independence from
Britain and France.

In the years following World War II, most Arab states gained their inde-
pendence yet were ruled by governments sympathetic to the interests of the
European powers. Political crises in the late 1940s and 1950s, including the
Arab defeat in the first war with Israel (1948), resulted in the overthrow of
many of these governments and the establishment of new regimes willing to
challenge the West, particularly in Egypt, Syria, and Iraq. These nations lay
at the heart of the Arab nationalist movement during the Cold War. Ongoing
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conflict with Israel would play a major role in the growth of Arab unity. The
common Israeli enemy provided the Arab states with a greater cause that
overshadowed their individual differences.

Opposition to Israel and support for Palestinian refugees also served to
link the resources of the newly wealthy oil states of the Persian Gulf to the
larger Arab cause. Finally, the conflict with Israel, combined with the im-
portance of petroleum resources, made the Middle East a region of great
strategic interest to the United States and the Soviet Union, and the two
superpowers would have a substantial effect on the development and destiny
of Arab nationalism.

Arab nationalism during the period of the Cold War stressed Arab unity,
but not necessarily in the form of a single Arab state; different states could
act in concert to achieve goals that would benefit the entire Arab world.
In addition, Arab nationalist movements fit into a broader picture of post-
colonial political ideologies popular in the developing world. Such ideologies
stressed national or cultural identity, along with Marxist or socialist ideas, as
a counter to Western influence. Promoted by the Soviets, socialism served as
a reaction among developing nations to their former experiences with Euro-
pean imperialism.

The two most important Arab nationalist movements that took root were
Baathism and Nasserism. The Baath (or Resurrection) Party became promi-
nent in Syria after World War II. One of its founders, Michel ’Aflaq, a Syrian
Christian, conceived of a single Arab nation embracing all the Arab states
and recapturing the glory of the Arabian past. While the movement was
respectful of Islamic tenets, its rhetoric and agenda were largely secular and
socialist. This socialism grew partly as a response to Western imperialism
and partly as a result of increasing Soviet political and military support of
Baathist Arab states. The Baath Party increased in influence in Syria and Iraq
throughout the late 1950s and early 1960s. In Syria, it came to dominate
the country’s turbulent politics by the early 1960s and continued to do so
throughout the regime of Hafez al-Assad (1971–2001). In Iraq, the party rose
to power in 1963 and remained the predominant political force until the
overthrow of Saddam Hussein in 2003.

Nasserism reflected the agenda and the political prowess of Gamal
Abdel Nasser, Egypt’s leader during 1952–1970. Raised amid British domi-
nation in Egypt, Nasser combined his rejection of imperialist influence with
socialist principles and progressive Islam. Although he used religious rhetoric
to appeal to the Egyptian people, his outlook, like that of the Baathists, was
primarily secular. Nasser stressed modernization, state ownership of indus-
try, and Egypt’s role as the “natural” leader of the Arab world. His suspicion
of the West, socialist economic prescriptions, and acceptance of Soviet mili-
tary aid after 1955 drew him toward the Soviet sphere, but he nonetheless
avoided subservience to Moscow and supported the Non-Aligned Movement
among developing nations. Nasser actively sought the leadership of a unified
Arab world. The temporary union of Egypt and Syria in the United Arab
Republic (1958–1961) illustrated his nationalist vision and the overlap of
Nasserist and Baathist ideologies.
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Israel, of course, served as a focal point for Nasser’s brand of Arab nation-
alism; he viewed the defeat of Israel (never achieved) as an expression of
Arab unity and a rejection of imperialist interference in the Middle East.
In addition, Egyptian leadership in the struggle with Israel contributed to
his stature in the Arab world as a whole. Nasser’s position in Egypt and
among Arab nations was further enhanced by the 1956 Suez Crisis. However,
Egypt’s attempted military intervention in Yemen (1962–1967) brought
Nasser’s vision of Arab nationalism into conflict with the royalist, Islamic
views of Saudi Arabia and demonstrated the limits of his influence. Further,
Egypt’s disastrous defeat in the Six-Day War with Israel in June 1967 dealt a
crippling blow to his power and prestige. Nasser’s authority survived the
1967 War, and the overwhelming popular rejection of his resignation testified
to the scope of his popular appeal, but the 1967 defeat ultimately signaled
the end of the Nasserist vision of Arab unity. From that point onward,
Baathism remained as the strongest single force of Arab nationalism.

Robert S. Kiely
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Palestinian nationalist and leader of the Palestine Liberation Organization
(PLO) (1969–2004). Born Mohamed ‘Abd ar-Ra’uf al-Qudwa al-Husayni on
24 August 1929 in Cairo, Egypt, Yasir Arafat as a teenager in Cairo became
involved in smuggling arms to Palestinians who were fighting the British
and the Jews. He fought against the Jews in Gaza in 1948, a struggle that the
Arabs lost.

Arafat studied briefly at the University of Texas before completing his
engineering degree at the University of Faud I in Egypt, from which he
graduated in 1956. As a student, he served as president of the Union of
Palestinian Students; in 1952 he joined the Muslim Brotherhood. After a
brief stint in the Egyptian Army during the 1956 Suez Crisis he moved to
Kuwait, where he formed his own contracting company.

In 1958 Arafat founded al-Fatah, an underground guerrilla group dedi-
cated to liberating Palestine. In 1964 he left his job, moved to Jordan, and
devoted all his energies to organizing raids against Israel. That same year, the
PLO was formed. Arafat fought in the 1967 Six-Day War, allegedly escaping
from Israel disguised as a woman. Gradually, al-Fatah came to dominate the
PLO, and in February 1969 he became chairman of the PLO.

After skirmishes with Jordanian authorities, Arafat was forced to relocate
the PLO to Lebanon in 1970. During much of the 1970s he spent consider-
able time reorienting the PLO’s emphasis from Pan-Arabism to Palestinian
nationalism. During the Lebanese Civil War that witnessed brutal fighting
between Lebanese Muslims and Lebanese Christians, the PLO sided with
the Muslims. Arafat moved the PLO to Tunisia in 1982. In the 1980s he
regrouped his organization, which had sustained heavy losses during the
fighting in Lebanon. The PLO received important monetary aid from both
Iraq and Saudi Arabia during the 1980s, and in 1988 Palestinians declared a
formal State of Palestine. With that, Arafat announced that the PLO would
renounce all forms of terrorism and would recognize the State of Israel, a rad-
ical departure in the organization’s philosophy.

In 1993 the PLO participated in the Oslo Accords and hammered out a
peace deal with Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin. The PLO located to
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the West Bank in 1994, an important first step toward the
creation of an autonomous Palestinian state. In 1996 Arafat
was elected head of the new Palestinian Authority, which
was to provide governance, security, and other services to
Palestinians in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. How-
ever, Israeli-Palestinian relations deteriorated rapidly upon
the 1996 election of the rightist Israeli Prime Minister
Benjamin Netanyahu.

Despite efforts by President Bill Clinton to preserve
peace between Israel and the PLO in the summer of 2000,
negotiations broke down, and radical groups such as Hamas
and the Islamic Jihad commenced a second Intifada. This
began four years of violence in Israel and the Occupied
Territories. Arafat was increasingly marginalized, and in
2004 President George W. Bush declared that the PLO
leader was ineffective and that it was impossible to negoti-
ate with him.

Arafat developed a mysterious illness and went to Paris
for medical treatment, where he died on 11 November
2004. As of this writing, the future of the Palestinian cause
remains very much in question, although Arafat’s succes-
sor, Mahmoud Abbas, has taken tentative steps toward
reaching some common ground with Israel.

Amy H. Blackwell
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President of Guatemala (1951–1954). Born in Quetzaltenango, Guatemala,
on 14 September 1913, Jacobo Arbenz graduated from the Guatemalan
National Military Academy in 1935 and subsequently taught science and
history there. He took part in the 1944 overthrow of dictator Jorge Unbico,
which inaugurated a period of democratization and social reform. During
1944–1950, Arbenz served as minister of defense under Juan José Arévalo.

In November 1950 Arbenz was elected president of Guatemala, usher-
ing in four years of continued reform. Agrarian reform was the linchpin of
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Arbenz’s agenda. Enacted in 1952, this saw more than 100,000 peasants
receive land confiscated mainly from Guatemalan hacendados (large land-
owners) and, most significantly, from the American-owned United Fruit
Company (UFCO). Arbenz also encouraged unionization among agricultural
workers.

Only a few communists played a part in the reform process, and the
Arbenz government saw itself as merely bringing a semifeudal society into
the twentieth century. Seen through the prism of the Cold War, however, it
appeared to Washington that Arbenz was flirting with socialism, if not com-
munism. Early in the Arbenz presidency, Guatemala became the first major
laboratory for what would later become known as political destabilization.
The U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and State Department, headed
by Allen W. and John Foster Dulles, respectively, brothers who had ties to
UFCO, undertook a disinformation campaign that undermined Arbenz’s
legitimacy among the country’s upper and middle classes and, especially,
the armed forces.

A shipment of Czechoslovak arms to Guatemala in May 1954 provided
the United States with “evidence” that Arbenz was tilting toward the Soviet
bloc and, therefore, had to be removed from power. The United States
helped train a contingent of Guatemalan exiles in Honduras who, in June
1954, invaded Guatemala and forced Arbenz’s resignation on 27 June. A pro-
American military regime led by Colonel Carlos Castillo Armas then came
to power. Arbenz left Guatemala, eventually settling in Mexico. He died in
Mexico City on 27 January 1971.

Barry Carr
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South American nation with an area of 1.068 million square miles. Argentina
borders Chile to the west, Bolivia and Paraguay to the north, Brazil and
Uruguay to the northeast, and the Atlantic Ocean to the east and south. Its
1945 population was approximately 17 million people. It is predominantly of
European descent—principally Spaniards and Italians—and Roman Catholi-
cism is the preponderant religion. Argentina is home to the largest Jewish
population in Latin America.
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Argentina pursued a policy of neutrality during World War II. However,
the military government at the time tilted more toward the Axis than the
Allied powers. In fact, during the war the country maintained relations with
Nazi Germany. Argentina’s reluctance to declare war on the Axis had nega-
tive consequences, as the United States imposed an economic boycott
against the country that lasted until 1949. This did not prevent Argentina
from receiving a number of Nazi war criminals.

With the advent of the Cold War, Argentina inaugurated the new politi-
cal phenomenon of Perónism. The government of Argentine Army General
President Juan Perón (1946–1955) sought to maintain an independent for-
eign policy, the so-called third position between capitalism and communism.
Perón’s third position was exemplified by his decision to support the United
States in the event of a hemispheric threat while at the same time resuming
relations with the Soviet Union and concluding important trade agreements
with the Soviets. Argentina had not signed the Rio Pact by 1950, but the
outbreak of the Korean War that June and a new $125 million loan from the
Export-Import Bank led Perón to do so. Scholars have suggested that the rat-
ification of the Rio Pact was a U.S. condition for the approval of the loan.

After 1950 Perón’s foreign policy became openly anti-American and
focused on criticizing American economic imperialism, the negative conse-
quences of the Marshall Plan for the Argentine economy, and the anti-
Argentina campaign in the U.S. media (especially after Perón shut down
the newspaper La Prensa). Perón’s government came to an end in 1955, over-
thrown by a military coup. For the next thirty years, Argentina’s politics
would be bitterly divided between Perónists and anti-Perónists. In that same
time frame the nation would have a succession of civilian and military gov-
ernments, the latter seeing themselves as the guardians of constitutional order.

After the 1959 Cuban Revolution, the government of Arturo Frondizi
(1958–1962) attempted to maintain a neutral position toward the island
nation. At the 1962 Punta del Este Conference, Argentina abstained from
the vote to suspend Cuba from the Organization of American States (OAS).
Under pressure from the military, however, Frondizi broke diplomatic rela-
tions with Cuba in February 1962.

Relations between the United States and the government of Arturo Illia
(1963–1966) had two dynamics. First, Illia decided to cancel oil contracts
granted by Frondizi. That infuriated the United States, which eventually
decided to suspend its economic aid to Argentina. Illia’s oil policy generated
sufficient backlash that both the World Bank and the U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Developed (USAID) refused to grant credits to Argentina for two
years.

Second, bilateral relations improved in the military arena. In 1964, Ar-
gentina signed a memorandum of understanding with the United States in
which both countries agreed to cooperate in defense of the hemisphere.
Along with Peru, Bolivia, the United States, Colombia, Paraguay, and Vene-
zuela, Argentina participated in a joint military exercise that simulated a
counterinsurgency war. Despite the military agreements, however, Argen-
tina did not send troops to the Dominican Republic in 1965. During this
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time, Argentina continued its commercial agreements with the Soviet Union,
although it condemned the Soviet-Cuban attempt to “export revolution.”

The 1960s and early 1970s were characterized by the emergence of guer-
rilla movements. The Montoneros and the Revolutionary People’s Army
(ERP) were the most important of these. Clashes between the guerrillas and
the military government during 1966–1973 put Argentina on the edge of civil
war. The return of Perón in 1973 polarized the Argentine society even more,
and upon his death in 1974 the country witnessed the installation of one of
the most repressive regimes in Latin America.

The military junta that took power in 1976 was determined to eradicate
alleged subversion, and toward that end thousands of people simply dis-
appeared. The magnitude of human rights violations was condemned world-
wide, and in 1978 U.S. President Jimmy Carter ordered an arms embargo
against Argentina.

Until 1981, Argentina continued its nonaligned foreign policy, more for
convenience than anything else. But when Ronald Reagan assumed the U.S.
presidency, the Argentine military turned its attention to the United States.
Argentina cooperated with the United States in training the Nicaraguan
Contras and the Salvadoran army in counterinsurgency techniques.

By 1982 Argentina’s economy had all but collapsed, and the military
regime was completely discredited. On 2 April 1982, Argentine troops dis-
embarked on the British-controlled Falkland (Malvinas) Islands located off
the coast. The dispute over the islands dated back to 1833, when Great
Britain had taken them by force. In the 1960s, the United Nations (UN) rec-
ognized Argentine sovereign rights over the islands. But diplomatic talks
between Argentina and Great Britain at the UN came to a halt in 1982, and
President Fortunato Galtieri approved the use of force to occupy the islands.
Argentine military leaders believed that Britain would not react with force,
and they saw playing this nationalist card as a means to boost their sagging
popularity. The UN, Peruvian President Fernando Belaúnde Terry, and the
U.S. government tried to mediate a peaceful solution, but the war was already
being fought in the South Atlantic. On 14 June 1982, Argentine forces in the
Falklands surrendered to British forces. With this defeat, the Argentine mil-
itary regime collapsed.

The democratic government of President Raul Alfonsin (1983–1989)
opted for an independent foreign policy. At least three areas of tension
marked U.S.-Argentine relations: the negotiation of the foreign debt, tension
in Central America, and the Argentine nuclear program. Alfonsin believed
that the foreign debt should be decided at the multinational level between
creditor and debtor nations, while the United States wanted negotiations
between the debtor nation and creditor institutions. After a failed effort to
create a debtor club, Argentina finally accepted the U.S. position. Alfonsin
was also at odds with the United States over Nicaragua, where he supported
the Contadora Group’s peace efforts. A final source of tension between
Washington and Buenos Aires was the decision of the Argentine government
to continue development of the Condor II intermediate-range ballistic mis-
sile in association with Egypt and Iraq. Argentina also continued in its refusal
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to sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. With regard to Chile and Brazil,
in 1984 Alfonsin initiated talks with Brazil that led to cooperation in nuclear
and economic development. Under President Saul Menem’s administration
(1989–1999), Argentina aligned its foreign policy with that of the United
States.

Carina Solmirano

See also
Americas; Castro, Fidel; Contras; Cuba; Falklands War; Organization of American

States; Perón, Eva; Perón, Juan Domingo; Rio Pact

References
Cisneros, Andres, and Carlos Escude. Historia de las Relaciones Exteriores Argentinas,

Vols. 13 and 14. Buenos Aires: GEL, 2000.
Lanus, Juan. De Chapultepec al Beagle: Politica exterior Argentina, 1945–1980. Buenos

Aires: Emece Editores, 1984.
Nieto, Clara. Masters of War: Latin America and U.S. Aggression from the Cuban Revolu-

tion through the Clinton Years. New York: Seven Stories, 2003.
Norden, Debora, and Roberto Russell. The United States and Argentina: Changing Rela-

tions in a Changing World. New York: Routledge, 2002.

Oft-overthrown president of Haiti. Born in 1953 in Port Salut, Haiti, Jean-
Bertrand Aristide studied theology and was ordained in 1983. He became
the first freely elected president of Haiti in 1990 after the end of military rule
that followed the fall of the Duvalier dictatorship in 1986. Aristide’s term in
office lasted less than a year before the generals seized power again in Sep-
tember 1991. With the help of the U.S. government, he was returned to
power in 1994 and General Raoul Cedras was exiled. Aristide left the priest-
hood in 1995 and the next year married Mildred Trouillot, a U.S. citizen.

Aristide served as president until 1996, when he stepped aside after
losing his claim that the years spent in exile should not count as part of his
five-year term. (The 1987 Haitian constitution prohibits the president from
running for consecutive terms.) His handpicked candidate, René Preval,
succeeded him in the presidency. Aristide ran again for president in 2000,
won, and was sworn in for the third time. Unrest over his failure to reform
Haiti’s economy and allegations of corruption led to his second exile in 2004.

As an advocate of liberation theology, the controversial Catholic doctrine
advocating advancement for the poor and fighting oppression, Aristide natu-
rally came into conflict with the Duvalier government. Liberation theology
was equated with communism throughout the 1980s and was therefore sus-
pect to allies of the United States. Aristide promised to reform the nation and
aid the poor, which led to grassroots support for his first election in 1990. He
did not keep his promises and, in fact, proved to be as addicted to cronyism
and the amassing of personal power as any of his predecessors. The failure to
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deliver on these pledges led to his being overthrown in February 2004. From
exile in South Africa, Aristide maintained that he was still the legitimate
president of Haiti and that U.S. forces had kidnapped him and spirited him
out of the country.

Elizabeth Pugliese
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A Soviet republic since 1920, when Russian troops invaded and annexed it,
Armenia declared its independence from the Soviet Union on 23 September
1991. Located in Transcaucasia, at the geographic crossroads of Europe and
the Middle East, landlocked Armenia has borders with Azerbaijan, Iran,
Turkey, and Georgia. It was the smallest of the Soviet republics, comprising
roughly 11,506 square miles and a population of approximately 1.3 million
in 1945. Throughout its history, Armenia’s position as a frontier region has
resulted in numerous invasions and shifting borders, while competing cul-
tural influences have left their mark on Armenian society. The most endur-
ing historical legacies include Armenia’s distinction of being the first nation
to adopt Christianity (in the early fourth century) and the unique Armenian
alphabet, both of which helped Armenians maintain a distinct national iden-
tity. Throughout the Cold War, the Armenian Apostolic Church and its spir-
itual head, the Catholicos of All Armenians, played a leading role in the
country, despite the Soviet Union’s official opposition to organized religion.

The pre–Cold War history of Armenia and its strategic geographic posi-
tion on the southern border of the Soviet Union conditioned its role during
the Cold War. Although Armenia was not a direct theater of operations dur-
ing World War II, Armenians were concerned with the possibility of Turkish
intervention against the Soviet Union. When the war ended, Soviet leader
Josef Stalin laid claims, on behalf of Armenia and Georgia, against Turkey for
the return of the eastern Turkish provinces of Kars and Ardahan to Soviet
jurisdiction. These claims were enthusiastically embraced by Armenians both
in Soviet Armenia and in Armenian diaspora communities worldwide, largely
because of the still-fresh memories of the massacres of Armenians by the
Turkish government a generation before. Soviet pressure on Turkey com-
bined with Soviet aid to communist guerrillas in Greece and the continuing
Soviet occupation of northern Iran, however, prompted a strong response

178 Armenia

Armenia



from the United States in the form of the Truman Doctrine, which called for
extensive aid to Turkey and Greece in their struggle against communist
aggression. While the attempt to reclaim Kars and Ardahan was not success-
ful, it did lead to a large-scale repatriation of Armenians from around the
world to Soviet Armenia.

Beginning with the death of Stalin in 1953 and continuing throughout the
1950s and early 1960s, Armenia saw significant economic, social, and politi-
cal changes, including the rise of a new generation of intelligentsia to replace
those killed in the 1930s during Stalin’s Great Terror. In 1965, Armenian
intellectuals raised the issue of commemorating the fiftieth anniversary of the
1915 Armenian genocide in Turkey. Demonstrations took place but were dis-
persed with water cannon and repressive police actions. In response to this
unprecedented action, Soviet authorities acquiesced to Armenian demands
to acknowledge the genocide and agreed to erect a monument in Erevan to
the victims of 1915.

These unsanctioned political activities in Armenia led to the formation
of an organized Armenian dissident movement in the late 1960s and 1970s.
Soviet authorities broke up several organizations advocating Armenian inde-
pendence and imprisoned their members in gulags. The most prominent
incident took place in 1977 when a bomb exploded in the Moscow subway.
Although there was no clear evidence of their involvement, several Armeni-
ans were arrested, tried, and executed. Among those protesting this Soviet
action was the human rights activist and dissident Andrei Sakharov. In 1978
when Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev suggested changes to the Soviet
Armenian constitution that would have eliminated the protected status of
the Armenian language, Armenians took to the streets in protest, and intel-
lectuals decried the proposed measure. Brezhnev dropped the idea, and the
Armenian language maintained its official status in Armenia.

Armenian political activism during the Brezhnev era took place within
the context of improving standards of living and rising expectations. These
expectations further increased when Mikhail Gorbachev became general
secretary of the Communist Party in 1985. Soon after assuming power, Gor-
bachev embarked on an ambitious program of rehabilitating Soviet society
and the economy through his glasnost and perestroika reforms. By 1987
Armenians, fearful of a repetition of the Chernobyl nuclear reactor accident
at the Armenian nuclear reactor located at the convergence of several fault
lines, began to raise questions about the state of the environment.

Within a short period of time, however, environmental concerns were
overshadowed by the struggle over Nagorno-Karabakh, an ethnically Armen-
ian enclave situated within the borders of the neighboring Azerbaijan Soviet
Socialist Republic. In February 1988, the local legislature of Nagorno-
Karabakh voted to secede from Azerbaijan and join Armenia, a move con-
demned by Moscow and Baku. A pogrom against Armenians in the Azerbaijani
industrial city of Sumgait followed. For several days, mobs hunted down and
killed Armenians until Soviet forces reestablished order. This led to escalat-
ing violence in and around Nagorno-Karabakh and to hundreds of thousands
of refugees fleeing from both republics.
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The shock of Sumgait reverberated throughout Armenia, with massive
protest demonstrations taking place in Erevan. These spontaneous demon-
strations soon became coordinated and led by the Karabagh Committee, a
group of intellectuals who articulated the Armenian people’s dissatisfaction
with the existing situation. The Karabagh Committee transformed itself into
the Armenian National Movement (ANM) in 1989 and became a driving
political force in the republic, challenging the hegemony of the Communist
Party. In the Supreme Soviet elections of summer 1990, the ANM succeeded
in dominating the legislature and in having its leading activist, Levon Ter-
Petrosyan, elected to the chairmanship.

The conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh was briefly overshadowed on 7 De-
cember 1988 when a massive earthquake struck northern Armenia, flatten-
ing the country’s second largest city and killing between 25,000 and 50,000
people while leaving half a million homeless. Gorbachev, who was in the
United States at the time, rushed back home and allowed foreign humani-
tarian assistance into the affected areas of Armenia. This marked the first time
since World War II that such large amounts of Western aid were permitted
inside the Soviet Union and was a major turning point in the Cold War.

By the end of 1990 democratic reforms had progressed considerably in
Armenia to include agriculture, politics, and the economy. The Armenian
Supreme Soviet decided not to participate in Gorbachev’s March 1991 refer-
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endum on the future of the Soviet Union and instead scheduled a referen-
dum on Armenia’s political future for September 1991—all in accordance
with the Soviet constitution. In the intervening time period, the August 1991
coup against Gorbachev failed, and when Armenia went ahead with its refer-
endum on 21 September 1991, the result was an overwhelming vote for in-
dependence. Independence was declared two days later, and in October
1991 Levon Ter-Petrosyan was elected the first president of an independent
Armenia.

Robert Owen Krikorian
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Disarmament evolved over the ages to imply the entire range of efforts, both
cooperative and imposed, to limit military capabilities. Early practices began
largely as postconflict impositions of limitations on military force by the vic-
tor upon the vanquished. There were also examples of efforts to avoid con-
flict by cooperating to demilitarize likely regions of contact and to restrict the
use of new and destructive technologies. Arms control was adopted to cap-
ture cooperative efforts to contain the nuclear dangers of the Cold War, and
it subsequently became more narrowly focused to describe the drawn-out
negotiation process addressing superpower strategic nuclear weapons.
Against that concept of bilateral arms control, broader efforts continued in
the multilateral arena and were aimed at limiting and sometimes banning
other weapons and systems, ranging from biological and chemical weapons
to antipersonnel land mines.

Efforts to impose some degree of order on international conflict have
always been a feature of international relations. The AD 989 Peace and Truce
of God proclaimed in the Synod of Charroux established noncombatant sta-
tus for civilians. The 1675 Strasbourg Agreement between France and Ger-
many outlawed poison weapons. Efforts to demilitarize colonial forces and
avoid distant conflicts included the 1814 agreement between Great Britain
and Spain restricting trade with rebels in Spain’s American colonies.

The period of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was
marked by dramatic increases in the lethality of warfare and concomitant
efforts to ban the use of certain munitions, to limit the number of advanced

Arms Control 181

Arms Control



systems deployed, and to restrict the geographic employment of forces. The
1868 St. Petersburg Declaration prohibited explosive projectiles such as dum-
dum bullets, and the 1899 Second Hague Convention outlawed chemical,
bacteriological, and biological weapons. The 1922 Washington Naval Treaty
limited the size of naval fleets of signatory nations.

The impact of destructive technologies and practices during World War I
spurred a flurry of activity across the interwar period to limit or prohibit cer-
tain weapons. Part of this activity was undertaken in the League of Nations.
Much of the focus fell on limiting battleships and other major naval combat-
ants and on outlawing poison gas. While the overall effectiveness of many
of these efforts can be questioned, the establishment of an international
process for disarmament negotiations left a strong legacy as the foundation
for Cold War efforts.

Traditionally, the term “disarmament” was used to indicate the full range
of historical endeavors to reduce and restrict military weapons and forces.
The concept was broadly used as an umbrella under which multiple and var-
ied arrangements and means of implementation could reside. The centrality
of the concept of disarmament was supplanted by the term “arms control”
early in the nuclear age. In the mid-1950s policymakers began rethinking
an approach that had emphasized general and complete disarmament and
instead considering limited, partial measures that would gradually enhance
confidence in cooperative security arrangements. Thus, more modest goals
came to replace the propaganda-laden disarmament efforts of the late 1940s
and early 1950s. International security specialists began using the term
“arms control” in place of “disarmament,” which they believed lacked pre-
cision and smacked of utopianism. The fundamental books on the subject
published in the early 1960s all preferred “arms control” as a more compre-
hensive term.

Just as advances in military technologies and lethal practices had spurred
an increased focus on disarmament following World War I, World War II saw
the introduction of what many considered the ultimate weapon as well as a
near-global means of delivery. With the failure of early proposals to eliminate
or internationalize control over atomic weapons, the focus shifted toward
limiting their development and spread and controlling their use and effects.
Western academics and policy analysts soon realized that disarmament in the
literal sense of eliminating nuclear weapons was not going to happen; these
weapons had become a long-term reality of the international system. Thus,
as they began examining these weapons and nuclear strategy, they adopted a
preference for terminology that captured efforts to control these weapons
and prescribe their use.

This perspective was perhaps best expressed by Thomas Schelling and
Morton Halperin in their seminal 1961 book Strategy and Arms Control: “We
believe that arms control is a promising . . . enlargement of the scope of our
military strategy. It rests essentially on the recognition that our military rela-
tion with potential enemies is not one of pure conflict and opposition, but
involves strong elements of mutual interest in the avoidance of a war that
neither side wants, in minimizing the costs and risks of the arms competi-
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tion, and in curtailing the scope and violence of war in the event it occurs.”
These three goals—avoiding war, minimizing the cost of preparing for war,
and reducing the consequences if a war occurred—became the shorthand
definition of the term “arms control” during the Cold War.

Arms control in the nuclear age was framed first as a component part of
an overall military and national security strategy—as an instrument of policy
and an adjunct to force posture rather than a utopian or moral crusade. It cap-
tured the more cooperative side of policy, focusing not on imposition but
on negotiation and compromise, recognizing a shared interest in avoiding
nuclear conflict. It was also goal-oriented: avoiding war, limiting the political
and economic costs of preparing for war, and minimizing the consequences
of any conflict.

Multilateral efforts early in the Cold War sought to control nuclear
weapons by limiting the number of delivery systems, restricting testing, and
hindering further technological development and proliferation. Multilateral
agreements in the nuclear arena prior to the 1970s banned placing nuclear
weapons in Antarctica, in outer space, and on the seafloor. Regional nuclear
weapon–free zones were also established during this period in Latin Amer-
ica, the South Pacific, Africa, and Southeast Asia. Early restrictions on atmos-
pheric testing were supplemented by efforts to ban all atmospheric tests and
eventually underground weapons test explosions. These efforts were capped
by the 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) that sought to prevent
future additions to the nuclear club. These campaigns framed nuclear con-
trol issues for further attention on a bilateral basis and established a structure
for multilateral efforts extending to other arenas of arms control.

With the completion of the NPT, the primary arms control focus of the
Cold War became centered on bilateral strategic controls between the United
States and the Soviet Union. The formal arms control negotiating process
was characterized by preliminary steps that set the agenda for negotiations:
establishing a level of mutual confidence and inspiring self-assurance of the
ability to achieve an adequate level of verification to allow strong considera-
tion of a formal, binding agreement. This was followed by a staged four-part
negotiation and implementation strategy.

The agenda was often set by progress in other negotiations—either multi-
lateral nuclear efforts or bilateral relations outside of the nuclear arena—or by
triggering events such as international crises that created a sense of urgency
to pursue heightened cooperation in the nuclear relationship. In all cases,
issues to be addressed in the formal process were defined and narrowed to a
range that both sides found it comfortable to address. Formal negotiations
were supplemented by a series of confidence-building efforts and agree-
ments that established a cooperative base from which to proceed. The essen-
tial enabler for all nuclear control agreements was the guarantee of adequate
verification means.

Once the preliminary steps were taken (a process that could take years
for a major round of agreements), the negotiation process began. Formal
talks were established with large delegations representing the full range of
affected agencies and functions on each side. These negotiations focused on
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both the substance of the agreement—with a central focus on equitable and
stabilizing controls—and on its implementation. Years of effort and many
technical sidebar discussions were necessary in most cases to ensure that
the eventual agreement and its implementation would hold no surprises for
either side. Predictably, the talks would often hang up on a final series of
points of contention, and a summit between very senior officials on each side
would be needed to reach final agreement. The third stage, the endgame
(including the formal signing of the agreement), would be characterized by
elevation to the highest government officials, much pomp and ceremony,
and formal staging for both international and domestic political effect. The
final stage consisted of implementation, compliance verification, and moni-
toring. Formal mechanisms, often including elaborate procedural and even
organizational structures, characterized the last stage, supplemented by uni-
lateral verification mechanisms as the ultimate guarantor of compliance.

The first bilateral U.S.-Soviet nuclear arms control endeavor established
the process that led to the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT) and ulti-
mately resulted in the SALT I Interim Agreement—with its adjunct Anti-
Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty—and the SALT II Treaty. Cold War tensions
and a dangerous and expensive nuclear arms race spurred both sides in the
1960s into a series of small cooperative measures and internal organizational
steps toward bilateral cooperation on limiting future strategic systems. With
the culmination of the NPT and the almost simultaneous attainment of suf-

ficient capabilities in national technical means for unilateral
verification, formal bilateral negotiations on SALT began
in 1969 within the framework laid out at the 1967 Glass-
boro Summit.

SALT I, signed in 1972, froze the total number of
deployed intercontinental ballistic missiles on both sides
and limited the total number of maritime strategic systems
that each side could deploy. It also limited the develop-
ment and deployment of future antiballistic missile sys-
tems and restricted other defense technologies. The two
sides agreed on the outline of a follow-on agreement at the
Vladivostok Summit in 1974. Subsequent detailed negoti-
ations led to the culmination of SALT II in 1979, which
placed an aggregate limit on deployed strategic launch ve-
hicles and also limited the numbers of systems that could
be equipped with multiple launch systems.

The second series of arms control negotiations between
the United States and the Soviet Union (and, after 1991,
Russia) addressed force reductions through the Strategic
Arms Reduction Talks (START)—leading to the START
I and START II treaties—and the elimination of an entire
class of weapons through the Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces (INF) Treaty. Beginning simultaneously with the
first series of bilateral U.S.–Soviet Union negotiations, a
broader series of East-West efforts addressed the reduction
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of tensions between the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and
the Warsaw Pact in Europe. While this work addressed trans-European
confidence-building measures and conventional force limitations, it also
focused attention on the bilateral-theater nuclear systems of the superpowers.
By 1987, with the deployment of modern U.S.-theater nuclear weapons
under way in Europe (matching earlier Soviet deployments), the INF treaty
negotiations came to fruition, and both sides withdrew and destroyed their
missiles. A key legacy of this agreement, in addition to its precedent for
elimination of an entire category of weapon systems, was its reliance on on-
site inspection teams to verify missile removal and destruction on the other
side’s territory. With on-site inspection as a supplement to national technical
means, strategic reduction negotiations could proceed.

The START talks began in 1982 and proceeded throughout the 1980s
alongside an extensive series of nuclear confidence-building measures ad-
dressing risk reduction and data sharing. The 1992 START I treaty was sig-
nificant in that it required measured reductions in both nuclear weapons
and delivery vehicles, with intrusive verification provisions to ensure com-
pliance. The bilateral nuclear arms control process was so firmly established
by the time of the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991 that a brief series
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of unilateral initiatives, begun by President George H. W. Bush and recipro-
cated, in turn, by outgoing Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev and incoming
Russian President Boris Yeltsin, allowed the START process to continue.
The START II treaty was signed in 1993. In this agreement both sides
agreed to further reduce their nuclear arsenals. In addition, cooperative
efforts succeeded in consolidating control and returning Soviet nuclear sys-
tems to the Russian Republic and initiating a broad effort to check the pro-
liferation of former Soviet nuclear capabilities. At the 1997 Helsinki Summit,
both countries committed themselves to continue the strategic arms reduc-
tion process to even lower levels of nuclear warheads through a START III
round. This negotiation never took place; instead, the two sides signed the
2002 Moscow Treaty (officially the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty).

Arms control was not solely focused on bilateral U.S.-Soviet strategic
arms during the Cold War, however. At the same time, there was a parallel
multilateral effort under way in other fields, often led by the United Nations
Conference on Disarmament or by regional organizations. These discussions
were usually not as highly charged politically as the bilateral efforts, but they
did achieve several notable accomplishments. In 1972 the world agreed to
ban the production, stockpiling, and use of biological and toxin weapons, for
example, and in 1993 it agreed to a similar convention on chemical weapons.
NATO and the Warsaw Pact came to an agreement on conventional force
levels, composition, and disposition in the Conventional Forces in Europe
(CFE) Treaty in 1990. A Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) was signed
in Geneva in 1996 (although it had not yet entered into force as of mid-2005),
and discussions are still ongoing regarding a Fissile Materials Cutoff Treaty.
Nuclear weapon–free zones essentially denuclearized the entire Southern
Hemisphere, and a coalition of states and nongovernmental organizations led
the effort to ban land mines in 1997. Also, several informal groupings of states,
among them the Zangger Committee, the Australia Group, the Wassenaar
Arrangement, and the Nuclear Suppliers Group, were created to prevent the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction technologies.

The agenda for arms control remains extensive. The United States and
Russia each retain significant nuclear arsenals. There are nine nuclear-armed
states in today’s world. Remaining nuclear weapons arsenals and the potential
for nuclear proliferation—whether materials, components, systems, weapons,
or expertise—will keep nuclear arms control on the agenda. In addition,
a whole range of conventional arms remains outside of any effective con-
trols. Other weapons with catastrophic potential—particularly biological and
chemical—remain a threat for development and proliferation. Far-reaching
technological developments have opened up entire new arenas of potential
and actual military development and of concomitant arms control interest.
Ongoing efforts—unilateral, bilateral, and multilateral; formal and informal;
between nations and also including nonstate parties and interests in some
cases—are addressing this wide agenda.

In the post–Cold War world, arms control is seen in slightly altered but
no less important forms. First, there is likely to be at least another two or
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more decades of the U.S.-Russia nuclear reductions implementation pro-
cess. The cooperative effort to dismantle, control, and destroy the weapons-
grade materials from thousands of weapons will be a difficult, expensive, and
often contentious process, and it will be compounded and extended with
each new round of cuts. The added factor of dealing with strategic defenses
will complicate this bilateral endgame, at least in the short term, but it also
holds the potential—at least to some observers—of being the only route jus-
tifying the continued drawdown of the two strategic nuclear arsenals. In
addition, the United States and Russia have yet to address the nonstrategic
nuclear weapons that are included in their arsenals. This will even further
complicate bilateral arms controls. Finally, similar cooperative efforts to dis-
mantle, control, and destroy former Soviet chemical and biological weapons
and capabilities extend the scope and horizons of the bilateral strategic arms
control effort. The highly formal bilateral arms control process will certainly
be altered, but this series of arms control is far from over.

Second, there is likely to be a continuation of multilateral arms control
and disarmament efforts, particularly toward halting and reversing the prolif-
eration and development of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons. Work
remains to be done in fully implementing the NPT and the CTBT and in
creating an implementation protocol for the Biological Weapons Convention.
New and emerging arenas for arms control may include efforts to control or
ban small arms and land mines, discussion of controls on advanced conven-
tional weapons, and emerging venues of interest in space and cyberspace.

Further, major regional arms control and disarmament efforts are just
emerging. Europe has long addressed security cooperation, confidence build-
ing, and conventional arms control issues, and that effort will no doubt con-
tinue. Other regions have adopted nuclear weapon–free zones, and some
have established regional and subregional cooperative programs on a range
of economic, political, and security issues. Today, with the emergence of new
nuclear states in South Asia and with heightened proliferation concerns rang-
ing from East Asia to the Middle East, efforts will be initiated and intensified
to establish regional mechanisms for transparency and security.

International events beginning in late 2001 have had a profound effect
on all dimensions of international relations. Global terrorism and actions well
outside accepted norms of international behavior by rogue and failing states
raise critical challenges to the foundations of cooperation and diplomacy that
lie at the heart of arms control. In the short term there is an increased empha-
sis on strengthened nonproliferation as well as an expressed willingness to
pursue active counterproliferation or preemption. At the same time, there is
also the ongoing and active agreement on the part of the United States and
Russia to enact strategic nuclear weapons cuts to 2,000 or fewer warheads on
each side. Given the historical record and the net effect of all of these trends,
there is reason to believe that arms control and disarmament will remain rel-
evant into the foreseeable future.

Jeffrey A. Larsen
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The sale of weapons has been an important political and economic activity
for centuries, but it may have reached its height during the Cold War. In this
period the United States and the Soviet Union competed for influence
around the world, and both countries utilized arms sales to maintain the sup-
port of allies and to bring new supporters into their respective spheres of
influence. In the 1980s alone, it is estimated that arms transfers amounted to
a total of $490 billion. The majority of the arms sold came from the two
superpowers, which together accounted for nearly two-thirds of all arms trans-
actions during this time. Most of these sales were directed toward nations of
the developing world.

The United States and the Soviet Union regarded arms sales as a primary
tool for firming up alliances, acquiring military bases, increasing influence in
recipient nations, and maintaining the international balance of power. Both
nations sold a variety of weapons to their allies, potential allies, insurgents,
and lesser-developed and nonaligned countries. American tanks and jet
fighters were sold to Egypt and South Korea, for example, while the Soviets
placed tanks in Syria and fighter jets in North Korea.

The U.S. government justified its arms sales by emphasizing the need to
halt the spread of communism. Using the rationale that pro-Western, auto-
cratic rulers were better than communists, the United States provided an
assorted mix of dictators such as Suharto in Indonesia, Ngo Dinh Diem in
South Vietnam, Mobuto Sese Seko in Zaire, and Shah Mohammad Reza
Pahlavi in Iran with small arms, missiles, tanks, and jet aircraft in order to
keep their support. Members of key regional alliances such as the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Southeast Asia Treaty Organi-
zation (SEATO) were also recipients of American arms, as were important
regional allies such as Japan and Israel.
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During the 1950s and 1960s, the Soviets supplied arms
to anticolonial and independence movements in Asia and
Africa, using weapons exports to establish themselves as
the leading enemy of imperialism in the developing world.
The Soviets provided armaments to a variety of client
states including Afghanistan, Angola, Cuba, Ethiopia, India,
Iraq, Libya, and Syria as well as to Warsaw Pact nations.
The Chinese, North Koreans, and North Vietnamese also
received Soviet arms. By the mid-1980s, Soviet weapons
exports averaged between $15 billion and $20 billion
annually.

The governments of neutral nations such as Egypt
often took advantage of weapons sales during the Cold
War to play the two superpowers off each other. During
Dwight Eisenhower’s presidency, the ideological implica-
tions of the Cold War led to a certain level of frustration
with those nonaligned nations that would not take a stand
against communism. While the United States did not
refuse to sell arms to Egypt in 1955, it proposed terms of
payment that were so high that Egypt could not accept
them. Cairo then turned to the Soviets, who were more
than willing to circumvent the Baghdad Pact and provide
weapons to the Egyptians, thereby extending Soviet influ-
ence in the Middle East. Countries in the Middle East thus
learned that they no longer had to rely on the American-
British-French triumvirate as their sole source of weapons.
By playing the Russian card, these states could assert their
independence from the West. On the other hand, the pur-
chase of Soviet arms by various Middle Eastern nations
undoubtedly fueled the increase in American arms sales
to Israel. Other nonaligned nations around the world fol-
lowed suit by soliciting arms from each of the superpowers.

Arms sales by both sides in the Cold War certainly contributed to or
extended conflicts around the globe. Weapons supplied by both the super-
powers and their proxies to one side or the other (and sometimes both) were
used in a variety of wars of liberation as well as in the Arab-Israeli wars, the
Korean War, the Vietnam War, the Iran-Iraq War, and the Afghanistan War.
The Soviet shipment of nuclear-tipped missiles to Cuba ultimately led to
the most dangerous moment of the entire Cold War, the 1962 Cuban Missile
Crisis.

For the United States, arms sales also led to a serious political crisis, the
Iran-Contra Affair, that occurred during the second term of President Ronald
Reagan. In an effort to persuade Iran to use its influence to help win the free-
dom of American hostages held in Lebanon, the Reagan administration agreed
to sell weapons to Iran, which had been at war with Iraq for nearly five years.
The proceeds from the sales were then funneled to a Nicaraguan insurgency
group, the Contras, who were attempting to overthrow the leftist Sandinista
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Israel provided training and weaponry to Honduras. Israeli
advisors trained the Cobras, an elite counterinsurgency
unit. Shown here is a Honduran soldier with his Israeli-
manufactured Uzi submachine gun. (U.S. Department of
Defense)



government, which was supported by the Soviets and Cuba. In
agreeing to the deal, the administration violated its own stated
policy regarding weapons sales and specific congressional legisla-
tion that prohibited funding the Contras. The discovery of the
arrangement in November 1986 precipitated a serious scandal. It
also raised constitutional issues regarding the separation of powers
and the president’s prerogative in the conduct of foreign policy.

Since the end of the Cold War, arms sales have declined sig-
nificantly. Transfers of arms during the period 1997–2001 dropped
from approximately $46 billion to $25 billion. Despite the gen-
eral decline of arms sales over the past the twenty years, the
movement of weapons between nations remains considerable.
Asian nations in particular account for a high percentage of arms
purchases, buying some 40 percent of all weapons exports. The
Middle East is another significant regional buyer of arms, taking
in about 13 percent of exported armaments. Saudi Arabia led the
world in arms imports in 2001, followed by China, Taiwan, South
Korea, Egypt, Israel, India, Kuwait, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka.

Among arms exporters today, the United States is the lead-
ing arms merchant by far. American arms sales in 2001 alone
accounted for almost 46 percent of all weapons transfers made
in that year. Since 1992, the United States has exported more
than $142 billion worth of armaments worldwide. Other leading

arms suppliers are Russia, France, Great Britain, China, Israel, the Ukraine,
Slovakia, Belgium, Greece, and South Korea.

A. Gregory Moore

See also
Contras; Cuban Missile Crisis; Iran-Contra Affair; Reagan, Ronald Wilson; Sandinistas
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Between the end of World War II and the end of the Cold War, artillery
went through the most dramatic series of changes in its entire history. In the
middle of the Vietnam War, a World War II–era field artilleryman would still
have been able to recognize most of what he saw in a typical field artillery
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U.S. Military Aid and
Weapons Sales to Latin America

(in current millions of dollars)

Country 1950–1979 1980–1993
Argentina 238.7 68.3
Belize 0.0 4.1
Bolivia 45.6 103.8
Brazil 580.0 393.4
Chile 294.8 30.1
Colombia 140.7 477.0
Costa Rica 2.5 29.4
Cuba 18.6 0.0
Dom. Rep. 27.9 31.1
Ecuador 134.0 85.1
El Salvador 11.0 966.3
Guatemala 55.4 32.6
Haiti 3.9 3.3
Honduras 17.5 440.1
Jamaica 1.3 47.5
Mexico 21.6 215.7
Nicaragua 18.2 0.4
Panama 11.6 31.6
Paraguay 21.4 0.3
Peru 281.6 47.3
Uruguay 80.8 19.8
Venezuela 245.0 713.7

Total 2,252.20 5,071.50
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battalion. By the Persian Gulf War in 1991, he would have been totally lost.
For the other branches of artillery, the changes were faster and even more
drastic.

By 1948 the United States had abandoned coastal artillery completely,
and Britain followed suit in 1956. As early as the late 1930s, it was obvious
that carrier-based aircraft were making conventional gun battery coastal
defenses obsolete, and in reaction many coastal artillery units started to con-
vert to air defense (antiaircraft artillery, or AAA) missions. Most American air
defense artillery (ADA) units today carry the lineage of older coastal artillery
units. ADA weapons also went through rapid and radical changes following
World War II. Most large-caliber AAA guns were phased out in favor of
guided missiles, although some armies still retained machine gun-based sys-
tems for low-flying aircraft. Two of the most prominent still in service in the
early twenty-first century include the American 20mm Vulcan and the Soviet
23mm ZSU-23–4. Both systems are radar controlled and are mounted on
self-propelled tracked carriages.

In the 1960s many armies started introducing shoulder-fired, man-
portable air defense systems (MANPADs) to extend air defense coverage
to lower-level maneuver units in the field. Unfortunately, too many of these
weapons were poorly accounted for and were controlled by many armies.
During the 1980–1988 period alone, the Soviets delivered 32,210 surface-to-
air missiles (SAMs) of all types to third world countries; during the Soviet
war in Afghanistan, the United States supplied the mujahideen resistance
with Stinger MANPADs. All too many MANPADs ended up on the black
market, and at the beginning of the twenty-first century MANPADs in the
hands of terrorists had become one of the worst-case nightmare scenarios.

Antitank artillery units were virtually unique to World War II, and most
armies abandoned them completely by the mid-1950s, although conventional
Soviet field artillery retained an antitank role in the direct-fire mode. Most
antitank guns were phased out in favor of wire-guided antitank missiles,
either employed directly by the lower-level maneuver units or later fired
from helicopters. When the armed helicopter first appeared in Vietnam firing
2.75-inch unguided rockets, those units initially were designated as aerial
field artillery (AFA) because the U.S. Army at that time did not have an avi-
ation branch. As helicopter ordnance became more sophisticated and the first
purpose-built attack helicopter, the AH-1 Cobra, was introduced, such units
quickly were redesignated as attack aviation. Shortly after the end of the
Vietnam War, the U.S. Army reintroduced the Aviation Branch that it lost
when the U.S. Air Force became a separate service in 1947.
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American and Soviet Artillery

American Type Soviet Type
20mm Vulcan AAA 23mm ZSU-23-4 AAA
155mm SP howitzer M-109 SP 122mm SP howitzer 2S-1 SP
8-inch (203mm) howitzer M-110 SP 152mm SP howitzer 2S-3 SP
175mm SP gun M-107 SP 152mm SP gun 2S-5 SP
280mm M-65 gun Nuclear 203mm SP gun 2S-7 SP



At the start of World War II, the standard divisional support gun in most
armies was 75mm. From the latter half of World War II through Vietnam, it
was 105mm. In the years since Vietnam it has been 155mm. Although the self-
propelled (SP) gun became a standard weapon system in World War II, most
field artillery then was still towed. Today most of the artillery of the major
armies is SP. The weight of the SP guns, however, restricts their air trans-
portability, and for that reason most armies still have a number of the lighter
towed guns, particularly the 105mm, that can be transported by helicopter.

In the early 1960s the United States introduced an entire family of SP
guns. The venerable 155mm SP howitzer M-109 was adopted by at least
twenty countries. It has undergone constant modification and improvement
and still remains in service. The 8-inch (203mm) howitzer M-110 was essen-
tially a World War II weapon mounted on new SP chasses. With a range of
16,800 meters, it reputedly was the most accurate field artillery weapon in his-
tory. In the 1970s a longer barrel gave it even more range, but many maneu-
ver commanders disliked it because of its slow speed. It was phased out of
the U.S. inventory immediately after the Persian Gulf War, a decision that
many artillery experts still believe was a serious mistake because of the
weapon’s accuracy and unparalleled hitting power. The 175mm SP M-107
was mounted on the same chassis as the M-110. Firing out to 32,700 meters,
it had the longest range of any American cannon system. Unfortunately, it
was very inaccurate and suffered from the same mobility problems as the
M-110. The 175mm SP was phased out in the early 1980s.

The standard artillery calibers used by the Soviet Union, its client states
in the third world, and the Warsaw Pact states included 122mm, 152mm,
and 203mm, which were first adopted by the emperors’ armies and have been
used by the Russians up to the present. Initially, the Soviets did not follow
the trend toward SP field artillery. From the mid-1970s through the mid-
1980s, however, the Soviets conducted an aggressive program of introducing
the new 2S family of SP artillery. These included the 122mm SP howitzer
2S-1, the 152mm SP howitzer 2S-3, the 152mm SP gun 2S-5, the 203mm SP
gun 2S-7, and the 240mm SP mortar 2S-4.

It is an old adage of the British Royal Artillery that the real artillery
weapon is the projectile and that the gun is merely the means of sending
it to the target. During World War II, the most common types of artillery
ammunition were high explosive (HE), illumination, and smoke. Chemical
artillery rounds had been widely used during World War I; all sides still had
them in their arsenals during World War II, but they were never used.
Nonetheless, most armies during the Cold War stockpiled chemical artillery
rounds and trained in their delivery. Chemical agents carried in the artillery
rounds included the GB (nonpersistent) and VX (persistent) nerve agents
and the HD blistering agent.

During the Cold War period, a wide range of new and innovative artillery
projectiles came into service. During the Vietnam War, the United States
introduced the antipersonnel round (APERS), commonly called the Beehive
round. Designed to defend isolated firebases from human-wave attacks, the
Beehive round fired thousands of tiny fléchettes (essentially small nails with
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fins) at point-blank range. The Beehive was a return to the concept of the
old canister round of muzzle-loading artillery. Also introduced in Vietnam,
the Improved Conventional Munition (ICM) was a cargo-carrying round that
dispersed antipersonnel submunitions (bomblets) above the target. After the
Vietnam War, the United States introduced the Dual-Purpose ICM (DPICM)
round, containing a mixture of antipersonnel and antiarmor submunitions. In
the 1980s the United States also introduced a laser-guided antitank round,
the M-712 Copperhead. Developed to counter the massive Soviet armored
formations, the Copperhead was the first field artillery round specifically
designed to be fired against a point target rather than an area target.

Another variation on the cargo-carrying round was the late-1970s U.S.
introduction of the Field Artillery Scatterable Mines (FASCAM) system, de-
signed to lay minefields deep into enemy territory. FASCAM rounds carried
either antipersonnel or antiarmor mines. Each of the mines has a variable
active period that can be set prior to firing the round. At the end of the max-
imum active period the mines automatically disarm, thereby rendering them
harmless to friendly troops who might advance through the area in the future.

Fuel Air Explosives (FAE) are powerful conventional explosives, some-
times called the poor man’s nuke. The round operates on the same principle
as a grain elevator explosion. A preliminary explosion first disperses a cloud
of petroleum-based droplets over a large area while the main charge deto-
nates the vapor cloud, producing a huge fireball. The Soviets reportedly
used FAE artillery rounds and missile warheads in Afghanistan.

The most defining characteristic of Cold War field artillery was its ability
to fire a nuclear round, the so-called battlefield nuclear weapon, also erro-
neously called the tactical nuclear weapon. The first and only cannon firing
of a nuclear round occurred on 25 May 1953 at Frenchman’s Flats, Nevada,
as part of Operation UPSHOT-KNOTHOLE. An 803-pound T-124 projectile with
a W-9 warhead was fired to a range of 10,000 meters and detonated 160
meters above the ground, producing a yield of fifteen kilotons. The weapon
that fired the round was the superheavy 280mm M-65 gun. Originally
designed late in World War II, the weapon was never put into production as
originally intended. In the late 1940s the design was resurrected specifically
as a nuclear weapon. In battery, the gun weighed 93,800 pounds and fired
from a box-trail platform. It was suspended between two specially built trac-
tors. In addition to the nuclear round, it could also fire a 598-pound HE round
out to a range of 28,700 meters. Nicknamed “Atomic Annie,” the M-65
remained in service a little more than ten years.

The mainstays of the U.S. nuclear field artillery arsenal were the 155mm
M-109 and 8-inch M-110 howitzers. Both weapons also fired conventional
ammunition and fired many thousands of HE rounds during the Vietnam
War and later during the Persian Gulf War. The M-109 was capable of firing
the M-454 nuclear round. At 120 pounds, the round’s W-48 fission warhead
produced a mere 0.1-kiloton blast. It was the smallest U.S. nuclear warhead
ever fielded.

Approximately 1,060 M-454 rounds were procured. The other nuclear
shell produced in large numbers was the M-422 with the W-33 warhead, fired
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by the 8-inch M-110 howitzer. Three types of the W-33s produced yields
between five and ten kilotons. A fourth type produced a forty-kiloton yield.
Some 2,000 W-33s were produced between 1957 and 1965. Late in the Cold
War the M-753 round with the W-79 warhead was also produced in small
numbers for the 8-inch M-110 howitzer. It had only a one- to two-kiloton
yield, but its enhanced radiation effect was designed to produce greater
human killing with less blast damage.

American officers specially trained as nuclear target analysts carried the
additional skill indicator personnel code of 5X. The logic and even the basic
sanity of nuclear weapons with such a short range was debated continually
throughout the Cold War. In the event of an all-out attack by the Soviet
Union and the Warsaw Pact nations, units such as the 2nd Battalion, 92nd
Field Artillery, stationed in Giessen, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG,
West Germany), were supposed to deploy to predesignated positions near the
Fulda Gap. Once in position, their mission was to fire a single nuclear round
from each of the battalion’s twelve 8-inch M-110 howitzers. Most American
artillerymen who served in Germany during the Cold War understood only
too well that it was basically a suicide mission.
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The first and only test of the M65 atomic cannon, nicknamed “Atomic Annie,” at Frenchman’s Flat, Nevada, 25 May 1953.
(Library of Congress)
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President George H. W. Bush made the unilateral decision to eliminate
nuclear field artillery in 1991, withdrawing some 1,300 nuclear shells from
Europe. The Soviet Union followed suit in 1992. The United States
destroyed its last nuclear artillery round, a W-79 warhead, in late 2003.

Britain’s Royal Artillery employed the U.S. M-109 and M-110 howitzers,
and as a nuclear power, British forces had nuclear rounds for both weapons.
The West German Bundeswehr also used the M-109 and M-110 but as a
nonnuclear power did not have nuclear rounds. There was, however, a sys-
tem in place to issue such rounds to the Bundeswehr in time of war. U.S.
Special Weapons units, sometimes called caretaker units, were aligned with
and based near designated Bundeswehr artillery units. The American units
maintained physical control over the nuclear rounds. Upon receipt of the
release authority of the president of the United States and the approval of
the West German chancellor, the nuclear rounds would be released to the
German units. Fortunately, this mechanism was never tested.

Artillery rockets have been in use since at least the War of 1812, but they
only became significant battlefield weapons during World War II. The Ger-
man V-1 Buzz Bomb was the world’s first practical cruise missile. The German
V-2 was the first guided missile used as a weapon and the forerunner of today’s
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). The German Nebelwerfers and
the Soviet Katyushas were the first practical multiple rocket launchers.
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An M198 155mm howitzer firing during the multinational joint service Exercise BRIGHT STAR in Egypt, 1 August 1985.
(U.S. Department of Defense)



During the 1950s the United States fielded a succession of battlefield
rocket and missile systems, including the Corporal, the Sergeant, and the
Little John. Introduced in 1962, the Honest John had both nuclear and HE
warheads. The 762mm rocket was launched from a rail on the back of a truck
and had a range of 37,000 meters. As an unguided, free-flight rocket, it was
aimed before firing using fire direction calculations similar to those used for
tube artillery. In 1972 the United States replaced the Honest John with the
Lance. Designed as a nuclear delivery system only, the 557mm inertial-
guided missile had a range of 112 kilometers.

The Pershing, first introduced in 1962 and fielded in Europe in 1964,
was the premier U.S. field artillery missile system. An inertial-guided, two-
stage missile with a nuclear warhead and a range of up to 750 kilometers, it
became the backbone of the nuclear deterrent against attack by the Soviet
Union and the Warsaw Pact nations. In March 1964 the West German Air
Force’s first Pershing wing began unit training at Fort Sill, Oklahoma. The
control system for the warheads in Germany was the same as for the nuclear
artillery shells.

The upgraded Pershing Ia, introduced in 1969, had a W-50 warhead with
yields of 60, 200, or 400 kilotons. The far more capable and accurate Persh-
ing II, with a range of 1,800 kilometers, was introduced in 1983. Fired from
West Germany, the P-2, as it was called, could hit targets with pinpoint accu-
racy deep in the Soviet Union. Its W-85 warhead produced a 40-kiloton air-
burst. Basing the P-2 on German soil caused a major political crisis for the
government of Chancellor Helmut Schmidt, but the administration of Pres-
ident Ronald Reagan forced the issue. Some historians have since argued that
the deployment of the P-2 was one of the most significant elements of pres-
sure that led to the collapse of the Soviet Union. Under the control of the

56th Field Artillery Command, eighty-six P-2 launchers and
ninety-one warheads were deployed in Germany as of 1989.
Before the Pershings were eliminated in 1991, the U.S.
Army had 169 Pershing 1a and 234 Pershing II missiles.

The Soviet 2S family of guns 152mm and larger were
all chemical- and nuclear-capable, but the Soviets generally
showed less interest than the West in using tube artillery
to fire nuclear weapons, preferring instead to rely on rock-
ets and missiles to deliver warheads of mass destruction.
The Soviet equivalent of the Honest John was known to
NATO as the FROG (for Free Rocket Over Ground). The
last model, the FROG-7, had HE, chemical, and nuclear
warheads and a range of 42 miles. The SS-1C, known to
NATO as the SCUD-B, was a guided missile with a range
of 180 miles. During the Persian Gulf War, Iraqi-made
crude versions of the SCUD proved widely inaccurate but
were a tremendous nuisance to the Coalition, especially
when Iraq fired them at Israel in a failed attempt to
broaden the conflict. The Soviet SS-21 guided missile was
a divisional-level system with a range of only 60 miles.
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Soviet FROG-7 tactical nuclear surface-to-surface missile
and crew, 1 August 1982. (U.S. Department of Defense)



The SS-23 was an army-level system with a range of 300 miles. The SS-12
was a theater-level system with a range of 540 miles. All these Soviet systems
carried nuclear warheads. Under the provisions of the Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, the United States agreed to eliminate the Per-
shing and the Soviets agreed to eliminate the SS-12 and SS-23.

As with the Soviets, the French relied primarily on their Pluton guided
missile as their primary delivery system for battlefield nuclear weapons.
Although Israel is not an officially declared nuclear power, most Western
intelligence organizations have assumed since the 1970s that their Jericho
missile has a nuclear warhead.

Except in the Soviet Union, multiple rocket launching systems went
into an eclipse for almost four decades following World War II. Such weapons
never went out of service in the Warsaw Pact armies, and in 1964 the Soviets
introduced the BM-21. Basically an upgraded version of the World War II
Katyusha, the BM-21 was a truck-mounted system with forty launching tubes
that salvoed 122mm free flight rockets to a range of 20,000 meters. The sys-
tem was not very accurate, but the NATO armies respected and feared its
area-saturation power.

In 1985 the United States introduced the Multiple Launch Rocket Sys-
tem (MLRS), which was quickly adopted by many NATO armies. Based on
the fully tracked chassis of the Bradley armored fighting vehicle, the MLRS
was a quantum technological improvement over the Soviet BM-21. The
MLRS carries twelve 227mm rockets and can fire them by salvo, by ripple,
or individually. Although the rockets are unguided, they are essentially as
accurate as cannon artillery because each SP launcher system carries its own
onboard computer and a Global Positioning System (GPS). This also means
that each launcher in a battery can position itself independently in diverse
locations yet still mass its fire on a designated target. Each rocket has a range
of 32,000 meters and delivers a 320-pound warhead containing 644 DPICM
submunitions, capable of defeating 100mm of armor. Once the launcher
expends its load, the onboard automatic loading system allows the three-
man crew to reload the system in a matter of minutes. The MLRS was used
with devastating effect during the Persian Gulf War.

Electronics and computers have also changed artillery in ways undreamed
of during World War II. By the latter half of the Cold War, all the NATO and
Warsaw Pact armies had sophisticated counterbattery radar systems that
could instantly pinpoint the map coordinates of hostile mortars or artillery.
(Because of the different angles of fire involved, separately designed radar
systems are still needed to locate mortars and artillery.)

Up through the end of the Vietnam War, fire direction calculations were
still done manually, using firing charts and graphical firing tables (specially
designed slide rules). A well-trained Fire Direction Control (FDC) section
could calculate initial firing data in a matter of minutes and subsequent cor-
rection data in a matter of seconds.

In the late 1960s the U.S. Army introduced its Field Artillery Digital Auto-
matic Computer (FADAC). The new computer was not really faster than a
well-trained FDC section using manual methods, but FADAC’s advantages
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were that it was more accurate and could compute firing data for up to five
different batteries simultaneously. FADAC’s main drawback was its poor
reliability. It was almost always down for maintenance. The equivalent
British system was called Field Artillery Computing Equipment (FACE).

With the widespread commercial introduction of inexpensive handheld
calculators in the early 1970s and programmable calculators shortly there-
after, many enterprising FDC crewmen bought their own calculators and
programmed them for the gunnery solution. The results were almost as fast
and accurate as FADAC and were much more reliable. The U.S. Army even-
tually bought and preprogrammed the Texas Instruments TI-59 calculator.
Meanwhile, the much more reliable and flexible TACFIRE system replaced
FADAC in all U.S. artillery units by the 1980s. The system is still in use
today, and only a few very old artillerymen at the start of the twenty-first
century still remember how to compute the gunnery solution manually.

Accurate artillery fire is absolutely dependent on accurate positioning
data for the guns and at least the registration point, if not all the targets. Up
through the end of the Vietnam War, artillery survey was still conducted the
same way the early colonial surveyors laid out the Mason-Dixon Line, with a
tape measure and a transit. In the early 1970s the time- and labor-intensive
tape measure gave way to the infrared Distance Measuring Equipment
(DME). Shortly thereafter the entire surveying system was completely auto-
mated with the introduction of the Position and Azimuth Determining Sys-
tem (PADS). Once initialized, the gyro-based PADS could be transported in
a ground vehicle or a helicopter to any location, there to produce precise dig-
ital readout of the location. When the constellation of GPS satellites was put
in orbit, the GPS was able to produce accurate location data anywhere in the
world. As with the MLRS, other SP artillery systems have been fitted with
their own onboard GPS, allowing the guns of a single battery to be widely
dispersed on the ground yet mass their fires on a single target. The widely dis-
persed guns, of course, offer a far more difficult counterbattery target to the
enemy and improve battlefield survivability.

Although conventional tube artillery is nowhere near as technically
sophisticated as guided missiles, jet fighter-bombers, or helicopter gunships,
it will remain a key element on the battlefield well into the twenty-first cen-
tury and most probably beyond. Within the arc of its range, field artillery is
still the only all-weather, twenty-four-hour, instant-response, close-fire sup-
port system that cannot be interfered with by electronic means. As long as the
ammunition supply remains constant, artillery also has far greater duration
than any of the airborne systems. Those characteristics make field artillery
still indispensable to infantrymen in contact.

David T. Zabecki

See also
Antiaircraft Guns and Missiles; Biological and Chemical Weapons and Warfare;

Missiles, Antiballistic; Missiles, Cruise; Missiles, Intercontinental Ballistic; Mis-
siles, Intermediate-Range Ballistic; Missiles, Pershing II; Missiles, Submarine-
Launched Ballistic; Nuclear Weapons, Tactical
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Prior to World War II, the United States based its armed forces in Asia on its
own territories in the Philippines, in Guam and Hawaii, and also in some
other small islands in the Pacific acquired during the late nineteenth century.
Following World War II, U.S. forces in Asia maintained army, air force, and
navy installations on these Pacific islands as well as in Japan and southern
Korea, which the United States occupied. Additionally,
the United States had military personnel in China to assist
the Guomindang (Nationalist) government. Most of these
latter were withdrawn during the civil war with the com-
munists by mid-1948.

The 1947 Truman Doctrine, which pledged the United
States to preventing the spread of communism around the
world, played a large role in the basing and use of U.S.
forces in Asia. The intensification of the U.S.-Soviet rivalry
during the late 1940s, the communist victory in China in
October 1949, and the outbreak of the Korean War in June
1950 triggered a sizable Cold War buildup of U.S. military
personnel and facilities throughout Asia. During the Cold
War, the primary goals of U.S. forces in Asia were to pre-
vent the expansion of communist powers, specifically the
Soviet Union, the People’s Republic of China (PRC), the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North
Korea), and later the Democratic Republic of Vietnam
(DRV, North Vietnam), and to ensure American political
influence in and economic access to Asia.

During the early 1950s, the Americans greatly aug-
mented their military presence in Asia. By 1953, the last
year of the Korean War, American military personnel in the
Far East had grown to nearly 630,000, up from 150,000
in 1950. Another 26,000 personnel (an increase from just
21,000 in 1950) were based in the central and southwest
Pacific, mostly in the Marianas and Marshall Islands. Al-
though the Philippines achieved independence in 1946
and the occupation of Japan ended in 1952, the United
States made agreements with these nations to maintain
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U.S. military advisor Lieutenant Colonel George D. Willets
visiting with a Korean near the Demilitarized Zone in
1957. (James Burke/Time Life Pictures/Getty Images)



military bases there. In 1954, the United States formalized a security agree-
ment with the Republic of China (ROC) on Taiwan to provide military assis-
tance and advice to enable it to repel a takeover by the PRC. By the end of
the decade, the number of U.S. personnel in Asia and the Pacific stood at
209,000.

The expansion of forces in Asia transformed the areas surrounding U.S.
bases and brought with it tens of thousands of dependents of armed forces
personnel. According to the 1960 census, 81,540 military dependents lived
in Asia. Many bases became entirely American communities, complete with
housing units, commissaries, post exchanges, churches, hospitals, schools,
movie theaters, and recreational facilities. But in and around these “little
Americas,” Americans and Asians interacted quite regularly. Asians worked
on American military bases and in American homes, while Americans ven-
tured into off-base communities, spending money in local establishments.
Naval personnel also routinely visited port cities on ship visits to numerous
countries throughout Asia and the Pacific.

Off-base, Asian-owned businesses offered services and products that
they knew would attract American spending. Besides the requisite souvenir
shops and eateries, local businesspeople opened bars, nightclubs, and cloth-
ing shops, many of which catered specifically to American tastes and procliv-
ities. In some places, even brothels were opened to attract American patrons.
While some host nationals welcomed the economic opportunities generated
by the U.S. bases, many decried the commercial districts and sex-oriented
tourism that sprang up around bases in Okinawa, the Philippines, and South
Korea. Servicemen’s undesirable and sometimes criminal behavior, which
included drunkenness, brawling, vehicle accidents, robbery, sexual assault,
and even murder, fueled host nationals’ resentment of American bases. Asian
sex workers risked venereal diseases, unwanted pregnancies, and ostracism
from families and communities. Host societies also struggled with the effects
of marriages between American servicemen and Asian women and the atten-
dant births of mixed-race children, some of whom were abandoned. In addi-
tion, the social and even legal stigmatization of mixed-race relationships
followed American servicemen and their Asian families when they moved
back to the United States, especially in states with antimiscegenation laws.
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U.S. Forces in Asia by Branch

1960 1970

Marine Air Marine Air
Country Army Navy Corps Force Army Navy Corps Force
Hong Kong 9 3,726 6 3 0 12 10 6
Japan 5,528 19,455 5,461 27,433 5,917 33,350 39,267 18,005
Korea (1960) / South Korea (1970) 49,882 312 102 5,652 42,629 320 48 9,286
Laos 11 0 12 0 0 0 15 7
Philippines 737 5,822 1,798 4,920 256 8,682 723 13,779
Ryukyus (Okinawa) 8,995 4,615 15,250 9,965 11,439 2,549 16,158 14,606
Singapore 4 264 5 6 0 4 5 1
Taiwan 1,262 1,306 49 2,276 897 779 23 7,114
Thailand 222 34 19 63 9,055 227 46 29,884
Vietnam (1960) / South Vietnam (1970) 558 98 21 117 294,088 40,097 29,962 46,731



Many such families requested tours of duty in Hawaii, where they believed
they would find greater acceptance.

The sharp escalation of the Vietnam War beginning in 1965 brought a
huge influx of U.S. forces to Southeast Asia. Major preparations for Vietnam
operations were often staged at bases in the Philippines and Okinawa. In
1964, when U.S. military personnel in Vietnam were still designated “advi-
sors,” the number of U.S. troops in Asia and the Pacific numbered almost
240,000. By September 1967, with the deployments of combat troops to
South Vietnam, American forces in Asia had risen to 759,270. This buildup
included more than 37,000 American soldiers in Thailand, where the U.S.
Air Force maintained several large bases for bombing missions in North Viet-
nam. Additionally, the United States deployed B-52s from Taiwan for attacks
on Vietnamese communists. Despite several Asian governments’ assistance
to the United States in Vietnam, the Vietnam War provoked strong anti-
Americanism among many Asians. Asians had protested the U.S. military
presence since the 1950s—for example, on Okinawa when the U.S. military
seized farmlands to construct bases. But opposition to the Vietnam War in
the 1960s and early 1970s manifested itself in more vociferous demonstra-
tions against the U.S. military in Asia.

Upon coming to office in 1969, President Richard Nixon gradually with-
drew combat troops from Vietnam. The decrease in U.S. forces in Asia con-
tinued into the 1970s. As part of the normalization of relations with the PRC,
President Jimmy Carter withdrew all U.S. military forces from Taiwan in the
late 1970s. In 1980, just under 115,000 U.S. personnel were stationed in East
Asia and the Pacific, mostly in Japan and South Korea, where there was—and
remains—a contingent of some 36,000 U.S. troops, most of whom are based
near the demilitarized zone. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, the
subsequent rise in tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union,
and the increase in Soviet nuclear arms in Asia and naval forces in the Pacific
caused American military analysts to worry that the Soviets intended to ex-
pand their influence in the region. Also in the 1980s, rising nationalism and
political turmoil in the Philippines resulted in a movement to ban nuclear
weapons on the islands and an agreement that the United States would
remove its bases by the early 1990s, by which time the Cold War had ended.

Donna Alvah
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Syrian military officer, defense minister (1966–1970), and president of Syria
(1971–2000). Born on 6 October 1930 in Qardaha, Syria, to an impoverished
family, Hafez Assad was an Alawite, part of a small sect of Shia Islam. At age
sixteen he joined the secular Baath Party, to which he remained loyal
throughout his life. In 1955 he graduated from the Syrian (Hims) Military
Academy and was commissioned as an air force lieutenant pilot. When Assad
openly criticized the union of Egypt and Syria (briefly forming the United
Arab Republic), he was forced into exile in Egypt during 1959–1961. Along
with other military officers, mainly Baathists, Assad participated in a coup
against the Syrian government in March 1963 popularly known as the Eighth
of March Coup. The conspirators moved quickly to consolidate power and
outlawed all political parties except for the Baath Party. The following year
Assad assumed the post of commander of the air force.

Yet another military junta launched a second coup in 1966, this one led
by a group of Alawite military officers that included Assad. The new ruling

junta purged much of the Baath old guard. During 1966–
1970, Assad served as minister of defense. The loss of the
Golan Heights in the 1967 Six-Day War seriously under-
mined Assad’s political clout. This resulted in a protracted
struggle with his mentor and rival Salah al-Jadid, chief of
staff of the Syrian armed forces.

A split in the Baath Party between nationalists and
progressives provided Assad the opportunity to seize con-
trol of the government in November 1970. The prime
minister, part of the progressive wing, was arrested along
with other key government officials. Assad had engineered
a bloodless coup. He took the post of prime minister him-
self and in 1971 was elected president for the first of five
times. To be sure, Assad’s reign had a dark side. Under his
rule, political rivals and dissidents were subjected to sum-
mary arrest, torture, and execution.

On 6 October 1973 Assad and Egyptian President
Anwar Sadat launched a joint Syrian-Egyptian sneak
attack against Israel (known as the Yom Kippur War).
Their goal was to recapture territories lost in the 1967
Six-Day War. Egypt wanted the Sinai back, and Syria
sought return of the Golan Heights. After early setbacks,
the Israelis were winning the war when a United Nations’
cease-fire went into effect on 22 October, but Assad was
furious with Sadat, claiming that he had botched the
operation.

Assad sent troops to Lebanon in 1976 during the civil
war there. Syrian troops thus took up a permanent pres-
ence in Lebanon under the auspices of the Arab League,
remaining there until 2005.
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Hafez Assad, president of Syria from 1971 until his death
in 2000. Assad was considered a key figure in Middle East
politics. (Embassy of the Syrian Arab Republic)



The only significant internal threat to Assad’s iron-fisted rule came in
1982 when the fundamentalist Muslim Brotherhood rebelled in Hamah.
Assad responded with brutal force, ordering security forces to suppress the
unrest by using poison gas that may have killed as many as 35,000 civilians.

Assad was a shrewd and ambitious man who made Syria a political and
military leader in the Arab world. He died in Damascus on 10 June 2000. His
son, Bashar Assad, succeeded him in power.

Richard Edwards
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An explosive device employing certain radioactive isotopes (uranium-235
and plutonium-239) to achieve a critical mass leading to a chain reaction in
which neutrons split the nuclei of atoms. This process, known as nuclear
fission, releases mass in the form of tremendous heat energy equivalent to
several tons of TNT.

In 1938, German scientists were the first to achieve the fission of ura-
nium, and physicists realized that this process might be used to create a
weapon of mass destruction. A number of prominent scientists including
Albert Einstein, Enrico Fermi, and Leo Szilard had left Europe to live in the
United States. Szliard and Fermi convinced Einstein to send a letter to Pres-
ident Franklin D. Roosevelt in August 1939 in which he warned that the
Germans could produce an atomic weapon. That same year Roosevelt pro-
vided modest research funding, and scientists at five U.S. universities began
to conduct experiments related to nuclear energy. On 6 December 1941,
Roosevelt authorized $2 billion for the Manhattan Engineering District
(Manhattan Project), earmarked for the specific purpose of creating an
atomic bomb. U.S. Army Brigadier General Leslie Groves had charge of the
project, while physicist Robert Oppenheimer was its scientific leader.

In December 1942 at the University of Chicago, a team of nuclear physi-
cists led by Fermi produced the first controlled and self-sustaining nuclear
fission reaction. Project facilities were subsequently constructed in Oak
Ridge, Tennessee; Hanford, Washington; and Los Alamos, New Mexico.
Ultimately, the project involved some 120,000 individuals including scien-
tists, engineers, machinists, and other skilled craftsmen. Oppenheimer and
his team successfully constructed and then detonated the world’s first atomic
bomb on 16 July 1945 at Los Alamos, New Mexico.
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Roosevelt died in April 1945, and his successor, Presi-
dent Harry S. Truman, authorized the employment of the
atomic bomb against Japan. The first bomb fell on Hiro-
shima on 6 August 1945, and a second bomb was dropped
on Nagasaki three days later. While the decision to employ
the atomic bomb is now a controversial issue and at the
time some U.S. leaders opposed the bomb’s use, the Amer-
ican people did not regard it as such in August 1945. His-
torians now point out that Truman employed the bomb to
end the war quickly, and there is every indication that as
costly as the two bombs were in terms of human lives lost,
their use may actually have saved Japanese lives by giving
Japanese Emperor Hirohito the excuse to order his armed
forces to surrender. This decision prevented the certain
starvation of hundreds of thousands of Japanese and the
high cost in casualties of a U.S. land invasion of the Japa-
nese home islands. Needless to say, the decision for peace
also saved American lives in regard to an invasion of Japan.
Historians estimate that an invasion of the Japanese home
islands might have cost 40,000 American lives. Other his-
torians point out that Truman was in part motivated by a
desire to warn the Soviet Union against additional territo-
rial expansion and to avoid having to share the occupation
of Japan with the Soviet Union.

Atomic weapons took on increased significance in the
Cold War period. For four years the United States enjoyed
a nuclear monopoly, and some European leaders have
expressed the view that this alone prevented the Soviet
Union from taking over Western Europe. Efforts to place

atomic weapons under the control of the United Nations were unsuccessful.
Truman not only authorized the use of the atomic bomb against Japan

but also had a significant impact on American atomic policy in the late 1940s
and 1950s. As tensions increased between the United States and the Soviet
Union, the U.S. monopoly of the atomic bomb became the cornerstone of
American policy designed to contain Soviet expansion. The first U.S. war
plan that included the use of atomic weapons was completed in August 1947.
Approved by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, it was code-named BROILER and
called for the dropping of atomic bombs on specific key governmental and
other targets within the Soviet Union. The planners assumed that bombs
dropped on several high-profile targets would have such a profound psycho-
logical impact that the Soviets would surrender.

The United States employed the threat of atomic weapons during the
Berlin Blockade of 1948–1949. Although Truman met the challenge by order-
ing the airlifting of necessary food and supplies into West Berlin, he also
deployed sixty B-29s to airbases in Great Britain. This deployment clearly
implied that Washington was considering their use, although no atomic bombs
actually left the United States.
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Smoke rises more than 60,000 feet into the air over
Nagasaki, Japan, on 9 August 1945 from the explosion of
the second atomic bomb. (National Archives and Records
Administration)



By the end of 1948, the United States had produced about a hundred
atomic bombs. It also developed a war plan, FLEETWOOD, that called for a
preemptive atomic attack during which the United States would deliver
approximately 80 percent of its stockpile of atomic weapons in a single
strike. In this Washington planned for a first-strike atomic response to any
surprise Soviet attack. The assumption behind this was that employment of
atomic weapons would give the United States time to mobilize and deploy
its conventional forces. This emphasis on nuclear weapons led to a decision
in Washington to invest only minimal sums in conventional forces.

The Soviet Union, meanwhile, was frantically working to develop its
own atomic bomb, an effort accelerated by the activities of its spies in the
United States. The USSR detonated its first atomic bomb on 29 August
1949. This development shocked Washington and ultimately led to a nuclear
arms race between the two Cold War superpowers. Both sides developed
ever more powerful atomic weapons and finally the hydrogen bomb. The
United States detonated a hydrogen bomb on 1 November 1952 at Enewe-
tak, and the Soviets exploded a similar device on 12 August 1953. The Soviet
hydrogen bomb was twenty times more powerful than the atomic bomb that
the United States had dropped on Hiroshima. The nuclear arms race that en-
sued included tactical nuclear weapons.

Unfortunately for world security, agreements between the United States
and the Soviet Union limiting nuclear weapons did not prevent other coun-
tries from developing such weapons. During the Cold War, other powers
including Britain, France, and the People’s Republic of China joined the
nuclear club. The dangers of nuclear proliferation continue to pose a signifi-
cant threat to world stability. Especially worrisome is the threat of a nuclear
device in the hands of a terrorist organization.

Melissa Jordine
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Agency established by the United Nations (UN) that undertook the first
efforts toward nuclear disarmament. Created on 24 January 1946, the UN
Atomic Energy Commission (UNAEC) was charged with developing a plan
for the control of atomic energy. Early negotiations on this matter revealed
sharp disagreements between the United States and the Soviet Union.

On 14 June 1946 at the first meeting of the UNAEC, U.S. representative
to the UNAEC Bernard Baruch presented what became known as the
Baruch Plan. It called for the creation of an international atomic develop-
ment agency that would control all military-related atomic work. The agency
would survey nuclear raw material worldwide and assume control of all fis-
sionable materials and production plants. Resources would be made available
for peaceful use, with the agency to license and inspect all nuclear activities.
The agency would also report to the UN any attempt to build atomic bombs,
which would result in immediate UN action.

Baruch pledged that the United States would hand over all its atomic
weapons and research to such an authority and would halt production of
atomic weapons as soon as adequate controls were in place and the informa-
tion’s privacy from the public could be assured. The Baruch Plan specified
that members of the UN Security Council not be allowed to use their veto
in matters regarding atomic energy and that fixed penalties be adopted for
nations violating the prohibition on possession of atomic bombs or fissionable
materials.

The Soviet Union opposed the Baruch Plan, calling instead for unilateral
atomic disarmament by the United States prior to any agreement. The So-
viets also adamantly refused to allow atomic inspectors within their bor-
ders, a precondition of the Baruch Plan. The Soviets were, at the time, hard
at work developing their own atomic weapons. Despite Soviet opposition,
the UNAEC endorsed the Baruch Plan and reported it to the General
Assembly, which then voted overwhelmingly to present it to the Security
Council, where the Soviet Union promptly vetoed it.

Although other compromise proposals were presented in 1947 and 1948,
they too met with Soviet opposition, and at the end of 1948 the UNAEC
reported to the Security Council that it had reached a stalemate. In 1952 the
UNAEC and the Commission for Conventional Armaments merged into the
UN Disarmament Commission. The latter became the chief UN vehicle for
pressing nuclear disarmament but had little influence, for nuclear weapons
continued to proliferate.

Spencer C. Tucker

See also
Atomic Energy Commission, United States

References
Bechnoefer, Bernard G. Postwar Negotiations for Arms Control. Washington, DC:

1961.

206 Atomic Energy Commission, United Nations

Atomic Energy 
Commission, 
United Nations



Neuse, Steven M. David Lilienthal: The Journey of an American Liberal. Knoxville: Uni-
versity of Tennessee Press, 1996.

Wu, Leneice N. The Baruch Plan: U.S. Diplomacy Enters the Nuclear Age. Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972.

Government agency established in 1946 to supervise the development and
control of nuclear energy in the United States. The Atomic Energy Com-
mission (USAEC) was formally created by the 1946 Atomic Energy Act dur-
ing a time in which a debate was raging over whether the commission should
be run by civilian or military authorities. As it turned out, the USAEC be-
came a five-person body, appointed by the president, that worked in tandem
with a separate military board, which dealt strictly with atomic energy as it
related to military purposes.

During 1946–1952, a civilian advisory board to the USAEC was chaired
by Robert Oppenheimer, lead scientist on the Manhattan Project and an
opponent of the hydrogen bomb. Oppenheimer’s opposition to the devel-
opment of more powerful nuclear weapons led to his suspension as a con-
sultant to the commission in 1953. In 1954, amid a storm of controversy,
Oppenheimer was refused a renewal of his government security clearance
after fellow atomic scientist Edward Teller testified against him at USAEC
hearings.

The USAEC’s purview was largely that of nuclear weapons design, de-
ployment, and control. However, the commission also supervised the extrac-
tion and development of fissionable materials, the development of nuclear
reactors, and the use of nuclear energy in such applications as medicine and
the hard sciences, such as chemistry, biology, and certain engineering fields.
Following the controversy that swirled around the USAEC in the early 1950s,
the agency performed diligently—and quietly—as it oversaw myriad projects
involving nuclear energy.

The USAEC was organized out of existence in 1974 when it was
absorbed into the Energy Research and Development Administration. Since
then, further bureaucratic changes resulted in the original USAEC’s work
being handled by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the Department
of Energy.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Atomic energy policy and nuclear arms control proposal presented by U.S.
President Dwight D. Eisenhower in a United Nations (UN) speech on 8 De-
cember 1953. Eisenhower’s initiative was an effort to shape the international
environment, create an opportunity for limiting the development and spread
of nuclear weapons, and establish the potential for the peaceful use of nuclear
science. He stressed the dangers of nuclear weapons to set the tone for his
proposal and to create a general awareness of the realities of the international
security situation. His warnings built on his already-established domestic
public education program known as Operation Candor.

A key element of Eisenhower’s Atoms for Peace pro-
posal was the pooling of fissionable nuclear materials under
a UN organization for atomic energy. This transfer of con-
trol would result in a reduction of scarce materials needed
to produce nuclear weapons. The collaboration of the
United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union
in this material transfer would also provide an opportunity
to open communications with the Soviets in the area of
nuclear issues.

Eisenhower also proposed that the new UN atomic
agency retain the responsibility of pursuing peaceful uses
of the technology in areas such as agriculture, medicine,
and especially electric power generation. The International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) was created in 1957 as a
direct result of the Atoms for Peace proposal. The devel-
opment of peaceful uses of nuclear technology did indeed
advance after the speech, but arms control and the reduc-
tion of available fissile materials did not meet expectations.
Yet the initiative paved the way for subsequent discussions
related to nuclear issues. The Atoms for Peace plan has
been criticized as a cynical response to the Soviets’ recently
acquired thermonuclear bomb capability and an effort to
place the Soviets in a situation in which they would likely
reject the very public American initiative. The United
States certainly expected to benefit politically regardless of
the Soviet reaction. Eisenhower’s intent seemed to include
a sincere desire to encourage positive uses of nuclear tech-
nologies and to constrain the nuclear arms race.

Jerome V. Martin
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U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower delivers his
“Atoms for Peace” speech to the United Nations on 
8 December 1953. (Corel)
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British politician and prime minister. Born in London on 3 January 1883,
Clement Attlee was educated at Haileybury College and University College,
Oxford, and was called to the bar in 1905. Thereafter, he became a socialist.
Abandoning his legal career in 1908, he undertook political work before
becoming a lecturer in social administration at the London School of Eco-
nomics in 1913. Unlike many Labour Party leaders, Attlee
saw active service in World War I. Elected to the House of
Commons in 1923, he became leader of the Labour Party
in 1935. During World War II he held several cabinet posi-
tions and was also deputy prime minister.

Attlee led the Labour Party to its landslide July 1945
victory, taking over immediately from defeated British
Prime Minister Winston Churchill as his country’s chief
representative at the ongoing Potsdam summit conference.
Attlee and Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin, an anticom-
munist labor leader, soon became strong proponents of a
policy of firm resistance to Soviet expansion in Europe.
They did so, however, from a position of relative weak-
ness, as Britain ended the war nearly bankrupt and was
faced with heavy and expensive military commitments
in Germany, Japan, and Greece and around its far-flung
empire. In addition, the new Labour government sought
to provide old-age pensions, unemployment benefits, free
or heavily subsidized housing, health care, and education
for all.

Given the Labour Party’s long-standing anti-imperialist
outlook and India’s strong nationalist movement, in Feb-
ruary 1946 Attlee announced plans to grant India full inde-
pendence in the near future. This occurred in August 1947,
with the largely Muslim northwestern and northeastern
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provinces choosing to separate from the predominantly Hindu remainder
in what became Pakistan. Within a few years Burma followed suit, although
Britain temporarily retook and retained its Asian colonies in Malaya, Sing-
apore, and Hong Kong, whose continued possession and administration
remained economically profitable.

Conscious of British weakness, Attlee sought to encourage the United
States to maintain a close Anglo-American alliance. By late 1946 budgetary
problems left British leaders little alternative to reducing expensive military
commitments. Attlee chose to do so in Greece and Turkey. Greece was fac-
ing a major internal communist insurgency, and Turkey was under heavy
pressure from the Soviet Union to grant it rights to the strategic Dardanelles
Straits. Attlee and Bevin privately informed President Harry S. Truman and
Secretary of State George Marshall of their intention to withdraw sometime
before the public announcement, which became the occasion for Truman’s
February 1947 speech known as the Truman Doctrine, placing U.S. aid to
Greece and Turkey in the broader context of a worldwide anticommunist
strategy.

The harsh winter of 1946–1947 caused economic hardship and gener-
ated unrest across Western Europe, bringing further British pleas for U.S. aid
and helping to generate the Marshall Plan, a coordinated program for Euro-
pean economic recovery. Attlee and Bevin were also instrumental in estab-
lishing a Western European Union defense pact that led to the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in April 1949.

By 1950 major differences existed between the Truman administration
and Attlee’s government on Asian policy concerning Hong Kong, Indochina,
anticolonialism, Korea, and the new People’s Republic of China (PRC).
Britain, unlike the United States, pragmatically accorded the PRC almost
immediate recognition and traded extensively with it. The Korean War gave
British leaders an opportunity to demonstrate their continuing loyalty and
regain the international status that Britain’s economic problems had eroded.
Due to Bevin’s poor health and eventual death, Attlee played a central role
in British policy during the Korean War. Urged on by British ambassador in
Washington Sir Oliver Franks, in July 1950 Attlee overrode his reluctant chiefs
of staff and committed British troops to the American-led United Nations
(UN) Command.

British officials welcomed the massive American enhancement of NATO
forces that quickly resulted from the Korean conflict. Even so, Attlee was
anxious to restrain the United States, fearing that American leaders might
escalate the Korean intervention into full-scale war with China and perhaps
even the Soviet Union.

Attlee supported the UN decision to cross the 38th Parallel, believing
that neither the Soviets nor the Chinese would intervene. When the Chi-
nese did so in November 1950, British leaders feared an expanded conflict
and especially the potential employment of atomic weapons. In early De-
cember, Attlee flew to Washington seeking to reassure the British public,
restrain the United States, and reaffirm Britain’s status within the Atlantic
alliance. Upon his return to Britain he exaggerated his success, and the belief
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became widespread that he had prevented further American escalation of
the war.

The Chinese intervention in the Korean War split the Labour Party. Many
on the Left argued that the war was misguided and that Attlee’s government
was overly deferential to the United States. The heavy budgetary strains
imposed by the Korean intervention and rearmament, which brought higher
taxes, cutbacks in social spending, inflation, and an unfavorable balance of
payments, played a major role in the Labour Party’s October 1951 electoral
defeat. After a second election loss in 1955, Attlee resigned as party leader
and entered the House of Lords. He died in London on 8 October 1967.

Priscilla Roberts
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Burmese political opposition leader and founder of the National League for
Democracy (NLD) party. Born in Rangoon on 19 June 1945, Aung San Suu
Kyi was the daughter of Burmaese national hero of independence General
Aung San (1915–1947). In 1960, she left Rangoon and moved to Delhi, where
her mother served as Burmese ambassador to India. Aung San Suu Kyi went to
England in 1964, enrolled at Oxford University, and graduated in 1967. She
went on to work briefly for the United Nations Secretariat in New York
before returning to England, where she lived until April 1988 when she
returned to Rangoon to care for her ailing mother.

Upon her return to Burma, Aung San Suu Kyi became politically active and
took part in the August 1988 mass demonstrations against the nation’s author-
itarian socialist regime. After the armed forces crushed the prodemocratic
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movement and formed a junta in September, Aung San
Suu Kyi and other reform-minded politicians founded the
NLD. As general secretary of the NLD, Aung San Suu Kyi
was deemed a danger to the state and detained by the mil-
itary junta in July 1989. During her detention, the NLD
won a landslide mandate in the 1990 general elections,
which the junta promptly nullified.

Aung San Suu Kyi was awarded the Nobel Peace
Prize in 1991 for her contributions to the nonviolent,
prodemocracy struggle. The junta released her in July
1995 but refused to open a dialogue with her or the NLD.
In September 2000, Aung San Suu Kyi was again detained.
She was released in May 2002, but her political activities
were severely restricted. On 30 May 2003, a mob allegedly
supported by the junta attacked Aung San Suu Kyi and
several hundred other NLD members during a rural can-
vassing drive in Upper Burma, and Aung San Suu Kyi was
detained for a third time. As of early 2007, Aung San Suu
Kyi remains under house arrest.

Kei Nemoto
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French socialist politician and first president of the Fourth Republic (1947–
1954). Born on 27 August 1884 in Revel, Haute-Garonne, France, Vincent
Auriol studied at the University of Toulouse and earned both a doctorate in
law and a license in philosophy. He practiced law for a time and joined the
Socialist Party in 1905. He won election to the French Chamber of Deputies
in 1914 and sided with socialist Léon Blum when the communists split off in
1920. During the Popular Front government of the mid-1930s, Auriol served
as minister of finance under Premier Blum in 1936 and as minister of state
in 1938.

Auriol was one of eighty deputies who refused to cede executive author-
ity to Henri Philippe Pétain in June 1940. Briefly imprisoned, Auriol escaped
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San Suu Kyi was placed under house arrest by the
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in 1942 and joined the Resistance. A year later he made his way to London
to join the Free French of General Charles de Gaulle. Auriol then held a
number of government posts in the provisional government.

With his strong reputation as a mediator, Auriol was elected president of
both the first (1945) and second (1946) constituent assemblies. He easily
won election in January 1947. Although he had earlier advocated abolition of
the office of president, he now worked to give it more than a ceremonial
function. He used his few powers to the utmost, aided by the considerable
factionalism in the National Assembly. He was obliged during his term of
office until 1954 to deal with frequent changes of premier for which he
solicited replacements. Auriol traveled widely and spoke out on matters of
policy, especially foreign affairs. He strongly opposed Soviet expansionism
and supported the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), although at
the same time he wished for France to pursue an independent policy. A
strong supporter of the French Union, he nonetheless opposed indepen-
dence for French overseas possessions.

Auriol decided not to seek reelection in 1953. He served briefly on the
Constitutional Council of the Fifth Republic but resigned in 1960 because of
concerns over the concentration of authority in the hands of Charles de
Gaulle. Auriol died in Paris on 1 January 1966.

Elizabeth Pugliese and Spencer C. Tucker
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Large, primarily English-speaking nation located due south of Indonesia,
surrounded by the Indian Ocean to the west and the South Pacific to the
east. Australia, including the island state of Tasmania, is roughly the size of
the continental United States and comprises more than 2.97 million square
miles. In 1945, it had a population of approximately 7 million people. Aus-
tralia was founded as a penal settlement for Great Britain in the eighteenth
century. In 1901, the six former colonies on the continent united to form the
Commonwealth of Australia with a constitution modeled after that of the
United States. It remained closely tied to the British Commonwealth through
the first half of the twentieth century, after which Cold War realities pushed
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the Australians away from their Commonwealth obligations and toward
alliance with the United States.

Following World War II, Australia sought to rank among the leading
nations in Asia, which sometimes resulted in conflict with U.S. policy.
Throughout the Cold War, Australia played a delicate balancing act that
allowed it to pursue its own interests while still remaining a key U.S. Cold
War ally. Australia was one of the original signers of the United Nations (UN)
Charter and greatly contributed to the economic, social, and humanitarian
efforts of that organization, including peacekeeping activities, human rights
investigations, drug control, and the World Trade Organization. It was also a
founding member of the Colombo Plan for the Cooperative Economic and
Social Development of Asia and the Pacific and used its economic prosperity
to aid in the advancement of its regional neighbors.

The 1951 Australia–New Zealand–United States (ANZUS) Treaty was
the cornerstone of Australia’s Cold War policy. The treaty held that an attack
on one of the member nations would be considered an attack upon the other
two. While ANZUS linked Australia with the United States, thus fulfilling
Australia’s security needs, it also allowed the nation to pursue its other for-
eign policy goals. Oftentimes, Australia’s objective of being a leader in Asia
was intertwined with Cold War conflicts such as the Korean War and the
Vietnam War.

The Cold War helped to shape Australian politics and society as well.
The Liberal Party, founded in 1945, had as part of its political platform a
deep antipathy toward communism. In 1949, it joined with the Country Party
(renamed the National Party in 1982) to decentralize the wartime economy
and attempted unsuccessfully to ban the Communist Party. A Liberal-Country
coalition ruled Australia for a majority of the Cold War.

Australian Cold War domestic events generally paralleled those of the
United States. When Soviet diplomat Vladimir Petrov defected to Australia
before the 1954 federal election, Prime Minister Robert G. Menzies used
the affair to rekindle anticommunist sentiment. The subsequent Royal Com-
mission that investigated communist influence in Australia, including the
leader of the Australian Labour Party, Hebert Vere Everett, took on a con-
spiratorial atmosphere similar to the McCarthy hearings in the United
States.

Australia was never directly threatened during the Cold War. Its Cold
War policy was, therefore, one of forward defense. It was an Australian objec-
tive to fight communism as far away from its borders as possible. For example,
Australia was among many nations that committed troops, via the UN, to the
defense of the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea) when that country
was invaded by the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North
Korea) in June 1950. Australia sent approximately 17,000 men to Korea, of
whom 339 were killed in action. The Korean War not only solidified Aus-
tralia’s relations with the United States but also proved its mettle in the
Cold War.

In 1955, Australia joined the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO)
and bound itself to a regional security organization, even though it objected
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to the fact that SEATO did not have the same guarantees as the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). From the Australian perspective, a
flawed treaty was better than none provided it reaffirmed America’s presence
in Asia. Following the Korean War and during the formation of SEATO, Aus-
tralia turned its attention to the West New Guinea controversy that pitted
Indonesia against the Netherlands.

While the American containment policy would have sacrificed West
New Guinea to save Indonesia from communism, Australia supported the
Dutch because they stood between the Australian continent and Indonesia.
Australia remained a staunch supporter of the Netherlands until the United
States guaranteed protection against future Indonesian aggression in West
New Guinea. When the United States offered such assurances, Australia re-
versed its policy, and West New Guinea was integrated into Indonesia. Once
more, agreement with the United States meant compromise on the part of
Australian foreign policymakers.

When Indonesia threatened the newly formed country of Malaysia in
1963, Australia found itself on the receiving end of military aid requests from
the United Kingdom. Australia held off these appeals, however, opting to
support the United States in the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam).
Australia tried valiantly to conduct an autonomous foreign policy, but more
often than not it subordinated its interests to broader Cold War objectives.
Australia’s most significant Cold War contribution was in fact its involvement
in the Vietnam War.

Australia established diplomatic relations with South Vietnam in 1952
when it opened a legation in Saigon. The exchange of diplomatic missions
marked the beginning of a twenty-year involvement in an Asian conflict that
would alter the scope and focus of Australian foreign policy and its Cold War
experience. The first decade in South Vietnam involved an intense effort of
nation building. In 1962, Australia began providing military advisors to the
fledgling RVN. Three years later Australia sent the first of three battalions of
combat troops. By the end of the war in 1975, Australia had rotated nearly
50,000 troops through Vietnam, with a maximum troop strength of 8,000 in
1968. During the war, 423 Australian lives were lost.

Not all of Australia’s Cold War experiences occurred overseas. Australia
played an important role in U.S. defense strategy by establishing, in its inte-
rior, American-run communications facilities that would warn of nuclear attack
or unannounced missile launches from Pacific Rim nations. The United
States operated low-frequency transmitter facilities in Australia for commu-
nicating with nuclear submarines in the Indian Ocean and a high-frequency
transmitter linked to a defense satellite communications system. Australia’s
Pine Gap facility, maintained by American intelligence agencies, also gath-
ered data on Soviet, Chinese, and other Pacific nations’ communications.

Upon the establishment of a Labour government in 1972 and the end of
the Vietnam commitment, Australia still remained aligned with the West
but became a slightly less dependable U.S. ally. Upon the outbreak of the
Iraq-Iran War in 1980, Australia refused to participate in naval exercises with
the United States and the United Kingdom in the Arabian Sea. In the 1980s,

Australia 215



Austria

Australia reestablished itself as a preeminent middle power in world affairs.
It would not employ its forces in a foreign conflict if other world powers
could handle the situation themselves. Australia responded well to President
Ronald Reagan’s administration and Prime Minister Robert James Hawke
(1983–1991), unlike his Labour predecessor Prime Minister Edward Gough
Whitlam (1973–1975), reemphasized Australia’s partnership with the United
States.

As the Cold War waned, Australia began to reexamine its alliances. In
1985 when New Zealand protested the harboring of American naval vessels
that carried nuclear weapons or were nuclear-powered, Hawke supported
America’s position. In August 1986, the United States and Australia agreed to
suspend New Zealand from ANZUS. Although the importance of ANZUS
had diminished, the American-Australian relationship remained strong.

Upon the end of the Cold War, Australia developed a tripartite strategy
designed to realign itself with the new world order. Australia’s objectives were
to create a stable and secure region in which to live, to continue to fulfill its
treaty obligations to the United States and New Zealand, and to develop a
military force capable of independent defense of the country and its inter-
national interests.

Ronald B. Frankum Jr.
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Central European state comprising 32,377 square miles, making it slightly
larger than the U.S. state of South Carolina. Austria is bordered by Germany
and the Czech Republic to the north, Slovakia and Hungary to the east, Italy
and Slovenia to the south, and Switzerland to the west. As with Germany, at
the end of World War II Austria found itself between East and West. While
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Germany was divided into two states during the Cold War, Austria, a nation
of some 7 million people in 1946, remained intact. Through cautious diplo-
macy, the renewed Republic of Austria managed to establish itself between
the two blocs of the Cold War, beholden to neither side. Nevertheless, the
Austrian position was precarious.

In 1938, through the infamous Anschluss, Germany had annexed Aus-
tria. Austrian soldiers fought with the German Army, the Austrian economy
contributed significantly to the German war effort, and Austria’s population
had offered little resistance to German occupation. There were, therefore,
solid reasons for treating Austria as a defeated nation at war’s end.

Early Anglo-American plans called for Austrian war reparations and
marked the country for dismemberment. By 1943, however, fears of Soviet
expansion changed those plans. In the Moscow Declaration of 1 November
1943, the Allies committed themselves to the reestablishment of an indepen-
dent Austria. Reparations would be allowed under a complicated formula,
but the Allies now agreed that Austria had been the “first victim” of Hitler’s
aggression and should be treated accordingly.

Austria’s restoration proved difficult. The Soviets treated Austria as a
conquered nation, although they had no plans to annex it. Upon entering
Austria, Soviet soldiers raped and looted with impunity, while Soviet officials
concentrated on extracting as much industrial production and wealth as pos-
sible from the country. In April 1945 Soviet forces installed Karl Renner, a
prewar advocate of Austro-Marxism, as head of an interim government. With
no representatives in Austria, the Allies suspected Renner of being a Soviet
puppet and refused to recognize the government. Meanwhile, the Soviets
pressed Renner to legitimize their plundering of Austrian economic resources,
in accordance with their interpretation of the Moscow Declaration. Renner’s
government resisted, invoking the Allies’ interest.

This delicate balancing act became the hallmark of Austrian statecraft
during the Cold War. Continued Soviet pressure for reparations—they
demanded a sum of $250 million at the Allied Potsdam Conference in July
and August 1945—brought an increasing Westward tilt, however. Free elec-
tions held in November 1945 returned a solid democratic majority. The con-
servative People’s Party captured almost 50 percent of the vote while the
Social Democrats took about 45 percent, leaving the Austrian communists
with just over 5 percent.

With the avenue to power apparently closed to the Austrian communists,
the United States began to fear that Austria would be the target of a pre-
emptive, external communist takeover. Austria was therefore singled out
by President Harry S. Truman’s administration as a priority aid recipient in
the 1947 European Recovery Program (Marshall Plan). Although the Soviets
tried to block Marshall Plan payments to Austria, the country nonetheless
received some $1.5 billion in aid from the United States.

When communist-led strikes in Austria coincided with the invasion of
South Korea during the summer of 1950, the United States agreed to secretly
arm Austria as a preventive measure. The Soviets were in any case covertly
arming their own adherents in Austria in similar fashion. The result was a
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stalemate in Austria’s full reconstitution plan through 1952, as each side sus-
pected the other of attempting to draw Austria into its sphere of influence.

The death of Soviet dictator Josef Stalin in March 1953, however,
opened a new chapter in Austrian history. The Soviet Union’s new collective
leadership formulated a more flexible foreign policy known as peaceful coex-
istence, wherein Austria emerged as a test case. Soviet policy now advocated
the creation of a neutral, independent Austrian state as a means of prevent-
ing it from joining the Western bloc. The United States initially resisted the
idea but eventually embraced it on the conditions that neutrality not be
linked to demilitarization and that the Austrian settlement not be linked to
a German settlement.

This position, after nearly two years of complex negotiations, came to form
the basis of the Austrian State Treaty. As part of their peace offensive, the
Soviets agreed to accept greatly reduced reparations payments. Signed on
15 May 1955, the treaty established Austria as an independent state with the
understanding that it would remain neutral. The Austrian parliament duly
passed a measure on 26 October 1955—one day after the last Allied soldier left
Austrian territory—making permanent neutrality part of the constitution.

Austria’s moment in the spotlight faded as quickly as peaceful coexis-
tence. For most of the Cold War, Austria remained inconspicuous and pros-
perous while scrupulously maintaining its neutrality. Its location between
East and West, together with its official neutrality, made it a convenient
meeting spot for spies and diplomats. Vienna, the Austrian capital, hosted a
summit meeting between Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev and U.S. Pres-
ident John F. Kennedy in June 1961, and the United Nations opened a third
International Center in Vienna in 1980.

Austria’s domestic politics were carefully balanced between the Social
Democrats and the conservative People’s Party, but economically and cul-
turally Austria clearly leaned to the West. When Soviet tanks rolled into
Budapest, Hungary, to suppress the 1956 revolution there, Austria opened its
borders to some 150,000 refugees, much to the displeasure of the Soviet
Union. Not coincidentally, it was also the opening of the Austro-Hungarian
border on 2 May 1989 that signaled the beginning of the end of the Cold War.
The Republic of Austria subsequently joined the European Union and be-
came a member in the Partners for Peace program of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) in 1995 but is not a full-fledged member of NATO.

Although it never quite served as the bridge between East and West that
the founders of the Second Republic envisioned, Austria prospered as a tourist
destination and a symbol of mutual cooperation between East and West.

Timothy C. Dowling
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Formal treaty establishing the Second Austrian Republic as an independent
state. Despite Austria’s participation on the German side during World War II,
the Allies decided at the Yalta Conference in February 1945 to treat Austria
as a liberated nation and not a defeated one when the war was over. It took
more than a decade, however, to decide exactly what that meant. During that
period, Austria remained divided and occupied among the four victorious
Allied powers.

Although the Soviets demanded war reparations from Austria, they never
considered Austria to be a necessary part of their postwar sphere of influence.
The other Allies, on the other hand—and the United States and Britain
in particular—viewed Austria’s geopolitical position as an essential outpost
in the Cold War. They accordingly made massive financial and military in-
vestments in the state during the decade of occupation. The Austrian gov-
ernment, led by Dr. Karl Renner and Leopold Figl, carefully and cleverly
played upon the East-West divide to gain independence in return for a
promise of neutrality in 1955.

The Austrian State Treaty, signed at the Belvedere Palace in Vienna on
15 May 1955, was one of the great achievements of Cold War diplomacy. It
resolved a decade-old political and economic standoff among the Austrians,
Soviets, and the remaining Allies through a series of resourceful compro-
mises and demonstrated that peaceful coexistence between the Soviets and
the West was indeed possible.

It was at the initiative of Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev that the Aus-
trian State Treaty took form. Once West German forces were incorporated
in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), Khrushchev saw little
point in haggling over a divided Austria and instructed his foreign minister,
Vyacheslav Molotov, to settle the issue for good. Austrian Chancellor Julius
Raab was therefore invited to Moscow on 24 March 1955 to discuss the terms
of independence.

Britain and the United States, however, feared that the Austrians would
be lured or pressured into becoming a Soviet satellite or that a pending set-
tlement in Austria would be used to draw the Germans out of NATO. But
the Soviets were more interested in keeping Austria out of NATO and made
generous concessions in return for an Austrian promise of armed neutrality.
Without waiving reparations entirely, the USSR accepted a staggered pay-
ment schedule of $150 million, a ten-year agreement for oil deliveries from
Austria, and a lump sum for the return of Austrian shipping installations.

Austrian State Treaty 219

Austrian State Treaty
(15 May 1955)



Western diplomats made few changes to the Austro-Soviet proposal but
convinced the Austrians to sign secret agreements protecting Western oil
companies prior to the conclusion of the treaty. At the last minute, Figl
maneuvered the Allied powers into deleting a clause holding Austria partly
responsible for World War II. The treaty thus enshrined the myth of Austrian
victimization that would persist until the 1986 Waldheim Affair forced a
reexamination of Austria’s past. It did not, however, necessarily enshrine Aus-
trian neutrality, nor did the Allied powers guarantee it. Instead, on 26 Octo-
ber 1955, one day after the last Allied soldier left Austrian soil, the Austrian
parliament passed a law making permanent neutrality a part of the constitu-
tion of the Second Republic.

Timothy C. Dowling
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Military leader, Pakistani defense minister (1954–1956), and president of
Pakistan (1958–1969). Born on 14 May 1907 in Rehana, Hazara District, India,
Muhammad Ayub Khan attended the Royal Military Academy, Sandhurst, in
Britain and was commissioned in the Indian Army in 1928. During World
War II he saw action in the British Army.

Upon Indian independence and the creation of Pakistan in 1947, Ayub
Khan assumed command of military forces in East Pakistan (now Bangladesh)
with the rank of brigadier general. In January 1951 he was appointed com-
mander in chief of the Pakistani Army. During 1954–1956 he served as min-
ister of defense and as such was a key player in Pakistan’s decision to join the
Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) and Southeast Asia Treaty Organiza-
tion (SEATO) alliances.

After a military coup overthrew the government, the junta declared mar-
tial law on 7 October 1958, and Ayub Khan was appointed president. His
regime was acceptable to many Pakistanis because it brought a degree of
internal stability after years of unrest that followed the partitioning of India.
In February 1960 he won a popular referendum as president.
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On 8 June 1962, Ayub Khan lifted martial law. A new constitution was
also drawn up, giving the executive vast powers. Having instituted an elec-
toral presidential form of government, Ayub Khan continued in office. In the
1965 presidential elections he handily secured victory amid charges of rigged
voting. Ongoing tensions with India over the contested Kashmir region led
to war between India and Pakistan during 5 August–22 September 1965.
Ayub Khan then negotiated with India and agreed to the January 1966 Tash-
kent Declaration, which many Pakistanis saw as a sellout to India.

Ayub Khan then implemented a new security and diplomatic arrange-
ment dubbed the “triangular tightrope,” which consisted of a delicate bal-
ancing act with China, the Soviet Union, and the United States. By 1968,
public discontent with limited civil liberties had begun to threaten Ayub
Khan’s hold on power. In March 1969, as public opposition to his regime
mounted, he resigned the presidency. He proclaimed martial law and desig-
nated General Agha Mohammad Yahya Khan its administrator. Ayub Khan
died on 19 April 1974 in Islamabad, Pakistan.

Andrew J. Waskey
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Soviet-controlled republic that gained its independence upon the collapse of
the Soviet Union in December 1991. Located in eastern Transcaucasia,
Azerbaijan borders Russia, Georgia, Armenia, Iran, and the Caspian Sea and
had a 1945 population of approximately 3.3 million people. With a land mass
of 33,436 square miles, it is roughly the size of the U.S. state of Maine. Fre-
quently invaded and divided among stronger powers, Azerbaijan’s position
as a frontier region has resulted in the development of a unique national
identity, incorporating various influences—most notably the enduring his-
torical legacies from the Turkic and Iranian worlds—as reflected in its lan-
guage, religion, and culture. Throughout the Cold War, however, it was the
Soviet Union that had the most powerful impact on Azerbaijan.

Azerbaijan’s role in the Cold War was the result, in part, of its geostrategic
position on the southern frontier of the Soviet Union, bordering Turkey and
Iran. The large oil deposits in Azerbaijan were also a key strategic interest.
During World War II, the Soviets and British occupied Iran. Azerbaijan was
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an important transit point and communications center for
Soviet involvement in Iran.

Despite pledges to withdraw from Iran at the end of
the war, Soviet leader Josef Stalin supported the creation
of a puppet state in Iranian Azerbaijan as well as one in
Iranian Kurdistan. The Soviet Azerbaijani leadership in
Baku, with the encouragement of the central authorities
in Moscow, undertook a propaganda campaign, portraying
Iranian Azerbaijan as lost territory that eventually would
be reunited with Soviet Azerbaijan. Soviet Azerbaijani
Communist Party officials and security personnel were
dispatched to Iranian Azerbaijan to help set up the new
pro-Soviet government. The presence of large oil deposits
in northern Iran also drew Soviet attention to the area.

Continued Soviet occupation of Iranian Azerbaijan as
well as Stalin’s demands against Turkey and his involve-
ment in the Greek Civil War became important factors in
the U.S. decision to announce the 1947 Truman Doctrine,
designed to aid countries struggling against communist
aggression. As a result of Western pressure and the Soviets’
own political calculations, Soviet forces withdrew from
Iranian Azerbaijan in 1947, which was soon reoccupied
by Iranian forces and reintegrated into the Iranian state.

With the end of the Soviet occupation of Iranian Azer-
baijan, this chapter of its history closed, and Soviet Azer-
baijan underwent critical political, economic, and social

changes, along with the rest of the USSR. The republic was ruled for twenty
years (1933–1953) by Mir Jafar Bagirov. He was removed upon Stalin’s death
in 1953 and subsequently tried and executed in 1956.

During Soviet Premier Leonid Brezhnev’s reign, the most prominent
Azerbaijani figure was Haidar Aliev, a former Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezo-
pasnosti (KGB) general who rose to the position of first secretary of the Azer-
baijani Communist Party and eventually to the Politburo of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU). Aliev ruled Azerbaijan until 1982 and was
intimately involved in all aspects of official life in the republic, especially in
his native province of Nakhichevan. In general, there was little opposition to
Soviet rule during the Brezhnev years. When Mikhail Gorbachev became
general secretary of the CPSU in 1985, he embarked upon an ambitious pro-
gram of renovating Soviet society and the economy through his glasnost and
perestroika reform programs, which were slow to reach Azerbaijan and did
not, initially, have a great impact on the republic.

That situation changed abruptly in February 1988 when the local legis-
lature of the Nagorno-Karabakh Autonomous Oblast, populated mainly by
Armenians but administratively attached to Azerbaijan, voted to secede from
Azerbaijan and join Armenia. Moscow and Baku condemned this move, and
shortly thereafter a pogrom against Armenians living in the Azerbaijani in-
dustrial city of Sumgait took place. For several days, mobs hunted down and
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killed Armenians until Soviet police reestablished order. This event led to a
crescendo of violence in and around Nagorno-Karabakh, forcing hundreds of
thousands of people from both republics.

Beginning in the autumn of 1989, the nationalist opposition organization,
the Azerbaijani Popular Front (APF), put increasing pressure on the com-
munist leadership in Azerbaijan to effectively deal with both the Nagorno-
Karabakh question and the other major problems facing the country. In
September 1989, the Supreme Court of Azerbaijan declared the country sov-
ereign, a move that was rejected by Moscow that November. At the same
time, important developments were taking place in the southern part of the
country, along Azerbaijan’s border with Iran. Demonstrators moved into the
restricted border zone and tore down the border posts along the Aras River.
They were protesting their separation from Iranian Azerbaijan and were
demanding greater access to family members in neighboring Iran.

Azerbaijani intellectuals began comparing the division of their country
to the division of Germany and Korea. In January 1990, while disturbances
continued along the border with Iran, the large Armenian minority in the
Azerbaijani capital of Baku and in other cities and towns became the target
of organized violence. The unrest led to many deaths and injuries and to the
emergency evacuation of the remaining Armenian population to safe havens
in other parts of the Soviet Union. The APF declared its intent to over-
throw communist rule in the country, resulting in Soviet armed intervention.
Although Gorbachev claimed that the intervention was in response to
pogroms against Armenians, violence against the Armenians had ended days
earlier. Soviet armed forces assaulted Baku, shooting indiscriminately and in
the process killing and wounding hundreds of innocent civilians. They also
moved into other parts of Azerbaijan and took control of the southern border
with Iran.

Moscow declared martial law, removed the Azerbaijani Communist Party
chief, and cracked down on the opposition. These actions, however, served
only to further exacerbate relations between Azerbaijan and Moscow. In May
1990, the Azerbaijani Supreme Soviet elected the communist leader Ayaz
Mutalibov as president. Despite these changes, the conflict over Nagorno-
Karabakh continued, with no immediate end in sight.

In August 1991, during the failed coup against Gorbachev, Mutalibov
initially supported the plotters but then quickly reversed his opinion when it
became clear that the coup would fail. He promptly arranged to have himself
elected president in September 1991 and then moved the country toward
independence, which the Azerbaijani Supreme Soviet had declared in the
midst of the coup. Independence was formally secured when the Soviet
Union was dissolved on 31 December 1991.

Robert Owen Krikorian
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