
Soviet cosmonaut and first human in space. Born on 9 March 1934 to a col-
lective farm family in Klushino, 100 miles west of Moscow, Yuri Gagarin
developed an interest in flying after observing Soviet pilots during World
War II and learned to fly while a student at a four-year technical school in
Saratov in the early 1950s. He subsequently joined the
Soviet Air Force and studied at the Orenburg Aviation
School, from which he graduated as a lieutenant with top
honors in November 1957. After spending two years as a
fighter pilot, in 1959 Gagarin began cosmonaut training,
demonstrating superior physical and intellectual abilities
that resulted in his selection by Sergei Korolev, chief de-
signer of the Soviet space program, to pilot the first manned
mission into space.

On 12 April 1961, at the controls of the spacecraft Vos-
tok I, Gagarin became the first man to orbit Earth, complet-
ing his mission in 108 minutes at a speed of 18,000 miles
per hour. Soviet leader Nikita S. Khrushchev hailed Ga-
garin’s accomplishment, which came just three and a half
years after Sputnik 1, another triumph of the alleged supe-
riority of socialism over capitalism. Gagarin’s success was a
major Soviet achievement and a key propaganda victory in
the Cold War space race.

After his mission, Gagarin was promoted to the rank of
major and was honored with the Hero of the Soviet Union
Medal. From then on, he enjoyed a life of privilege but
longed to return to space. In 1967 he commenced training
for the Soyuz program. Gagarin was killed while piloting a
MiG-15 fighter on the outskirts of Moscow on 27 March
1968 and was buried, alongside other prominent Soviet cit-
izens, near the Kremlin Wall.

Bruce J. DeHart
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Yuri Gagarin was the first human to travel into space.
Gagarin, a test pilot in the Soviet Air Force, and his space-
craft, Vostok I, left Earth’s atmosphere on 12 April 1961
and circled Earth in less than two hours. (Library of
Congress)
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Top secret report issued by a panel of U.S. defense and military experts in
November 1957. President Dwight D. Eisenhower commissioned the so-
called Gaither Committee, chaired by the RAND Corporation’s H. Rowan
Gaither, to study the nation’s defenses and strategic posture after the launch-
ing of the Soviet spacecraft Sputnik 1 earlier that same year. The rather
alarmist report spurred opposition to Eisenhower’s New Look defense pos-
ture and called for a $44 billion program to bolster conventional U.S. forces
and the further development of missile and rocket capabilities.

Eisenhower tasked the Security Resources Panel primarily with study-
ing the nation’s civil defense needs. But the hawkish committee members
went far beyond their mission and considered all aspects of the nation’s de-
fenses. The report was coauthored by Paul Nitze, anticommunist hard-liner
and principal author of National Security Council Report NSC-68, and retired
Colonel George Lincoln, a West Point professor and respected military plan-
ner and strategist.

The report argued that the Soviet Union harbored expansionist inten-
tions and highlighted the alleged widening disparity between American and
Soviet weapons programs. It concluded by proposing a $44 billion program
of military spending in order to close the unproven gap. The report’s pro-
posals were similar to those advocated in NSC-68. But just as Eisenhower
had rejected some of the strategic doctrines of NSC-68, he also rejected the
Gaither Committee’s findings. He objected to the high costs of its proposals
and did not believe, as the panelists had argued, that such a dramatically
expanded national security program would have no harmful effect on the
nation’s economy. Moreover, he tended to view the report as an unnecessary
knee-jerk reaction to Sputnik, which had created panic among some that the
United States was not only losing the space race but was also losing ground
to the Soviets on the scientific and military fronts.

Although Eisenhower objected to many tenets of the Gaither Report, he
did not simply dismiss the recommendations out of hand. In fact, during the
late 1950s, he presided over a substantial expansion of the U.S. nuclear arse-
nal. This effort was overlooked by contemporary observers.

Despite Eisenhower’s directive that the Gaither Report be kept secret,
the contents were widely leaked. The release of this information fed the grow-
ing perception of a technological gap between the Soviet Union and the
United States, contributing to increased anxiety among the American public
and a loss of confidence in Eisenhower’s national security policies. Some con-
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temporary observers interpreted President John F. Kennedy’s November
1960 election victory as a repudiation of Eisenhower’s policies and an affir-
mation of the Gaither Committee’s findings. Indeed, Kennedy’s campaign
rhetoric, which repeatedly cited a missile gap between the two superpowers,
was an important part of his campaign strategy, although such a gap never did
exist in reality.

Christopher A. Preble
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British politician and Labour Party leader (1955–1963). Born in London on
9 April 1906, Hugh Todd Naylor Gaitskell was educated at the Winchester
School and New College, Oxford. After leaving Oxford he taught political
economy for a time at the University of London. He was inspired to join the
Labour Party after witnessing the General Strike of 1926 and working in the
industrial region of Nottinghamshire. During World War II, he served in var-
ious economic ministries and in 1945 was elected to the House of Commons.

Gaitskell was subsequently appointed parliamentary secretary to the Min-
istry of Fuel and Power by Prime Minister Clement Attlee and held that post
from 1945 to 1947. In October 1947 Gaitskell became minister of fuel and
power and then went on to serve as minister of state for economic affairs
in 1950. That same year he was appointed chancellor of the exchequer and
held that post until October 1951. His April 1951 budget included arms spend-
ing increases mostly at the expense of social and health programs, which
prompted the resignation of Aneurin Bevan, a leading left-wing parliamen-
tarian and social welfare proponent. Bevan was later defeated by Gaitskell in
the party leadership contest of December 1955.

Throughout much of the 1950s, the Labour Party was consumed by a
Left-Right power struggle that pitted Bevan against Gaitskell, although it did
manage to unite in strong opposition to Prime Minister Anthony Eden’s role
in the 1956 Suez Crisis. Patriotic, pro-American, an advocate of the British
nuclear weapons program, and a moderate in economic affairs, Gaitskell
clashed seriously with his party in 1959 when he sought to weaken its com-
mitment to public ownership of industry. He again precipitated a row in the
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party in 1960 when Labour voted to abandon Britain’s nuclear arsenal, a
move that Gaitskell vehemently opposed. The vote was reversed the fol-
lowing year. In 1962 Gaitskell opposed British entry into the Common Mar-
ket (European Union, or EU), which he viewed as the beginning of the end
of Britain as an independent state. Gaitskell was the Labour leader for eight
years until he died unexpectedly in London on 18 January 1963, never hav-
ing led his party to victory at the polls.

Paul Wingrove
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Well-known economist, U.S. government official, diplomat, and prolific author
of groundbreaking books dealing with economics and society. Born on 15 Oc-
tober 1908 in Iona Station, Ontario, Canada, John Kenneth Galbraith received
a BA from Ontario Agricultural College (now the University of Toronto) in
1931 and then pursued studies in economics at the University of California
at Berkeley, from which he received an MS in 1933 and a PhD in 1934. He
taught at Berkeley and then Princeton University before settling in as a pro-
fessor at Harvard University in 1948. He would remain on the faculty there
until his retirement in 1975.

An ardent Democrat, Galbraith became involved in government work
and politics at a young age. He was an admirer of President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt’s New Deal economic policies and was an adherent of Keynesian eco-
nomics, which prescribe government spending and periodic intervention in
order to keep the economy on an even keel. In the early 1940s, during World
War II, Galbraith was recruited as deputy administrator of the Office of Price
Administration (OPA). Galbraith—barely thirty-five years old at the time—
proved to be an able administrator and an excellent organization man. The
OPA managed all prices for consumer goods and other products during the
war. In 1945, Galbraith served as the director of the U.S. Bombing Survey.

When the war ended, Galbraith returned to teaching and writing at Har-
vard, but he was never far away from the politics and power of Washington.
He served as an advisor and strategist for Democratic Senator Adlai Steven-
son’s presidential bids in 1952 and 1956. A true renaissance man, Galbraith
authored several novels in addition to his many other works. His most famous
books include The Great Crash (1955), The Affluent Society (1958), and The New
Industrial State (1967). During the 1960 presidential election, Galbraith served
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as economic advisor to John F. Kennedy’s campaign. Pres-
ident Kennedy rewarded Galbraith with the ambassador-
ship to India, a position he held during 1961–1963.

In 1968 Galbraith, as chairman of Americans for Demo-
cratic Action (ADA), worked feverishly in support of Senator
Eugene McCarthy’s presidential bid and was instrumental
in helping put his name in nomination at the 1968 Demo-
cratic National Convention. Galbraith had been an early
and vocal opponent of the Vietnam War, which earned him
no accolades in the Lyndon B. Johnson administration.
Galbraith continued to write, speak, and teach on a variety
of subjects well into his nineties. He died of natural causes
on 29 April 2006 in Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Indian politician and prime minister (1966–1977, 1980–1984). Indira Gandhi,
born Indira Priyadarshini on 19 November 1917 in Allahabad, India, was the
only child of Jawaharlal Nehru, a leader of India’s independence movement
and India’s first prime minister. She was educated at home, at schools in India
and Switzerland, and at Somerville College, Oxford University, although she
did not earn a degree. In 1942 she married Feroze Gandhi, from whom she
later separated.

In 1959 Gandhi was elected president of the ruling Indian National Con-
gress (INC) party for one year. Following the death of her father in 1964,
Gandhi joined the government headed by Lal Bahadur Shastri as minister of
information and broadcasting (1964–1966) and was elected to the parliament.
Following Shastri’s sudden death in January 1966, a coterie of senior INC
leaders arranged for Gandhi’s election as prime minister. Soon, however, she
broke free from their control, split the party, and emerged as India’s undis-
puted leader.

In 1971, India faced a major crisis with a revolt in East Pakistan, leading
to the Pakistani government’s military crackdown there. Gandhi signed the
Indo-Soviet friendship pact to balance the U.S. tilt toward Pakistan and led
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India in a successful war against Pakistan in December
1971. In 1972 she signed the Shimla Agreement with a
defeated Pakistan, committing both sides to a peaceful
solution of their dispute over Kashmir.

Gandhi’s populist domestic policies failed to improve
India’s economy. High inflation, widespread poverty, in-
creasing corruption, and the interference of her younger
son, Sanjay Gandhi, in the government began eroding her
popularity, and the nuclear tests she ordered in 1974 failed
to restore her standing. In the midst of popular unrest
against her government, in June 1975 the court annulled
her election to the parliament. Rejecting demands for her
resignation, she imposed emergency rule and imprisoned
her political opponents. In the 1977 elections, Gandhi and
the INC were routed. The coalition government that as-
sumed power soon split, however, and she returned as prime
minister in 1980.

Following the tradition established by Nehru, Gandhi
played an active part in the Non-Aligned Movement.
However, her leftist domestic policies and the need to
counterbalance what India perceived as a U.S.-Pakistani-
Chinese axis gave her foreign policy a pronounced pro-
Soviet tilt. Under her leadership, India continued to
champion developing-world causes at the United Nations
(UN) and elsewhere, often following policies close to the
Soviet position. Nevertheless, she was reluctant to be com-

pletely tied to the Soviet Union. In the 1980s, India turned to the West for
arms acquisitions with the aim of reducing its dependence on the Soviet
Union. Following Gandhi’s 1982 meeting with U.S. President Ronald Reagan,
Indo-U.S. relations improved.

Gandhi was a supremely gifted politician and was immensely popular
at home. However, India’s economy continued to stagnate during her period
in power. Her authoritarian style and commitment to the maintenance of
her family’s hold on power also led to the creation of a political culture
dominated by sycophancy, nepotism, and the ruthless removal of potential
rivals.

During 1980–1984, India faced a secessionist movement by Sikhs in the
state of Punjab and militancy in India’s northeast. Gandhi’s decision to order
an army assault on the Golden Temple in Amiritsar, the holiest Sikh shrine,
further angered the Sikhs. On 31 October 1984, Gandhi was assassinated by
two of her Sikh security guards in New Delhi. She was succeeded by her
eldest son, Rajiv Gandhi.

Appu K. Soman
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Indian spiritual leader and anticolonial activist famous for his philosophy of
nonviolent civil disobedience that contributed to India’s independence in
1947. Born on 2 October 1869 in Porpandar, India, Mohandas Karamchand
Gandhi was the son of a local administrator. After his father’s death in 1885,
Gandhi’s family provided him with the financial means to receive legal train-
ing in Great Britain. In 1888 he went to London, where he studied law at
University College until 1891. Upon his return to India, however, he failed
to find a viable law practice, and in 1893 he was forced to find employment
in South Africa.

Gandhi’s experiences with prejudice and racism in South Africa drove
him to fight for the rights of the country’s Indian minority. Initially, he be-
lieved that protesting against injustice through petitions and the press would
induce the white government to end its discriminatory practices. By 1905,
however, he had achieved few tangible results. Disillusioned with strictly
legal means of protest, he developed satyagraha (“truth force”), a form of
nonviolent civil disobedience intended to confront the government with
the Indian population’s grievances. In 1907, Gandhi launched his first non-
violent campaign to protest against discriminatory legislation aimed at South
Africa’s Indian population. A second satyagraha against discriminatory legis-
lation in 1913 led to the arrest of thousands of protestors and compelled
white authorities to repeal the discriminatory laws.

In 1915, Gandhi returned to India to support the struggle against British
colonial rule there. In less than two years, he became a prominent figure in
the Indian National Congress (INC), a middle-class organization that called
for increased Indian autonomy. Also championing the cause of the country’s
large peasant population, he helped to organize smaller civil disobedience
campaigns between 1916 and 1918.

In 1919, Gandhi called for a large-scale satyagraha to protest newly passed
repressive legislation. British authorities responded to the demonstrations
with brutal force, resulting in the massacre of some 400 Indian protestors in
April 1919 in Punjab Province. Although Gandhi canceled the protest shortly
afterward, the carnage served only to boost the nationalist movement. By
1920, Gandhi had become a nearly divine figure in India and was frequently
referred to as “Mahatma,” or Great Soul.

In 1921, Gandhi and the INC launched another nonviolent protest cam-
paign intended to further erode the legitimacy of British rule through boycotts
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and other noncooperation campaigns across the country.
By early 1922, 17,000 Indians had been arrested for their
anticolonialist activities. Frustrated with the seeming fail-
ure of satyagraha, some Indians abandoned nonviolence
and began a guerrilla war against the British, which was
quickly subdued by British colonial troops.

In March 1922, Gandhi was sentenced to six years in
prison but was released in 1924 because of deteriorating
health. In prison, he completed his most important works
on nonviolent protest, Satyagraha in South Africa and The
Story of My Experiments with Truth.

In 1930 as British authorities continued to reject nego-
tiations over India’s independence, the INC asked Gandhi
to organize yet another civil disobedience campaign. Fo-
cusing on an unjust tax code that forced Indians to buy
British-produced salt, Gandhi and 78 followers set out on a
241-mile march to the western coast of India in March
1930 to rally supporters before deliberately breaking the
so-called Salt Law. Inspired by the Salt March, tens of
thousands followed Gandhi’s example. By the end of the
year, almost 60,000 Indians had been arrested for their
defiance. But the movement had secured few concessions,
and after the collapse of another round of protests in 1932,
Gandhi withdrew from public life and began to champion
the unpopular cause of India’s caste of untouchables—a
large hereditary group in India who, in traditional Hindu
belief, are considered impure by birth and should not come
in contact with members of higher castes.

During World War II, Gandhi organized his last satya-
graha against colonial rule. His 1943 Quit India movement
was largely ineffective, however, and it soon degenerated
into a violent campaign of sabotage against government
buildings. Nevertheless, the series of anticolonial protests

begun in the 1920s had seriously eroded Britain’s international prestige and
indigenous support. By 1944, British authorities finally indicated their willing-
ness to negotiate over India’s independence. Three years later, on 14 August
1947, the former British colony was partitioned into the two independent
states of India and Pakistan.

Independence brought near anarchy to India and Pakistan. Millions of
people were uprooted and forced to move from one state to another. Reli-
gious hatred mingled with greed, and perhaps a quarter of a million people
died in the violence. In volatile Calcutta, Gandhi kept the peace only by
offering his own person as a hostage and beginning a fast unto death. He was
assassinated by a Hindu extremist on 30 January 1948 in Delhi. Gandhi was,
and continues to be, a powerful, almost mythical figure in civil and human
rights circles. Indeed, the U.S. civil rights movement of the 1950s and 1960s
took many of its cues from his anticolonial movement. Dr. Martin Luther
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King Jr., the U.S. civil rights leader, was an ardent adherent of Gandhi’s ideal
of nonviolent social change.

Simon Wendt
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Prime minister of India (1984–1989). Rajiv Gandhi, the eldest son of Indian
prime minister Indira Gandhi, was born on 20 August 1944 in Bombay (now
Mumbai). He was educated at the elite Doon School in Dehra Dun, the Uni-
versity of London, and finally Trinity College, Cambridge University. After
his university training, he became a commercial pilot for India Airlines,
avoiding the political world entirely. However, when his brother Sanjay was
killed in a plane crash in 1980, Rajiv’s mother Indira drafted him into politics.

Gandhi then replaced Sanjay as his mother’s closest political advisor, and
in February 1981 he won election to parliament on the Congress Party ticket.
Gandhi was chosen to succeed his mother as prime minister upon her assas-
sination on 31 October 1984. In December, he led the Congress Party to a
landslide victory and was duly elected prime minister in his own right.

As prime minister, Gandhi was credited with a significant economic
boom, which was achieved by his proindustry policies and his government’s
encouragement of foreign investment. In foreign affairs, he improved India’s
relations with the Soviet Union, which in turn strained relations with the
United States. Gandhi also increased efforts to suppress Muslim separatist
movements in the Indian states of Jammu and Kashmir, and in 1987 he sent
troops to Sri Lanka in a failed attempt to stop the Tamil-Sinhalese civil war
there. Amid allegations of government corruption and the waning popularity
of the Congress Party, Gandhi resigned his office in December 1989 after his
party lost its parliamentary majority. He remained in parliament and was an
active member of the opposition until he was assassinated while on the cam-
paign trail by a Tamil suicide bomber seeking revenge for his intervention in
Sri Lanka. Gandhi died on 21 May 1991 in Tamil, Nadu.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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U.S. Army general. Born in Brooklyn, New York, on 22 March 1907, James
Gavin enlisted in the army in 1924. He secured an appointment to and grad-
uated from the United States Military Academy, West Point, in 1929. He
served in a variety of postings in the United States and the Philippines and
was an instructor at West Point at the start of World War II. He transferred
to the airborne infantry, and in August 1942 he took command of the 505th
Parachute Regiment. Shortly thereafter he was promoted to colonel. He led
the 505th in North Africa, Sicily, and Italy. In October 1943 he was promoted
to brigadier general and became deputy commander of the 82nd Airborne
Division. He assisted in planning the invasion of France and then partici-
pated in Operation OVERLORD with the division. In August he took command
of the 82nd, at age thirty-seven the youngest divisional commander in the
U.S. Army. Two months later he was a major general. He participated in
Operation MARKET-GARDEN and ended the war with more combat jumps than
any other general officer.

Following World War II, Gavin served in various staff positions. These
included stints with the Department of Defense Weapons System Evalua-
tion Group and the headquarters of the Allied Forces Southern Europe. He
then commanded VII Corps in Germany. In 1954 he returned to Washington
to serve as the deputy chief of staff for plans and in 1955 was assigned to the
newly created chief of research and development position on the army staff
as a lieutenant general, the youngest in the U.S. military.

Gavin was an innovator who advocated exploiting advanced technology
to enhance American military capabilities. He conceptualized the use of hel-
icopters to improve army mobility and is regarded as the father of the air
assault concept. He criticized the emphasis on the Strategic Air Command
(SAC) and long-range nuclear forces during the Dwight D. Eisenhower
administration. Gavin argued for a more flexible force structure that could
respond to limited-war scenarios. He strongly supported the use of tactical
nuclear weapons on the modern battlefield, and he was also an early advo-
cate of reconnaissance satellites and the military use of space. He was critical
of the role played by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), urging that it should be
limited to planning and that actual operations be carried out by integrated
unified command staff, which would ease interservice rivalries.

Despite his criticisms, Gavin was slated for promotion to full general.
But in 1958, on the eve of his promotion and assignment as commander of
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the Seventh Army in Europe and after thirty-three years in the military,
he abruptly resigned from the army in frustration, saying that he would not
compromise his principles.

Gavin retired from active duty in March 1958. That same year he pub-
lished War and Peace in the Space Age. A critique of the Eisenhower adminis-
tration’s New Look military policy, it held that the United States needed
strong conventional forces to deal with limited wars. Such ideas found cre-
dence in the early 1960s during the Kennedy administration.

Gavin was a senior executive for Arthur B. Little, Inc., until 1974, with
a brief sabbatical during 1961–1962 when he was the U.S. ambassador to
France. He opposed American involvement in Vietnam. Gavin died in Balti-
more on 23 February 1990.

Jerome V. Martin and Spencer C. Tucker
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German Army general and head of the Bundesnachrichtendienst (BND), the
foreign intelligence service of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West
Germany). Born on 3 April 1902 in Erfurt, Reinhard Gehlen completed his
secondary education in Erfurt and joined the German Army as a cadet in
1921. He was commissioned a second lieutenant in 1923. Promoted to cap-
tain following graduation from the Army Staff College, he became a general
staff officer and held a variety of staff positions.

In April 1942, without any prior experience in intelligence work, Gehlen
became head of the Foreign Armies East Department. After initial failures at
estimating enemy capabilities, he reorganized his department and created
his own espionage organization and a comprehensive information bank on
the Soviet Union. He also took a leading role in recruiting more than 100,000
Soviet prisoners of war into the Russian Liberation Army to fight on the Ger-
man side.

Gehlen’s intelligence information was generally accurate, and he directed
an extensive network of agents throughout Eastern Europe. In autumn 1944
he was preparing to transfer the military intelligence service to U.S. authori-
ties in case Germany lost the war. In December 1944 he won promotion to
generalmajor (equivalent to U.S. brigadier general). Adolf Hitler disliked
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Gehlen’s accurate but gloomy assessments of Germany’s military prospects
on the Eastern Front and dismissed him from his post on 10 April 1945. Pre-
dicting a postwar rupture between the United States and the Soviet Union,
Gehlen had copied his files and planned to offer them to the United States.
He surrendered to U.S. forces in Bavaria at the end of the war.

In the U.S. Army’s Counter-Intelligence Corps Camp in Wiesbaden,
Gehlen was united with a group of his former staff members who were sub-
sequently flown to Washington, D.C., after an initial screening of Gehlen’s
intelligence material. In July 1946 the group returned to Germany and formed
the Organisation Gehlen, an intelligence service under the supervision of
the U.S. Army Intelligence Service. The agents’ network was soon extended
into the Soviet occupation zone. Results were forwarded to the newly estab-
lished U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). In 1955, the Organisation
Gehlen was taken over by the FRG and renamed the Bundesnachrichten-
dienst. Gehlen became its first president.

After the German Democratic Republic’s (GDR, East Germany) national
uprising of 1953 and the erection of the Berlin Wall in 1961, the initially
favorable situation of sources for the BND sharply diminished, and Gehlen
sought to compensate for the lack of agents with enhanced technical recon-
naissance. He retired in April 1968. Gehlen died in Berg am Starnberger See
on 8 June 1979.

Heiner Bröckermann
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A package of trade rules and tariff concessions that provided the basic legal
framework for international commerce throughout the Cold War, from its
adoption in 1948 until its replacement by the World Trade Organization
(WTO) in 1995. The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) was
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never intended to be anything more than a temporary arrangement, and its
nearly fifty years of life are testament to the difficulties in implementing the
ideals of the 1944 Bretton Woods Conference.

Representatives to the Bretton Woods Conference envisioned three
institutions that would be responsible for the postwar economic order: the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank, which did indeed
come into existence shortly after end of World War II; and an International
Trade Organization (ITO), an adjunct of the United Nations (UN) that
would monitor global trade practices and enforce a sweeping range of busi-
ness, employment, and investment protocols. Given the devastating effects
of protectionism during the Great Depression, a powerful body dedicated to
trade liberalization and the reduction—as far as possible—of all remaining
tariff barriers held a strong attraction to the Western Allied powers at the end
of the war.

Negotiations mapping out the ITO’s constitution began shortly after the
end of hostilities. As a stop-gap measure until the formal inauguration of the
ITO, twenty-three nations met in Geneva in 1947 to pledge 45,000 imme-
diate tariff concessions (affecting approximately 20 percent of all world trade
at the time). They also contracted to provisionally accept many of the trade
rules embodied in the ITO Charter. This General Agreement came into force
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Japanese Prime Minister Kishi Nobusuke (standing, center rear) welcomes delegates at the fifteenth general meeting 
of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) in 1957. GATT, a set of international agreements, was first
adopted in 1947. (Bettmann/Corbis)



in January 1948. Two months later, the ITO proper was officially unveiled at
the UN Conference on Trade and Employment in Havana, but the optimistic
mood at its birth proved short-lived. Ratification of the charter by the U.S.
Senate proved impossible because of aggressive lobbying by hostile Ameri-
can corporate interests, and in 1950 the U.S. government formally withdrew
from the organization, leaving it moribund. The premature death of its antic-
ipated successor left GATT the only workable instrument of international
trade law.

GATT had scarcely any institutional basis or permanent staff, and it was
restricted to questions of trade in merchandise only. With its limited structure
and scope, it could not provide the permanent settlement of commercial ques-
tions that had been envisaged for the ITO, and from 1949 onward a number
of follow-on talks, or trade rounds, occurred, resulting in the amendment and
extension of the original rules laid down by the founding twenty-three
nations. These lengthy negotiations, often lasting several years, produced a
series of supplementary agreements on further tariff reductions, and, from
the 1960s onward, new procedures regulating subsidies, licensing, and the
dumping of cheap exports on vulnerable domestic markets. Most GATT rules
were multilateral and binding on all signatories, although a few were volun-
tary plurilateral arrangements. By the 1973–1979 Tokyo Round, 102 countries
were taking part in GATT negotiations, testifying to their success in overall
trade liberalization, but the Tokyo talks also underlined the long-inherent
flaws in the GATT model. Too many loopholes were being exploited by sig-
natory nations that allowed protection in all but name, the dispute settlement
process was patently broken, and, most critically, the unregulated service
and intellectual property sectors were now far more important to the world
economy than they had been in the 1940s, leaving GATT ill-equipped to
oversee the expanding global marketplace.

Prodded by these inadequacies, the Uruguay Round that opened in 1986
saw an attempt to comprehensively revise and modernize GATT. These
talks lasted more than seven years (the longest and largest trade negotiations
in history) and came to encompass virtually every aspect of international com-
merce. Ultimately, after a number of false starts and seeming deadlocks, in
1994 the talks resulted in agreement on a World Trade Organization (WTO),
established the following year, that finally realized the vision of the ITO.

GATT was then placed in long-overdue retirement. Its limitations were
manifest from the outset, but for an intended temporary measure not designed
to carry the burden that history placed upon it, GATT made a significant
contribution to the long postwar economic boom by keeping trade tariffs low.

Alan Allport
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International conference called to discuss long-standing tensions in East
Asia. The Geneva Conference on the Far East opened in that Swiss city on
26 April 1954, with negotiations concentrating on transforming the previ-
ous year’s armistice in Korea into a permanent peace. Negotiations on that
issue produced no results, however. Separate negotiations over the ongoing
war in Indochina began on 8 May, one day after the fall of the French bas-
tion of Dien Bien Phu in northwest Vietnam to the Viet Minh. The Indo-
china talks involved representatives—in most cases the foreign ministers—of
France, the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam), the
United States, the Soviet Union, the People’s Republic of China (PRC),
Britain, Laos, Cambodia, and the State of Vietnam (later the Republic of
Vietnam).

The Viet Minh capture of Dien Bien Phu seemed to offer a perfect
opportunity to resolve the long Indochina War. Two days later the Western
powers resisted a demand by the communist powers that the “resistance
governments” of Laos and Cambodia (the Pathet Lao and the Free Khmer,
respectively) be represented at the talks. On 17 June longtime critic of the
Indochina War Pierre Mendès-France became French premier and foreign
minister. On 20 June he imposed a thirty-day timetable for an agreement,
promising to resign if one was not reached. The Geneva Accords were signed
on the last day of the deadline, 20 July, but only because the clocks were
stopped; it was actually early on 21 July.

The leading personalities at Geneva were Mendès-France, PRC For-
eign Minister Zhou Enlai (Chou Enlai), Soviet Foreign Minister Vyacheslav
Molotov, British Foreign Minister Anthony Eden, U.S. Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles, DRV Premier Pham Van Dong, and State of Vietnam
Foreign Minister Nguyen Quoc Dinh. Dulles left the conference after only
a few days. He saw no likelihood of an agreement on Indochina that Wash-
ington could approve, and he disliked the idea of negotiating with Zhou (the
United States had yet to recognize the PRC), whom he deliberately
snubbed. Dulles ordered the U.S. delegation not to participate in the discus-
sions and to act only as observers.

The Geneva Conference produced separate armistice agreements for
Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos. But Pham Van Dong found himself pressured
by Zhou and Molotov into an agreement that gave the Viet Minh far less
than it had won on the battlefield. Pending unification of Vietnam, there was
to be a temporary dividing line (“provisional demarcation line”) at the 17th
Parallel (Pham had wanted the 13th Parallel). A demilitarized zone would
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extend 5 kilometers (3 miles) on either side of the line
in order to prevent incidents that might lead to a breach of
the armistice. The final text provided that “the military
demarcation line is provisional and should not in any
way be interpreted as constituting a political or territorial
boundary.” Vietnam’s future was to be determined “on the
basis of respect for the principles of independence, unity,
and territorial integrity” with “national and general elec-
tions” to be held in July 1956. Troops on both sides
would have up to 300 days to be regrouped north or south;
civilians could also move in either direction if they so
desired. An international supervisory and control commis-
sion (ISCC) composed of representatives from Canada,
Poland, and India (a Western state, a communist state, and
a nonaligned state) would oversee implementation of the
agreements.

Pham was bitterly disappointed that nationwide elec-
tions were put off for two years. Eager to take advantage
of the Viet Minh’s military successes, he had initially
sought a delay of only six months after conclusion of a
cease-fire. The DRV accepted the arrangements only
under heavy pressure from the PRC and USSR and be-
cause it was confident that it could control southern Viet-
nam. There is every reason to believe that the Chinese
leadership was willing to sabotage their ally in order to
prevent the formation of a strong regional power on their
southern border.

As it worked out, in 1956 the new government of the Republic of Viet-
nam (RVN, South Vietnam) headed by Ngo Dinh Diem claimed that it was
not a party to the Geneva Agreements and was thus not bound by them.
Supported by the Eisenhower administration in this stand, Ngo refused to
authorize the previously agreed upon elections to reunify Vietnam. This
decision led to a resumption of the war, with the Americans taking the place
of the French.

Spencer C. Tucker
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French representative General Henri Delteil signing truce
documents at Geneva that ended hostilities between the
French and the communist-led Viet Minh forces, July
1954. (Library of Congress)



Four-power conference among the United States, the Soviet Union, Great
Britain, and France convened to discuss German reunification, the status of
East European states, and disarmament. At the invitation of the Soviet
Union, U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower, over the objections of Secre-
tary of State John Foster Dulles, agreed to meet with Soviet Prime Minister
Nikolai Bulganin in Geneva to discuss Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev’s
disarmament proposals. Eisenhower shared Dulles’s concerns about the effi-
cacy of summit diplomacy and questioned Khrushchev’s motives but also
believed that the United States must be willing to meet directly with leaders
of the Soviet Union.

Coming on the heels of the May 1955 Austrian State Treaty, which pro-
vided for the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Austria, Washington and
Moscow seemed committed to reducing international tensions. Although
Bulganin was nominally in charge of the Soviet delegation, the Geneva Con-
ference served as Khrushchev’s debut as the real power in the post-Stalin
Soviet leadership. Khrushchev’s newfound confidence, based upon increased
Soviet strength in both conventional and strategic arms, prompted him to call
for peaceful coexistence between the Western and Eastern blocs based upon
mutual strength and respect.

The Geneva Conference had mixed results for both the Soviets and
Americans. On the one hand, in the short term, the summit popularized the
so-called Spirit of Geneva, demonstrating the willingness of both sides to
at least temporarily suspend belligerent rhetoric, which reassured much of the
world. Clearly, both countries recognized the danger that nuclear weapons
presented to the rest of the world. Most important, both nations agreed that
nuclear war would lead to mutual genocide.

On the other hand, the Soviets rejected Eisenhower’s Open Skies Pro-
posal, a plan to open Eastern and Western bloc nations to aerial inspection of
military installations; summarily dismissed his rather feeble attempts to estab-
lish freedom for Eastern Europe; and refused to support a reunified Ger-
many except on a neutralized basis.

By December 1955 each side had begun to charge the other with violat-
ing the Spirit of Geneva. In reality, the Soviets and Americans defined the
Spirit of Geneva according to their own interests. For Washington, it meant
agreeing to reunify Germany through free elections, upholding the United
Nations Charter calling for independence for all nations, and ending Soviet
adventurism. For Moscow, it meant acceptance of peaceful coexistence,
recognition of a divided Germany, and acknowledgment of its sphere of in-
fluence in Eastern Europe. Thus, the Geneva Conference only temporarily
reduced tensions between the superpowers.

Chris Tudda
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Meeting of the foreign ministers of France, Great Britain, the Soviet Union,
and the United States intended to relieve Cold War tensions caused by the
Berlin Crisis. The major powers had long clashed over divided Germany,
and the goal of the conference was to negotiate a reunification of the two
Germanies under circumstances agreeable to all.

The Geneva Conference of Foreign Ministers opened on 11 May 1959
with a statement by United Nations (UN) Secretary-General Dag Hammar-
skjöld. Opening statements by representatives of the four participant nations
came two days later. The principals were Christian A. Herter for the United
States, Selwyn Lloyd for Britain, Maurice Couve de Murville for France, and
Andrey Gromyko for the Soviet Union. In a preconference compromise,
representatives from the Democratic Republic of Germany (GDR, East Ger-
many) and the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) also
attended, although they were seated at adjacent tables rather than at the
central table with the Big Four.

The meeting was convened in response to a threat made by Soviet
leader Nikita Khrushchev to sign a separate peace treaty with East Germany,
thereby negating the Allies’ legal basis for the occupation of West Berlin.
The United States had made clear that it would defend its right to be in West
Berlin and that any attempt to force the Western powers from the city would
result in war. The situation in Berlin specifically and in Germany generally
threatened to spawn a major conflagration.

The framework for discussions, to which the four powers had agreed
before the conference, contained two parallel proposals: first, that Germany
be unified in stages, concluding in a single German state, and second, that
arms limitation agreements should move forward at each stage of the German
reunification process. Herter, standing in for ailing U.S. Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles, offered the initial American proposal, which amounted
to a reiteration of the American proposals presented earlier at the 1955 Geneva
Conference, now bundled as a package.

Specific proposals included reunification of Berlin and Germany, a peace
treaty with the new Germany, and arms limitation for the new state. Gromyko
wanted to unwrap the package to deal first with Berlin before moving on to
other questions. He was disturbed by the prospect of West Germany joining
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), a possibility not eliminated
by the American proposal. As a result, Gromyko rejected Herter’s proposal
and threatened to renew the six-month deadline for a German peace treaty.
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The day the first session ended, 27 May, marked the expiration of the original
six-month deadline Khrushchev had set for a solution to the Berlin question.
No progress had been made.

During the first session Dulles died, and the ministers soon adjourned
to Washington for the funeral and a short break before returning to Geneva
for a second session. Negotiations in this session ended almost as quickly as
they began because Khrushchev and GDR leader Walter Ulbricht instructed
Gromyko to renew the six-month deadline over Berlin.

On 16 June, Herter proposed an amended version of previous offers with
similar proposals and new concessions to the Soviets, including promises not
to augment existing American forces in Berlin, not to provide the new Ger-
man state with nuclear weapons, and not to sponsor subversive activities
against East Germany. Gromyko rejected this proposal but did extend the
deadline for a German peace treaty to eighteen months. On 20 June, the
conferees agreed on a three-week recess until 13 July.

Khrushchev provided Gromyko with no real power to negotiate a deal
with the West, and Gromyko gave little ground on any issue. U.S. President
Dwight D. Eisenhower soon became convinced that only high-level, leader-
to-leader talks would yield diplomatic results. In July, Eisenhower duly sent
Vice President Richard Nixon to Moscow in the hopes of extracting conces-
sions from Khrushchev and with a note from Eisenhower inviting the Soviet
leader to visit the United States that fall. Khrushchev accepted, and when
Eisenhower announced the bilateral summit on 3 August, he removed any
impetus for the Geneva Conference, which ended on 5 August 1959 having
made no progress regarding Germany.

Brian Madison Jones
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First meeting between U.S. President Ronald Reagan and the new Gen-
eral Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union Mikhail Gorbachev held on 21–22 November 1985 in Geneva,
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Switzerland. The two leaders sought meaningful discus-
sions on arms control, the Afghanistan War, and human
rights.

The series of events that led to the Geneva Meeting
began in November 1982 with the death of Soviet leader
Leonid Brezhnev, who was succeeded by Yuri Andropov.
In March 1983, Reagan unveiled his Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI), a space-based missile defense shield in-
tended to protect the United States from nuclear attack
and begin the process toward total nuclear disarmament.
In September 1983, Soviet fighters shot down Korean Air
Lines Flight 007 over the Sea of Japan, and two months
later the Soviets walked out of arms reduction talks taking
place in Switzerland. Meanwhile, the United States fol-
lowed through with plans to deploy cruise and Pershing
II missiles in Western Europe. Superpower relations had
reached a nadir.

Andropov died in February 1984 and was replaced by
Konstantin Chernenko. When Chernenko died in March
1985, Gorbachev succeeded him. During Chernenko’s
funeral, Reagan sent a personal message to Gorbachev
through Vice President George H. W. Bush requesting a
fresh start in U.S.-Soviet relations.

In frigid weather and without his overcoat, the seventy-
four-year-old Reagan met the fifty-four-year-old Gorbachev
halfway down the steps of the building in which they held
their first discussion. Gorbachev chided Reagan good-
naturedly for not wearing a coat. This initial image was, at
least, quite positive. The official agenda outlined several
items for discussion, mainly SDI, regional conflicts, bilateral

relations, and human rights. In their first meeting, which was supposed to last
fifteen minutes, the two leaders spoke for an hour.

Through fifteen hours of meetings and an additional five hours of private
discussions, the two heads of state covered topics including a 50 percent
reduction in nuclear arms, an intermediate nuclear forces treaty, Afghanis-
tan, Angola, Nicaragua, Ethiopia, Kampuchea, El Salvador, new consulates in
Kiev and New York City, and cultural exchanges between the superpowers.
In general, Reagan detailed the problems that divided the two nations, while
Gorbachev wished to talk about areas of mutual agreement.

In the end, Reagan and Gorbachev failed to reach any lasting agree-
ments on any of the major issues. The major obstruction was Reagan’s
refusal to give up his plans for SDI. Gorbachev was wary about SDI and
argued that it only made sense if the United States was planning a nuclear
first strike. Reagan countered that SDI was vital to American interests and
that when it worked, the United States would share the technology with the
Soviets and soon nuclear weapons could be eliminated completely. Gor-
bachev did not believe him and asserted that he would not agree to a reduc-
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U.S. President Ronald Reagan meets with Soviet leader
Mikhail Gorbachev during the Geneva Summit in
Switzerland in November 1985. (Ronald Reagan Library)



tion in offensive weapons as long as the United States planned to deploy the
missile shield.

The Geneva Meeting, however, was not a total failure. The two leaders
agreed on the need to slow the arms race and strengthen nuclear nonprolif-
eration efforts. They also agreed in principle that nuclear wars could not be
won. More substantively, they decided to begin serious negotiations for an
intermediate nuclear forces treaty even if discussions over heavier weapons
were not in the works. Discussions of human rights and regional conflicts were
limited.

The great impact of the Geneva Meeting was that Reagan and Gorbachev
agreed to future face-to-face meetings. A Reykjavík summit was planned,
and Gorbachev pledged to visit the United States in 1986, while Reagan
planned to go to Moscow in 1987. Subsequent meetings between Reagan and
Gorbachev were first discussed at Geneva in 1985, and those meetings
helped to reduce tensions and, ultimately, end the Cold War.

Brian Madison Jones
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In the aftermath of World War II and the Nazi regime’s extermination of
approximately 6 million Jews and 5 million other people, the United Nations
(UN) adopted a resolution on 9 December 1948 recommending that inter-
national attention and cooperation be focused on the prevention of and pun-
ishment for genocide. It was, in fact, the horrific slaughter by the Nazis,
along with the continuing efforts of jurist Raphael Lemkin (1900–1958), that
prompted UN member states to formally recognize genocide as a crime under
international law.

From the outset, the development of the UN Convention on the Pre-
vention and Punishment of Genocide (UNCG) was plagued by great diffi-
culty and controversy. For example, a contretemps erupted over whether to
provide protection for political groups under the UNCG. The Soviet Union
argued that the inclusion of political groups would not conform “with the sci-
entific definition of genocide and would, in practice, distort the perspective in
which the crime should be viewed and impair the efficacy of the Convention.”
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Similarly, the Polish government added that including political groups would
dilute the UNCG’s aims. Yet another argument against the inclusion of polit-
ical groups was that unlike national, racial, or religious groups, membership in
political groups was voluntary. In a later session, however, the French argued
that genocide might easily be committed on political grounds sometime in
the future. As a result of compromise, both political and social groups were
ultimately removed from specific protection under the UNCG.

The upshot of the compromise was that the UNCG came to define
genocide as constituting any acts committed with the intent to destroy, in
whole or in part, a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group. The acts specif-
ically listed as constituting genocide were killing members of the group,
causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group, deliberately
inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physi-
cal destruction in whole or in part, imposing measures intended to prevent
births within the group, and forcibly transferring children of the group to
another group.

For all intents and purposes, however, the UNCG became a dead letter
of sorts during the Cold War years, a period when the world was confronted
by an enormous number of bewildering stresses and strains. Characterizing
many of these stresses were the numerous genocidal outbreaks that took
place in former colonial territories vacated, sometimes amicably but often
violently, by imperial powers in the years following 1945. Nowhere were
these played out with such devastating ferocity as in Africa and Asia.

The objectives of those who initially shaped the post-1945 agenda re-
sulted in a mixed bag of idealism vis-à-vis the attempted protection of human
rights alongside a continual period of killing in large wars, small wars, civil
wars, and sometimes when there was no war at all.

One place in which genocide occurred was the west African state of Biafra.
The country had been formed in 1967 when the eastern state of Nigeria
broke away to establish itself as an independent nation. The Nigerian Civil
War that followed (1967–1970) was the first occasion in which scenes of mass
starvation were brought home to a television-dominated West, and millions
of people were horrified by what they saw. Less apparent was the reality that
lay behind this otherwise simple case of a brutal and bloody secessionist con-
flict. Some scholars assert that in their determination to defeat the break-
away state, the Nigerians deliberately designed and perpetuated a genocidal
policy of enforced famine against the population of Biafra.

The Biafran conflict led to a death toll of up to a million people, most of
them of the Christian Ibo ethnic group. The Nigerian Federal Army and the
government that supported it ostensibly perpetrated genocide through what
many believe were premeditated and strictly enforced policies of starvation
and the military targeting of civilians.

Forced starvation was employed as a weapon of war for the purpose of
destroying the Biafrans’ ability to sustain themselves as a viable nation. Under
such conditions, Biafra existed for only two and a half years, until its collapse
in January 1970. In recent years, discussion has begun on the extent to which
the countries of the West (particularly Britain) and the UN chose to turn a
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blind eye to events in Biafra and whether Cold War con-
siderations clouded their judgment as they framed their
policies toward the breakaway state.

The year 1971 saw a struggle in which East Pakistan
sought to secede from West Pakistan, a move that was
resisted with staggering violence. The subsequent emer-
gence of the independent nation of Bangladesh (the former
East Pakistan) was accompanied by some 3 million dead
and 250,000 women and girls raped, the result of a calcu-
lated policy initiated by the government of West Pakistan
for the purpose of terrorizing the population of East Pak-
istan into accepting a continuance of a united Pakistani
state.

The following year, 1972, saw another outbreak of geno-
cidal violence, this time in the tiny central African nation
of Burundi, where a Hutu-instigated uprising against Tutsi
domination resulted in the military subjugation and mas-
sacre of thousands of Hutu civilians over a five-month
period. The final death toll numbered up to 150,000 peo-
ple and ushered in a period of Tutsi dominance that was to
last for several decades. In the meantime, the Hutu majority
population was reduced to a position of institutionalized
second-class subservience.

It was characteristic of the era that Burundi became (as
Biafra and Bangladesh had been before it) a location for
Cold War rivalries. The Western world, and in particular the
United States, saw the catastrophe that befell the Hutu as irrelevant as far
as the bigger picture of defeating communism was concerned. The French
government saw the conflict as an opportunity to reinforce its preferred
Francophone client state, while communist countries such as the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
(DPRK, North Korea) took the opportunity to assist the Tutsi junta with
arms and infrastructural support as a means to coax the regime away from the
West.

Just over two years after the worst of the violence ceased in Burundi, the
Khmer Rouge (Red Khmer) won a bloody civil war in Cambodia. This com-
menced one of the most radical attempts at remodeling an existing society
that the world has ever known. In taking the Cambodian people back to “Year
Zero,” as Khmer Rouge leader Pol Pot put it, at least 1.5 million people
(some estimates put the total higher, at between 1.7 million and 2 million)
lost their lives. The killing continued for more than three years and did not
come to an end until Vietnam invaded Cambodia in 1979 and drove the
Khmer Rouge from power.

Vietnam’s intervention was not based on altruism or concern over the
genocide per se but rather was a result of political differences and violent
border skirmishes and incursions by the Khmer Rouge. Nations such as the
United States, Britain, and Australia looked the other way as the Khmer
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Rouge carried out its genocide. In the Cold War environment, the commu-
nist Khmer Rouge was seen as the enemy of communist Vietnam, and in a
bizarre strategic game of prioritizing, the countries of the West preferred to
consider the Khmer Rouge less of a threat than the Vietnamese (and, of
course, the United States still harbored great animosity toward Vietnam). This
was a case of “my enemy’s enemy is my friend” taken to the extreme.

In 1975, yet another Cold War genocide was occurring in Asia, this time
in the former Portuguese territory of East Timor. In 1975 the Frente Rev-
olucionária de Timor-Leste Independente (Fretilin, Revolutionary Front
for an Independent East Timor), one of the political factions jockeying for
power in the aftermath of Portuguese decolonization, declared the territory’s
independence. Within weeks, Indonesia invaded, declared East Timor its
twenty-seventh state, and began a systematic campaign of human rights
abuses that brought mass murders, starvation, and death by torture of up to
200,000 people, about a third of the preinvasion East Timorese population.

For many years the international response to what was happening in
East Timor was one of indifference. Indonesia’s neighbor, Australia, was espe-
cially keen not to antagonize the populous nation to its north and was the
first (and for a long time the only) country to recognize the de jure incorpo-
ration of East Timor into Indonesia. UN resolutions calling on Indonesia to
withdraw from East Timor were ignored, and the United States, anxious
not to alienate the Indonesians, skirted the whole issue. Only in 1999, after
a long period of Indonesian oppression and the threat of another outbreak of
genocidal violence (this time committed by Indonesian-backed militias and
units of the Indonesian Army), was East Timor freed.

In sum, the Cold War had a devastating effect on post-1945 hopes that a
new nongenocidal regime could be imposed across the globe. Not only were
peoples and groups in conflict left to fight out their differences unimpeded,
but all too often, as capitalist and communist states saw the possibility of
achieving an advantage through either action or inaction, those committing
genocidal acts were frequently aided and abetted for the most blatant of
realpolitik motives. Britain, for example, refused to assist Biafra in alleviat-
ing its distress, for to do so would further undermine Nigeria at a time when
oil exploration was starting to bear fruit, and a strong Nigeria was needed to
keep out Soviet influence in sub-Saharan Africa.

As long as the Cold War continued, there was little chance that the kind
of pressures likely to lead to a genocidal situation would find a release valve.
The great powers played a leading role in manipulating local conflicts to suit
their own needs, after which each side was able to serve as a proxy in the
greater ideological conflicts of the time. The Cold War showed with great
clarity that the world’s major players paid only lip service to their postwar
commitment to never again stand by while genocide took place.

Paul R. Bartrop and Samuel Totten
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Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) politician, leader of the
Free Democratic Party (FDP), minister of the interior (1969–1974), foreign
minister (1974–1992), and vice chancellor (1974–1992). Born on 21 March
1927 in Reideburg, Germany, Hans-Dietrich Genscher studied law and politi-
cal economy at the universities of Halle and Leipzig, both in the Soviet zone
of occupation, during 1946–1949 and became a junior lawyer at Halle after
his 1949 graduation. During 1946–1952, he was a member of Germany’s
Liberal-Democratic Party (LDPD).

Due to rising Cold War tensions, Genscher left Halle
in the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany)
for Bremen in the FRG in 1952 and worked as a solicitor.
In 1954 he joined the FDP; two years later, he became
assistant secretary and in 1959 the secretary of the FDP
group in the Bundestag. From 1962 to 1964, he served as
FDP party secretary, and in 1965 he was elected to the
Bundestag. From 1968 to 1974 he was FDP deputy chair-
man, and during 1974–1985 he served as FDP chairman.

Genscher was appointed minister of the interior in
the Willy Brandt government in October 1969, a post he
retained until 1974. In the Helmut Schmidt government,
Genscher became minister of foreign affairs and vice chan-
cellor on 16 May 1974. As such, he proved to be a strong
supporter of Ostpolitik, the diplomatic effort in Eastern
Europe, and of the close alliance of West Germany with
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies and its
European partners. After disputes erupted over economic
policies, Genscher and three other FDP ministers resigned
from the Schmidt government on 17 September 1982.

A month later, in the new coalition government under
Helmut Kohl, Genscher again assumed the posts of minis-
ter of foreign affairs and vice chancellor. In the 1980s, he
committed himself to a new détente policy and cultivating
better East-West relations, intending to take Soviet leader
Mikhail Gorbachev’s policy of glasnost and perestroika very
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seriously. During 1989–1990, Genscher and Kohl became the chief political
architects of Germany reunification. Genscher reached the zenith of his pop-
ularity in September 1989 when he spoke to 6,000 East German refugees
who had fled to the West German embassy in Prague and announced that
they were allowed to leave for the FRG on the same day.

In May 1990, Genscher chaired the first meeting of six foreign ministers,
the so-called Two-Plus-Four Talks, in Bonn, where the international ramifi-
cations of Germany’s unity were discussed. In mid-July 1990, he accompa-
nied Kohl to his meeting with Gorbachev in the Caucasus, which is regarded
as a historic milestone on the road to reunification. In May 1992 Genscher
retired from his ministerial posts, but he remained a member of the Bun-
destag until 1998.

Bert Becker
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Japanese antinuclear weapons congress officially formed in 1955. Gensuikyo m
(Gensuibaku Kinshi Nihon Kyomgikai, or Japanese Council against Atomic
and Hydrogen Bombs) began as a petition signed by some 33 million people
after the so-called Lucky Dragon Incident of 1 March 1954 in which radia-
tion from a U.S. hydrogen bomb test on Bikini Island fell on a Japanese
fishing boat. By the 1960s Gensuikyo m had grown into perhaps the greatest
grassroots movement in Japanese history and the world’s largest antinuclear
weapons organization.

Gensuikyom was formally created in September 1955. Thereafter, annual
international congresses were held in Hiroshima on the anniversary of the
atomic bombing there. However, the organization gradually lost support as it
came under increasing Chinese and Soviet influence. Gensuikyo m suffered its
first major split in 1961, when groups affiliated with the Japanese Democratic
Socialist Party established their own antinuclear organization. The 1961 con-
gress witnessed a fierce struggle between members of the Japanese Socialist
Party (JSP) and the Japanese Communist Party (JCP) as well as between
advocates of total nuclear disarmament and those who viewed U.S. imperial-
ism as the enemy of peace. The JCP’s view ultimately prevailed. Henceforth,
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Gensuikyom supported Moscow, which it called a “peace force,” even after
the Soviet resumption of nuclear testing shortly thereafter.

When the 1962 Gensuikyom congress refused to denounce a massive Soviet
atmospheric nuclear test, JSP delegates walked out. Disagreements over the
1963 Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty destroyed any lingering hope of reunit-
ing the Japanese peace movement. When the Gensuikyo m congress opened a
week after the treaty was signed, Soviet and Chinese delegates clashed bit-
terly over the treaty, with the JCP adopting the Chinese line. The following
year the JCP prevented Soviet delegates from being heard at all, so they sub-
sequently attended a rival JSP congress. By February 1965, with Soviet sup-
port, the JSP congress was transformed into the Gensuibaku Kinshi Kokumin
Kaigi (Japanese Citizens’ Conference for the Abolition of Nuclear Weapons).
The two rival antinuclear organizations maintained their separate identities
into the post–Cold War era.

Christopher W. Braddick
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King of Great Britain (1936–1952). Born on 14 December 1895 in Sandring-
ham, England, Albert Frederick Arthur George was the second son of future
King George V and Queen Mary. Called “Bertie” by his family, he was a shy
and sickly child who received only a marginal education until he graduated
without distinction from the Royal Naval College in 1913. He served in the
Royal Navy during 1913–1916, seeing action during World War I at the Battle
of Jutland, but ill health ended his naval career. After the war he spent a year
at Trinity College, Cambridge; became Duke of York in 1920; and married
Lady Elizabeth Bowes-Lyon in 1923. The couple had two daughters, Eliza-
beth and Margaret.

In 1936, the Duke of York unexpectedly and reluctantly ascended the
throne in the wake of the 1936 abdication crisis of his elder brother King
Edward VIII. The duke was crowned George VI to maintain a sense of royal
continuity. King George VI largely overcame his chronic stammering and
shyness to become a much-loved and effective monarch.

George remained in London during the German Blitz of World War II,
while Buckingham Palace was bombed nine times. The king regularly vis-
ited bombed-out sections of London and visited British troops in the field,
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greatly endearing him to his people and boosting national
morale. His younger brother, the Duke of Kent, was killed
in action in the war, creating a bond of sympathy between
the royal family and English families who had lost loved
ones. The king also converted the gardens of Windsor
Castle into crop fields, which he himself tended.

Throughout the war, King George VI maintained a
close relationship with Prime Minister Winston Churchill
and was disappointed with the Labour Party victory in the
1945 elections. George opposed Soviet expansion in East-
ern Europe and gave his full support to Churchill’s 1947
Fulton, Missouri, “Sinews of Speech” speech (also known
as the “Iron Curtain” speech). In 1947 George helped facil-
itate Indian independence. He also backed Prime Minister
Clement Attlee’s decision to dispatch troops to the Korean
War in 1950.

King George’s health deteriorated rapidly in the late
1940s. In September 1951 cancer necessitated the removal
of his left lung, a procedure from which he never fully
recovered. He died at Sandringham on 6 February 1952
and was succeeded by his daughter as Queen Elizabeth II.

Casey Wineman
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Former Soviet republic. Located in Transcaucasia at the crossroads of Europe
and the Middle East, Georgia covers 26,911 square miles, making it slightly
larger than the U.S. state of West Virginia. It borders on Russia to the north,
Azerbaijan to the east, Armenia and Turkey to the south, and the Black Sea
to the west. Its 1945 population was roughly 3.5 million. Frequently invaded
and torn between stronger powers, Georgia’s position as a border region
resulted in the development of a national identity and culture reflecting
diverse influences. The most enduring cultural legacies include Georgia’s
conversion to Christianity in the early fourth century and development of
a unique alphabet, both of which contributed to the formation of a strong
national identity.
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George VI, king of Great Britain from 1936 to 1952. One
of the most respected monarchs in British history, he
sought to maintain the resolve and morale of his people
during the World War II Battle of Britain. (Library of
Congress)
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Georgia’s role in the early years of the Cold War was influenced, in part,
by its geostrategic position on the southern border of the Soviet Union. At
the end of World War II, Soviet dictator Josef Stalin laid claim to the prov-
inces of Kars and Ardahan in eastern Turkey, which had been incorporated
into the Russian Empire in the nineteenth century and ceded to Turkey
after the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution. These claims were initially made on
behalf of Soviet Armenia, but claims on behalf of Soviet Georgia followed
shortly thereafter.

Soviet pressure on Turkey combined with Soviet aid to communist guer-
rillas in the Greek Civil War and the continuing Soviet occupation of north-
ern Iran, however, elicited a strong response from U.S. President Harry S.
Truman. The 1947 Truman Doctrine was thereby promulgated to provide
aid to Turkey and Greece in their struggle against communist insurrections.
This strong rebuff was one of the key factors that induced the Soviets to drop
their claims to the disputed provinces.

Soviet Georgia underwent major economic and social changes in the
1950s and 1960s as a period of relative stability took hold in the Soviet Union.
In 1956, however, at the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev denounced Stalin and began
the process of de-Stalinization. Stalin, a Georgian by birth, was viewed by
many Georgians as an important national figure and a strong leader who saved
the Soviet Union from Nazi Germany. Georgians were alarmed by Khrush-
chev’s attacks on Stalin’s memory and took to the streets to express their
displeasure. Their protests were violently disbursed by the Soviet security
forces, resulting in a number of deaths and injuries.

By the 1970s, life in Georgia under the first secretary of the Georgian
Communist Party, Eduard Shevardnadze, who dominated its political life
during 1972–1985, was marked by an emphasis on law and order accom-
panied by several anticorruption campaigns. In 1978, Soviet Premier Leonid
Brezhnev recommended changes to the Soviet constitution and correspon-
ding changes for the republics of the Soviet Union. Such changes normally
received rubber-stamp approval from the Soviet republics. However, in the
new Georgian constitution, the clause maintaining Georgian as the official
language was removed. This sparked widespread disaffection and street
protests. Brezhnev backed down, and the Georgians were successful in main-
taining the official status of their language.

Georgian political activism during the Brezhnev era took place within
the context of increasing standards of living and rising expectations. These
expectations were further increased when Mikhail Gorbachev became Soviet
general secretary in 1985. Soon after assuming power, he embarked on an
ambitious program of restructuring Soviet society and economy through his
glasnost and perestroika reform initiatives. Gradually, glasnost and pere-
stroika reached the periphery of the Soviet Union, and Georgian political
and social activists took advantage of the opportunities made available by
Gorbachev’s policies to push for widespread reforms. Dissatisfaction with
the state of affairs in Georgia led some people to advocate for independence
as well.

Georgia 793



Various reform groups surfaced with varying political, social, and economic
agendas, but gradually those forces advocating Georgian independence
became predominant. By early 1989, nationalist forces had begun to hold
demonstrations. The turning point of the independence movement took
place on 9 April 1989. Georgian demonstrators had initially been protesting
against developments in Abkhazia, an autonomous region inside Georgia.
Soon, however, their demands broadened, and the demonstrators agitated
for independence. Despite the fact that the demonstrations were peaceful
and attended largely by women and young people, Soviet troops intervened
with gas and sharpened shovels, killing some twenty people and wounding
several hundred others. Responsibility for this shocking turn of events, known
as the April Tragedy, was debated widely in Georgia and throughout the
Soviet Union. Most believed it to be the work of the central authorities in
Moscow, and this only served to galvanize opposition to Soviet rule.

Popular pressure, opposition strikes, and other forms of civil disobedience
led to multiparty elections for the Georgian Supreme Soviet in October 1990,
in which the supporters of the popular oppositionist and Georgian nationalist
Zviad Gamsakhurdia won a majority of the seats, followed by the Georgian
Communist Party. Gamsakhurdia was sworn in as chairman of the Supreme
Soviet in November 1990. The new Georgian parliament then decided not to
participate in Gorbachev’s March 1991 all-Union referendum on the future
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Soviet armored vehicles in front of the Georgian government building following a demonstration in which eighteen
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of the Soviet Union and instead organized a national referendum on indepen-
dence. In the referendum, more than 98 percent of the population favored
independence. On 9 April 1991, the second anniversary of the April Tragedy,
the Georgian parliament adopted a declaration of independence and formally
seceded from the Soviet Union. In May 1991, Gamsakhurdia was elected
president of the Republic of Georgia with 86 percent of the vote.

Despite these sweeping democratic changes, however, Georgian polit-
ical life was far from stable. Gamsakhurdia’s increasingly erratic behavior,
accompanied by his stridently nationalist rhetoric, alienated large segments
of the population, especially the Abkhazians and South Ossetians, two
autonomous non-Georgian ethnic groups. In December 1991 he abolished
the autonomy of South Ossetia in response to a local drive for independence
from Georgia. Political conflict soon gave way to armed strife, which lasted
until a Russian-mediated cease-fire was brokered in July 1992. Tensions in
Abkhazia would not result in open warfare until 1992, after the end of the
Cold War.

The failed August 1991 coup against Gorbachev was a further blow to
Gamsakhurdia’s credibility when he declined to denounce the plotters. His
position deteriorated even further during the fall of 1991, and in December
1991 civil war broke out in Georgia, forcing him to flee the country. Conflict
would ravage the country until the return of Shevardnadze to power in March
1992.

Robert Owen Krikorian
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The German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany) was officially cre-
ated on 7 October 1949 as a direct result of the Cold War. Unable to arrive at
a postwar settlement with Great Britain, France, and the United States re-
garding Germany, the Soviet Union allowed its zone of occupation to become
a sovereign state. East Germany’s population in 1950 was 18.4 million people.

At the February 1945 Yalta Conference, the Allies had agreed to jointly
occupy Germany pending the final resolution of a peace treaty. Germany and
Berlin, its capital, were divided into four zones to be administered by the
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four victorious powers. Although the occupied territories were to be treated
as a single economic unit, disputes over the disposition of resources surfaced
almost immediately. The future of Germany became an immediate subject
of debate, with the Soviet Union pressing for the formation of a communist
Germany.

The first steps in this direction were taken even before the war ended.
Walter Ulbricht, a German communist who had spent the war years in the
Soviet Union training for this eventuality, led a group of exiles back to Ger-
many with the Red Army. With Soviet support, they placed sympathizers in
key posts in the new, superficially democratic administration of the occupied
territory. The communists’ record of resisting the Nazis allowed them to out-
maneuver other political parties permitted in the Soviet zone. The German
Social Democratic Party (SPD), however, remained a challenge. Backed by
the Soviet military authorities, Ulbricht engineered the merger of the east-
ern branches of the SPD with the German Communist Party (KPD) in April
1946. The resulting Socialist Unity Party (SED) was under communist con-
trol by 1948.
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Even though Soviet military authorities allowed the so-called Bloc Parties
(the Christian Democratic Union, the Liberal Democratic Party, the Demo-
cratic Farmers’ Party, and the National Democratic Party) to operate in their
zone, the SED had an effective monopoly on power. The mass organizations
that were given a place in the new political system (the Free German Trade
Unions, the Free German Youth, the German Women’s League, and the
Cultural League) were also under the SED’s firm control. The German com-
munists, with the aid and support of the Soviets, had thus laid the founda-
tions for a single-party state by the time the disputes between the Western
powers and the Soviets came to a head in April 1948, in the form of the
Berlin Blockade.

The blockade itself was the result of a series of disagreements over the
administration of Berlin as well as over the future development of Germany.
Both sides used the process of granting incrementally greater authority to
Germans and German institutions as leverage in negotiations. The end result
was the 1949 creation of two separate German states, the Federal Republic of
Germany (FRG, West Germany) and East Germany.

The Western Allies did not immediately recognize the East German state.
The West German state, they contended, was not intended as a permanent
solution to the German question. By and large, the Western Allies and the
new West German government viewed the division of Germany as the result
of deliberate Soviet policy and continued to claim the right to represent all
Germans. The Soviets, on the other hand, appeared to consider the question
closed. They granted East Germany immediate recognition as a sovereign,
constitutional state, whereas West Germany was deemed a self-governing
Allied Protectorate.

Despite the appointment of Wilhelm Pieck as East Germany’s first pres-
ident, Ulbricht remained the driving force in the government’s develop-
ment. His policies were slavishly Stalinist. Under the slogan of “constructing
socialism,” he purged the SED, established the infamous Ministry for State
Security (Stasi), and introduced a Marxist-Leninist curriculum in the schools.
State investment focused on creating heavy industry at the expense of con-
sumer goods, while collectivization was the goal in agriculture. In addition,
the East German government continued to make reparations payments to
the Soviet Union in the form of goods and capital stock. Poor economic con-
ditions combined with an increasingly totalitarian political structure caused
many East Germans to flee the country. The East German government closed
its border with the West in May 1952, but the exodus continued, as Berlin
remained an open city. On average, more than 175,000 people per year left
East Germany for West Germany between 1949 and 1953.

Open rebellion against the SED regime, however, did not coalesce until
June 1953. The failure of the government to rescind an increase in the
expected levels of production—in line with Soviet policy since the death of
Josef Stalin in March 1953—spurred mass strikes in Berlin. Demonstrations
in the capital on 16 June 1953 spread to the rest of the country the following
day, until the Soviet Army sent tanks to quell the disturbances. Ironically, the
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uprising strengthened Ulbricht’s position, as the Soviets were now clearly
committed to supporting his regime.

Ulbricht nonetheless instituted limited reforms aimed at placating East
Germans. The SED dropped its Five-Year Plan and adopted a more bal-
anced Seven-Year model, collectivization was temporarily abandoned, and
the centralized economy shifted its focus to providing more housing and basic
consumer goods. Without fundamental reforms, however, the East German
economy continued to lag far behind that of West Germany. Ulbricht’s solu-
tion to this slow growth was to increase the tempo of socialization in the late
1950s, resuming collectivization and pressing business owners into coopera-
tives. The regime also stepped up its communist indoctrination efforts. East
German youths were pressed to join the police and armed forces (East Ger-
many had become part of the Warsaw Treaty Organization in 1955) to demon-
strate their commitment to socialism. In the meantime, the flow of refugees
moving through Berlin from East to West accelerated.

The solution to this problem, proposed by Ulbricht and approved by
Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev, was to close the border in Berlin as well. On
the night of 12–13 August 1961, East German police units began constructing
the Berlin Wall. Labeled an antifascist bulwark by the SED regime, the wall’s
construction was seen in the West as an admission of defeat. It served its pur-
pose, however. Not only did it stop the drain of talent and manpower, but it
also allowed the East German government room to experiment with reforms.

On the very night that the Berlin Wall went up, Ulbricht initiated a pro-
gram of de-Stalinization, changing the names of streets, squares, buildings,
and factories. By 1963, the regime was comfortable enough to announce the
New Economic System (NES). Aimed at improving productivity and mak-
ing management more responsible, the NES was a limited market-oriented
system that brought a short-term surge in growth. In the long run, however,
the SED was unwilling to surrender enough control over the economy to
make the system work. The NES was abandoned in 1970.

Curiously, in 1968 the SED had promulgated a new constitution that
not only cemented the party’s leading role in politics but also declared East
Germany a socialist state, bringing the construction phase to a close. East Ger-
many, however, could hardly be considered successful. The economy was
stagnant, and East Germans continued to seek refuge in the West whenever
they could. Pressure from the West, in the form of the Hallstein Doctrine,
left the state isolated beyond the Soviet bloc.

Ulbricht, aging and increasingly out of touch, was quietly pushed aside in
favor of Erich Honecker, formerly head of the communist youth organizations,
in 1971. In Cold War terms, West German politics had shifted decisively as
well, as the SPD came to power in 1969. As part of an initiative known as
Ostpolitik, Willy Brandt, the new chancellor of West Germany, favored open-
ing relations with East Germany. Honecker spoke of “no taboos,” indicating
a willingness to open East German society and culture, if not East German
politics and the Berlin Wall.

The increased flexibility on both sides paid handsome dividends. Brandt
opened his initiative with a visit to East Germany in May 1970 to discuss
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intra-German relations. Progress was limited, however, as Ulbricht insisted
on linking other issues to the question of West Berlin’s status. Under
Honecker, representatives of West Germany and East Germany managed
to work out new agreements on transit and tourism (part of the four-power
Berlin accord of 1971) relatively quickly. On 8 November 1972, after only six
months of negotiations, the two states concluded a Basic Treaty that estab-
lished relatively normal relations between them. While the two Germanies
stopped short of full-scale recognition, the Basic Treaty acknowledged the
reality of two states.

This was a major triumph for East Germany, as its diplomatic isolation
came to an end. Trade with the West grew substantially, and increasing visits
from West Germans provided a steady source of hard currency. To a consid-
erable degree, the West underwrote the refurbishment of the East German
infrastructure. This allowed Honecker to implement social programs on a
grand scale. Between 1971 and 1980, the regime built more than a million
new housing units and renovated half a million more. Economic policy
centered on the provision of consumer goods, and the East German stan-
dard of living, although still lower than West Germany’s, was the highest in
the Soviet bloc.

Under Honecker, moreover, the SED regime scaled back indoctrination
campaigns, accepting public conformity as being sufficient. Most East Ger-
mans went along with the bargain, supporting—or at least not opposing—the
SED in public and otherwise retreating into their private lives. Those who
continued to criticize the regime openly, such as Wolf Biermann and Vera
Wollenberger, usually found themselves “exiled” to the West. The Stasi
established an extensive network of spies and informants that effectively
quashed any nonconformist movements before they could start.

Honecker’s no-taboos state thus evolved into a stagnant society—a “niche
society” as Günter Gaus famously termed it—in which stability and outward
conformity were most important. The politics of the East German state were
nonetheless hollow. Although the SED professed confidence in its support
from the population, it consistently refused to allow citizens below retire-
ment age to travel to the West. Supported financially by West Germany and
politically by the Soviet Union, however, East Germany played an increas-
ingly important role in Cold War and international politics. In the early
1980s, the Soviet Union and the United States came to loggerheads over the
deployment of nuclear missiles on German territory. Although Honecker
accepted the missiles, he acted as a moderating force in the standoff. He
insisted that gains in West German–East German relations would lead to a
solution favorable to the Soviets and that the entente therefore needed to
be preserved.

The Soviets effectively turned the tables under Soviet President Mikhail
Gorbachev. When Honecker steadfastly refused to go along with Gorbachev’s
radical program for reforming socialism internally (perestroika), the Soviet
leader made it clear that support for East Germany would be limited. This
along with Honecker’s continuing liberalization of intra-German relations
—allowing independent political demonstrations in 1987, for example, or
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televising debates between East and West German politicians—ultimately
led to the collapse of the East German state.

When the Hungarian government removed the fortifications along its
border with Austria in May 1989, more than 30,000 East Germans fled along
this route in just six months. Honecker refused to acknowledge the mass
exodus, and during a visit to East Germany on 7 October 1989, Gorbachev
made it clear that the Soviet Union would not intervene as it had in 1953.
Two days later, demonstrations against the SED regime began in Leipzig.

Reformers within the SED, led by Egon Krenz, seized the opportunity
to oust Honecker at the party plenum on 18 October 1989. On 9 November
they announced that citizens of East Germany would be allowed to travel
freely. Within days, millions of East Germans had broken through the Berlin
Wall, literally in many cases, to visit West Germany. Further attempts at
reform by the Krenz government paled against the economic lure of the
West, however. On 18 March 1990, East Germans voted overwhelmingly for
unity with West Germany. State treaties for the economic (1 July 1990) and
political (3 October 1990) union of the two Germanies soon followed. The
German Democratic Republic, one of the central players in the Cold War in
Europe, had ceased to exist.

Timothy C. Dowling
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The armed forces of the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany)
included the Nationale Volksarmee (NVA, National People’s Army), the
Grenztruppen (Border Troops), units of the Ministerium für Staatssicherheit
(MFS, Ministry of State), the Volkspolizei (VP, People’s Police), the Kampf-
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gruppen der Arbeiterklasse (Combat Groups of the Working Class), and the
Zivilverteidigung (Civil Defense). The NVA was, however, the heart of East
Germany’s national defense structure. In July 1952 the armed military police
force was transformed into the Kasernierte Volkspolizei (KVP, Garrisoned
People’s Police), predecessor of the armed forces of East Germany.

The rearmament of East Germany was made public in May 1955 in con-
junction with the foundation of the Warsaw Treaty Organization (Warsaw
Pact), which was itself a response to the incorporation of a rearmed Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) with the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) that same month. On 18 January 1956, the East Ger-
man parliament, the Volkskammer (Chamber of People’s Deputies), estab-
lished the NVA and the Ministry of National Defense (MFNV). By 1 March
1956, the command authorities of the new army reported their operational
readiness.

The NVA was organized in three military services: ground forces, con-
sisting of two armored and four motorized rifle divisions (1987 peak strength
of some 106,000 troops); air force/air defense, consisting of three divisions
(1987 strength some 35,000 troops); and the People’s Navy of three flotillas
(1987 peak strength of approximately 14,200 men).

At its inception, the NVA was a volunteer army. Only after the August
1961 construction of the Berlin Wall was the framework for compulsory mil-
itary service created. It went into effect in 1962. Until spring 1990, there was
no specific provision made for conscientious objectors, and all able-bodied
East Germans served a minimum and compulsory eighteen-month tour of
duty. In 1964, however, it became possible to satisfy the conscription require-
ment as a so-called construction soldier.

East Germany’s close association with Soviet military models and the
state’s strong desire to establish unquestioned political supremacy quickly
transformed the NVA into an army of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany
(SED). Almost all NVA officers were members of the SED, and a network
of political officers and members of the state security apparatus provided the
required political indoctrination and supervision of the rank and file.

The NVA was equipped in accordance with the recommendations of the
Joint Armed Forces Command of the Warsaw Pact. Thus, from 1962 the
NVA received Soviet short-range missiles, and although it did have means of
delivering nuclear weapons, the nuclear warheads remained in Soviet cus-
tody. Also in 1962, the air force became part of the unified air defense system
of the Warsaw Pact. Beginning in 1963, the navy was equipped with Soviet
missile patrol boats and landing craft capable of conducting offensive opera-
tions in the Baltic Sea.

In the prelude to the 1968 Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia,
several NVA training exercises allowed Soviet forces in East Germany to be
deployed elsewhere and provided cover for the general Warsaw Pact troop
buildup. Although two NVA divisions were prepared to take part in the
actual invasion, they were not requested. NVA participation was limited to a
small liaison team at Warsaw Pact headquarters within Czechoslovakia.
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The East German minister of defense commanded the Joint Warsaw Pact
maneuvers in 1970, code-named WAFFENBRÜDERSCHAFT (brothers-in-arms),
which were conducted on East German territory—proof positive that East
Germany had been successfully integrated into the alliance.

In spite of the official policy of détente, combat capability and readiness
were increased during the 1970s and accelerated in the early 1980s after the
end of détente. In case of war, the NVA would reach a personnel strength of
some 500,000 troops and would become part of the 1st and 2nd Front within
the 1st Strategic Echelon. Under the command of the Soviet main force,
attacks were to be launched on the territories of West Germany, Denmark,
and Benelux. A special force supported by combat groups, border troops, and
police readiness units were to invade West Berlin.

As civil unrest in Poland increased during 1980–1982, one NVA division
was kept on alert should an invasion have been required. During the domes-
tic crisis and disorder during the Velvet Revolution in October and Novem-
ber 1989, “groups of one hundred” were formed, comprising a total of 20,000
troops, to support East German police forces. The operation was conducted
to secure buildings and institutions from damage or destruction.

Between 1989 and 1991, there was an initial phase of disorientation that
in January 1990 was followed by demonstrations and strikes in more than
forty garrisons. The NVA leadership stabilized the situation by making con-
cessions and launching reforms. The disbanding of the political machinery
within the armed forces and the introduction of democratic structures based
on the rule of law after the first free elections in East Germany in March 1990
caused more uncertainty vis-à-vis the role and place of the NVA. Sweeping
democratic-style reform was carried out against the backdrop of the still un-
solved issue of whether there would be two armies on German territory after
the reunification.

After the Soviet Union agreed to the reunified Germany’s membership
in NATO, the end of the NVA was sealed. On 24 September 1990, it was
removed from the military organization of the Warsaw Pact and was officially
disbanded on 2 October. On the day of reunification, 3 October 1990, the
Bundeswehr (Federal Armed Forces) of Germany integrated more than
89,800 former NVA members and 48,000 civilian employees.

Heiner Bröckermann
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The victorious Allied powers in World War II—the United States, the Soviet
Union, Great Britain, and, belatedly, France—began working out guidelines
and structures for the eventual occupation of Germany as early as 1944.
Unable to agree on a uniform policy, they resorted to vague compromises in
the final declaration at Potsdam on 2 August 1945, some three months after
the German surrender.

The Allies established four supposedly temporary zones of occupation.
While these largely followed old German state borders, Prussia was dissolved
because of its association with militarism. U.S. forces occupied southwestern
Germany, including Bavaria, northern Baden, northern Württemberg, and
Hesse. The Americans also controlled the North Sea port city of Bremen in
order to facilitate supply. The British zone, in northern Germany, included
Schleswig-Holstein, Lower Saxony, Northrhine-Westphalia, and the city of
Hamburg. France governed the southwestern German region that abutted
it: the Rhine-Palatine and southern Baden. The Soviet zone of occupation
comprised Saxony, Thuringia, Mecklenburg, Pomerania, Brandenburg, and
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Saxony-Anhalt. American troops had liberated and occupied significant por-
tions of Mecklenburg and Thuringia at the conclusion of hostilities but,
despite urging by British Prime Minister Winston Churchill to remain in
place, withdrew according to the agreements and in exchange for the Soviet
handover of portions of Berlin.

The German capital was also divided into four zones of occupation and
administration. The city center and the larger eastern portion of the city fell
to the Soviet Union, while the three Western Allies divided the remainder.
This arrangement left the Soviets in control of 31 percent of the German ter-
ritory and about half of its resources, according to American estimates at the
time. Lieutenant General Lucius Clay, the first administrative head of the
American zone, noted that the Soviets had gotten the agriculture, the British
received the industry, and the Americans controlled the scenery of Germany.

In theory, Germany was to be administered as a single economic unit
according to the agreements made at Yalta and Potsdam. Although the Allied
military commander in each zone enjoyed virtual autonomy, there was also a
four-power Allied Control Commission (ACC) responsible for the adminis-
tration of all of Germany and a corresponding Kommandantura for Berlin.
The Allies agreed in principle on three primary objectives: the deindustri-
alization, demilitarization, and de-Nazification of German society. The most
significant and efficacious joint enterprise in this regard was the Inter-
national Military Tribunal (IMT) established in Nuremberg to conduct trials
of Nazi leaders and high-ranking military officers for war crimes and crimes
against humanity.

Even this undertaking saw disagreements among the Allies, and the
implementation of the so-called 3Ds program varied widely across the zones
of occupation. The Americans adopted a strategy of establishing administra-
tive beacons at the state level, while the British attempted to create a single
administration for their entire zone and even nationalized some industries.
They tended to focus on reeducation with an eye toward creating a demo-
cratic German society in the near future. Both the French and the Soviets
created strict military regimes that focused on extracting reparations and left
Germans little room for initiative.

The Soviets, in fact, were bent on creating an entirely new social and
political order in Germany and carried out a program of radical reform with-
out consulting the ACC. German banks were dispossessed in July 1945, all
estates over 245 acres were seized without compensation in September,
and between October 1945 and November 1946 the Soviet military author-
ities confiscated all industrial enterprises in their zone. The Soviets dis-
assembled almost 1,500 factories and shipped them back to the USSR as
reparations. They also took the lion’s share of remaining industrial and agri-
cultural production.

Although the British and Americans had agreed at Potsdam that each
power might take reparations from its own zone and allowed that the Soviets
might claim another 10 percent of Germany’s industrial production from
their zones without payment, Clay felt that this went beyond the spirit of
the agreement. On 4 May 1946, he suspended economic exchanges with the
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French and Soviet zones on grounds that they were not treating Germany as
a single economic unit. He also suspected that the new Socialist Unity Party
of Germany (SED)—a forced fusion of the German Social Democrats in the
Soviet zone and the German communists—was intended as an instrument
for controlling German politics as a whole.

U.S. policy shifted to counter these moves and to sidestep the continu-
ous French objections to reestablishing German administration. In July 1946,
U.S. Secretary of State James Byrnes announced that the United States was
prepared to join forces and zones with any other power in order to ease the
burden of occupation. The British cabinet accepted the offer on 25 July. By
1 January 1947, the British and Americans had established a unified eco-
nomic administration for Bizonia, which included half of all German territory
and almost two-thirds of the German population. A German Economic Coun-
cil was given day-to-day authority over the region’s economy, although the
Allies retained all practical political power.

The separation of economy and politics quickly became impractical
when the United States announced its intention to aid in the reconstruction
of Europe through the European Recovery Program (ERP), also known as
the Marshall Plan. This necessitated currency reform in Germany, as the
reichsmark had become useless and the German economy survived largely via
black market activity. The Soviets, however, refused to participate in either
the currency reform or the ERP. When a final attempt at compromise col-
lapsed at the London Conference of Foreign Ministers in December 1947,
U.S. Secretary of State George Marshall informed the Soviets that the Amer-
icans and British intended to forge ahead even if it meant the creation of a
separate West German state.

The Soviets responded in January 1948 by claiming all of Berlin as part
of their zone because the Western powers had violated the occupation agree-
ments. To counter the West German Economic Council, the Soviets granted
their own East German Economic Council (created in June 1947) the right to
exercise governmental authority in the Soviet zone on 12 February 1948. A
month later, they oversaw the creation of a preliminary German parliament
in Berlin. The Soviet representative, Marshal Vasily D. Sokolovski, left the
ACC on 20 March 1948, declaring that it held no authority over the Soviet
zone. On 16 June, the Soviets abandoned the inter-Allied administration of
Berlin as well and began to restrict the exchange of goods between West
Berlin and the Soviet zone of occupation. They implemented a full blockade
on 24 June 1948, four days after the Western powers went ahead with the
currency reform.

Germany was now divided into two virtual states, the French having
agreed to join their zone to a federal West Germany at the London Six-Power
Conference held from 23 February to 6 March 1948. Both sides moved quickly
to formalize the arrangement.

On 1 July 1948, the Western powers instructed the minister-presidents of
the West German states to convene a national constituent assembly. Instead
of a constitution (which they felt would preclude unification), the resulting
German Parliamentary Council drafted the Basic Law in September 1948. It
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was approved on 10 May 1949 and promulgated on 23 May 1949, with the
first elections for a West German parliament following in August 1949. Allied
high commissioners replaced the Allied military government, which was
suspended. An occupation statute limiting the sovereignty of the Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) in matters of foreign affairs,
foreign trade, and currency exchange remained in effect until 9 May 1955.

In the Soviet zone, a parallel People’s Parliament passed a draft consti-
tution in November 1948. This was confirmed on 30 May 1949 and was put
into effect on 7 October 1949, officially creating the German Democratic Re-
public (GDR, East Germany). The Soviets, like the Western Allies, remained
in Germany as an occupying power, and there was no formal peace treaty fol-
lowing World War II until the Two-Plus-Four Treaty of 12 September 1990
officially brought it to a close. The burden of occupation was, however, grad-
ually lessened over the years. The Soviets renounced further reparations
from Germany in 1953 and declared hostilities at an end in 1955, the same
year that East Germany joined the Warsaw Pact. The Soviets dissolved their
Kommandantura in Berlin in 1962 and, under the leadership of Mikhail
Gorbachev, refused to intervene when antigovernment protests that would
eventually lead to the collapse of the East German state broke out in the
autumn of 1989.

Timothy C. Dowling
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Central European nation that during the Cold War covered 96,019 square
miles, about the size of the U.S. state of Oregon. With a 1948 population of
50 million people, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany)
bordered the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany) and
Czechoslovakia to the east; Austria and Switzerland to the south; France,
Luxembourg, Belgium, and the Netherlands to the west; and the North Sea
to the north. The Allies created West Germany because of increasing Cold
War tensions in the late 1940s.
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At Yalta in 1945, Britain, the United States, and the Soviet Union agreed
to temporarily divide and occupy Germany until a final settlement could be
reached. The British, Americans, and Soviets augmented this understanding
at the Potsdam Conference (17 July–2 August 1945) with a stipulation that
Germany be treated as a single economic unit during the occupation.

Economics—specifically the issue of war reparations—drove a wedge
between the Soviets and the Western powers even before Potsdam. The
British and Americans believed that Soviet occupation was exploitative at
the expense not only of the Germans but also of the other occupying powers
as well. Because of this, the Americans suspended reparations deliveries to
the Soviet zone in May 1946. Deliveries soon resumed, but when the Paris
Conference of Foreign Ministers deadlocked over the same issue, U.S. Sec-
retary of State James F. Byrnes approached the British and French about
merging their zones into a single economic and administrative unit. The
British accepted the offer in July 1946, and Byrnes announced the new pol-
icy during a speech in Stuttgart in September 1946. The two zones officially
merged into Bizonia on 1 January 1947.

The administration of Bizonia effectively provided for a separate state
in all but name. The occupying powers created an Economic Council of
fifty-two deputies to take care of day-to-day affairs and added the Landrat
(Council of States) to deal with legislative matters. They also established the
Executive Committee that did the work of a cabinet, although the ultimate
power still lay with the Allied military governments.

Differences over economic policy, while inextricably linked to political
issues, remained the leading edge of the divide between the Soviets and the
West. The announcement of the U.S.-sponsored Marshall Plan in June 1947
proved a decisive turning point. The offer of aid was open to the Soviets and
their client states, but all recipients had to agree to a program of reconstruc-
tion that had clear political overtones. The USSR therefore rejected the offer.

The London Conference of Foreign Ministers held in December 1947
not only failed to heal the breach but also essentially sealed the division of
Germany. Soviet Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov demanded assurances
that the Western powers were not going to form a separate state; U.S. Sec-
retary of State George Marshall replied that they had already decided to
take steps toward unification rather than continue to argue. In February 1948
British Foreign Minister Ernest Bevin accordingly convened a six-power
conference, which included Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands, to
discuss the creation of a western German state. To that end, the French
agreed to join Bizonia. To protest, in March 1948 the Soviets withdrew from
the Allied Control Council charged with the administration of occupied
Germany. They also temporarily halted military trains moving between the
Western zones and Berlin.

When a second six-power meeting laid out concrete principles for the
new western German state in June 1948 and then proceeded to initiate cur-
rency reform in their zones, however, the Soviets revived the blockade.
When the British and Americans responded by airlifting supplies to the city
and counterblockading the Soviet zone, the communist leadership of eastern
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Germany attempted to claim authority over all of Berlin.
They succeeded only in forcing the city administration to
seek refuge in the Western zones of the city. The year-long
stalemate, however, convinced both sides that political divi-
sion was the only solution.

The Western military governors formally proposed
terms for a western German state in 1 July 1948. After much
wrangling, the minister-presidents of the western German
states accepted, although they insisted on crafting a Basic
Law rather than a constitution so as not to preclude future
unification.

The final draft of the Basic Law approved by the min-
ister-presidents in February 1949 contained several impor-
tant clauses. First, it set a threshold of 5 percent of the vote
for a party to be admitted to representation in the new par-
liament. Second, it required any vote of no-confidence in a
government to be accompanied by the simultaneous elec-
tion of a new one. Third, it set strict limits on the powers
of the head of state, although it stopped short of reducing
the office to purely ceremonial status. Finally, in Article 23,
it specifically provided for other German states to join at a
later time. In discussions held during April 1949, the West-
ern foreign ministers agreed to accept the German draft,
although the Allies retained the right to veto any legisla-
tion that conflicted with occupation policy and to resume
full authority in case of emergency. The Basic Law was
accordingly ratified by the three Western military gover-
nors, the German Parliamentary Council, and nine of the
German states in early May 1949. The Basic Law came
into force on 23 May 1949, officially establishing West
Germany.

The first West German elections were held in August 1949, with Konrad
Adenauer’s Christian Democratic Union (CDU) gaining 31 percent of the
votes against 29 percent for the Social Democratic Party (SPD). The German
Communist Party (KPD) won only 5.7 percent of the vote, while the Free
Democratic Party (FDP) took 11.9 percent. On 15 September 1949, the new
parliament (Bundestag) elected Adenauer chancellor by a single vote—his
own. Six days later the new, simpler occupation statute entered into force,
and West Germany officially became an independent state, albeit with lim-
ited sovereignty.

Adenauer and the CDU dominated the first fifteen years of West Ger-
many’s existence. Their program was essentially conservative but turned on
two crucial points. The first was the acceptance of the social-market econ-
omy, a mix of socialism and capitalism crafted by Ludwig Erhard, who had
been minister of economics in Bizonia. The second was anticommunism, or
anti-Sovietism. While the SPD, led by Kurt Schumacher, had campaigned for
nationalization of industry and a socialist, centralized economy and believed
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that unification was the overriding goal, the CDU portrayed itself as the only
reasonable bulwark against Soviet domination and was willing to sacrifice
unity in the short term. Adenauer’s first goal was to reestablish Germany as a
reliable, democratic partner in West European affairs. Only then, Adenauer
felt, could Germany take steps to regain true independence and, eventually,
unity.

Crafty politics and favorable circumstance helped Adenauer achieve his
first goal with amazing speed. In November 1949 West Germany signed the
Petersberg Agreement, entrusting control of the production and distribution
of coal and steel in the Ruhr Valley to an international authority in exchange
for a more rapid end to the Allied dismantling program. This led to Ger-
man membership (along with France, Italy, Belgium, Luxembourg, and the
Netherlands) in the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), formed
in April 1951 and one of the cornerstones of the European Economic Com-
munity (EEC) created six years later.

Attempts to integrate West Germany into a joint European army had
already begun in 1950, when the outbreak of the Korean War caused con-
cerns about low troop levels in Western Europe. Popular sentiment in West
Germany was overwhelmingly against rearmament, but Adenauer cleverly
tied the issue to German sovereignty. While telling his countrymen that re-
armament was a safeguard against Soviet dominance and a step toward true
independence, he also pointed out to the Allies that an occupied Germany
would continue to be a drain on their resources.

This arrangement was formalized in May 1952 when Britain, France, the
United States and West Germany signed the so-called Germany Treaty. This
brought an end to the occupation statute in return for a firm German com-
mitment to political, economic, and military alliance with the West. When
negotiations on the proposed European Defense Community (EDC) col-
lapsed in August 1954, the Allies invited West Germany to join the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) when it absorbed the Western Euro-
pean Union (WEU) in October 1954. On 5 May 1955, four days before it offi-
cially joined NATO, West Germany gained full sovereignty.

Adenauer was equally successful in domestic politics. While the Mar-
shall Plan had jump-started the economy of western Germany already in 1948,
the newborn West Germany still faced a number of daunting economic and
social problems in 1949. Unemployment, exacerbated by the presence of
nearly 10 million displaced persons in West Germany, hovered around 6 per-
cent. Housing was in short supply, and the shadow of national socialism still
hung over a large portion of German society. The Marshall Plan continued to
provide capital, and when the Korean War brought a rapid upturn in German
exports in 1950–1951, Erhard’s social-market economy did the rest. During
1950–1957, the gross domestic product (GDP) of West Germany grew at
an average rate of more than 8 percent. By 1960 unemployment was under
1 percent.

This economic miracle made social integration easier, enabling Ade-
nauer’s regime to successfully enact the Works Constitution Law of 1952 as

810 Germany, Federal Republic of

Crafty politics 
and favorable
circumstance helped
Adenauer achieve
his first goal with
amazing speed.



well as the crucial Equalization of Burdens Act of 1953. The former legisla-
tion extended the influence of workers’ consultative councils in industry and
created a framework for relatively smooth labor relations. The Equalization
of Burdens Act taxed capital gains at a rate of 50 percent and redistributed
the proceeds to the dispossessed and less fortunate over thirty years. In addi-
tion, under the Construction Act of 1950, the federal government provided
grants to cities for large-scale housing projects that produced some 4 million
dwelling units by 1957.

Less visibly but of equal import, West Germany undertook to pay the
sizable foreign debts of the National Socialist regime and to pay compensa-
tion and make restitution to the victims of Nazi persecution. While this was
in part driven by West Germany’s claim to be the sole legitimate successor
of the historic German state—a claim embedded in West German foreign
policy in the 1950s and 1960s as the Hallstein Doctrine—Adenauer also had
personal and moral reasons for the initiative. Under his direction, the West
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German regime agreed to deliver over DM3 billion in goods to Israel over a
period of twelve years. Federal indemnification laws provided for roughly
DM2 billion per year (through 2005) in payments to individual victims.

Running on this record and with a slogan of “No Experiments,” Ade-
nauer and his CDU-FDP coalition easily won reelection in 1957, gaining an
absolute majority with 50.2 percent of the vote. This proved to be the apex
of Adenauer’s achievement, however. The West German economy suffered
a slight recession in 1958, and when it recovered in 1960 growth managed
only a slower though still significant rate of around 4 percent. Yugoslavia’s
recognition of East Germany challenged the Hallstein Doctrine and forced
West Germany to sever relations with Josip Broz Tito’s regime. More impor-
tant, a prolonged crisis over the status of West Berlin revealed that Ade-
nauer’s mastery of Cold War politics was slipping while his rivals in the SPD
moved to make themselves more electable.

Encouraged by the success of Sputnik, the first satellite launched in
October 1957, and by advances in intercontinental ballistic missiles, Soviet
leader Nikita S. Khrushchev pressed the Allies for a resolution of Berlin’s
status. On 27 November 1957 he sent a note to the Allies demanding a peace
treaty with the two German states within six months and threatened to turn
control of the access routes to Berlin over to East Germany if they did not
comply. Adenauer called for a firm response, but the British and Americans
appeared more willing to either negotiate or accept the consequences of
Khrushchev’s threat. Only France, led by Charles de Gaulle, fully supported
Adenauer.

The Allies did, in December 1958, reject the Soviet demands, yet they
also continued to negotiate. Behind the scenes, Adenauer even explored the
possibility of accepting a divided Germany as permanent in return for the
neutralization of the eastern state—an action that he believed his country-
men would condemn if they knew about it. Once President John F. Kennedy
replaced Dwight Eisenhower in 1961, however, Adenauer and West Ger-
many became increasingly marginalized in the negotiations. When the East
German government began to construct a wall cutting off West Berlin in
August 1961, Adenauer did not even visit the city late in the month. In his
absence the city’s mayor, the charismatic SPD leader Willy Brandt, rose to
national prominence.

Brandt’s run at the chancellorship in 1961, however, met with failure.
The CDU retained 46 percent of the vote and renewed its coalition with the
FDP, but Adenauer’s position was severely weakened. It collapsed alto-
gether in November 1962 under the pressure of the so-called Spiegel Affair.
The FDP leadership demanded that Adenauer retire if the coalition was to
continue. He reluctantly agreed and, after officially recognizing Erhard as his
successor, resigned in October 1963.

In his first policy statement, Erhard declared that the postwar period
was over for West Germany. This turned out to be a prophetic statement,
although not in the ways that Erhard intended. His government lasted only
two years, collapsing under the pressure of increasing economic problems in
October 1965. Erhard was forced out as leader of the CDU in favor of Kurt-
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Georg Kiesinger, who then formed a governing coalition that included the
SPD for the first time.

The Grand Coalition ushered in an era of controversy. For one thing,
Kiesinger had been a member of the National Socialist Party. His position as
chancellor brought to the fore once again debates about the Third Reich,
which had been largely ignored in the 1950s, as did the 1963–1965 Frankfurt
trial of sixteen former Auschwitz guards.

The Spiegel Affair had also spurred political activism and public debate
about the nature of West German government. Prominent academics such as
Jürgen Habermas and Theodor Adorno attacked the regime from a Marxist
perspective, and some even equated the “Americanized” West Germany with
the Third Reich as a state dominated by inhuman capital interests. With no
parliamentary opposition to speak of, students took to the streets to voice
their discontent, and a broad spectrum of grassroots social movements sprang
up in the late 1960s.

This shift to the Left of the political spectrum, along with the successful
management of the West German economy during 1966–1969, created the
conditions under which Brandt was finally able to lead the SPD to power
in October 1969. He was elected chancellor by a margin of only two votes,
and the SPD had to govern in coalition with the FDP. Brandt nevertheless
embarked on a bold, innovative program in both domestic and foreign policy.

Internally, Brandt’s regime oversaw the expansion of the welfare state,
reformed pensions and health insurance, liberalized divorce and abortion,
updated the criminal code, and relaxed laws on censorship and against
homosexuality. By taking advantage of a collapse in the value of the dollar
and the end of fixed exchange rates, the SPD was able to curb inflation at
the same time. The most important piece of legislation in this regard was the
Stabilization Law of June 1967 that allowed the government to significantly
increase credit, alter corporate and income taxes, and build reserves for in-
vestment if needed in the management of the economic cycle.

It was in foreign affairs, however, that Brandt truly left his mark. As the
United States and the Soviet Union opened the Strategic Arms Limitations
Talks in November 1969 and entered into a period of détente, Brandt
decided to try to improve intra-German relations in similar fashion. The aims
and outlines of this policy, known as Ostpolitik, were readily apparent in his
government declaration of 28 October 1969: the West German government
would sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), would enter talks
on the renunciation of force, and, most important, would recognize that two
German states existed on German soil. Brandt did not offer full recognition
to East Germany or surrender the ultimate goal of German unity.

Both the Soviets and the East Germans proved receptive to Brandt’s
overture. In March 1970, Brandt traveled to the East German city of Erfurt
to meet with East German leaders; they reciprocated by visiting Brandt in
Kassel, West Germany, in May. Although congenial, the visits proved fruit-
less in the short term. In the long run, however, they marked the opening of
talks that produced a series of treaties normalizing relations between the
two German states in matters of trade and transit. On 8 November 1972, the
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two German states signed the Basic Treaty, which enshrined these arrange-
ments as well as agreements on the status of West Berlin.

Ostpolitik was not universally popular in West German political circles.
Many people believed that Brandt had gone too far and had given up on
German unity. Similarly, his gesture of apology during a visit to Warsaw—
dropping to his knees before the grave of a victim of the ghetto there—
proved too much for some members of parliament. Defections from the FDP
and the SPD over these issues led Brandt to arrange new elections for No-
vember 1972.

The SPD emerged from the campaign with even greater strength, hav-
ing gained some 3 million votes. Brandt, however, appeared spent. When
faced with a mixture of high unemployment and strong inflation in late 1973,
his government proved incapable. When his personal assistant was exposed
as an East German spy the following spring, the once-dynamic chancellor
stepped down.

Brandt’s replacement, Helmut Schmidt, was an abrasive but decisive,
pragmatic, and able politician. Whereas Brandt had played to the young and
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to the left wing of the SPD, Schmidt was more conservative. To end the
economic slide, he pursued a cautious policy of moderate expenditure cuts
and reductions in tax concessions and took measures to restabilize the ex-
change rate. Along with French President Valéry Giscard d’Éstaing, Schmidt
took a leading role in creating the European Monetary System, and he was
a strong supporter of the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World
Bank.

Schmidt and West Germany also assumed a central role in international
relations once again during the late 1970s. Steering a careful course between
West German defense commitments and a strong domestic peace movement,
in 1979 Schmidt convinced NATO leaders to adopt a flexible two-track
approach to countermeasures, for instance. Such conservative policies increas-
ingly alienated the Left and even the Center portions of the SPD, however,
and gradually weakened Schmidt’s base. Many SPD voters defected to the
new Green Party, created in 1980 as an umbrella organization for citizens with
environmental concerns. At the same time, conservatives and Schmidt’s allies
increasingly came to view Ostpolitik as acquiescence in Soviet foreign pol-
icy, particularly when Schmidt failed to condemn both the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan in 1979 and the imposition of martial law in Poland in 1981.

By the summer of 1982, it was clear that the FDP preferred to work with
the CDU. On 1 October 1982 the leader of the CDU, Helmut Kohl, engi-
neered a vote of no-confidence that deposed Schmidt and placed Kohl at the
head of the new coalition. The CDU-FDP regime took some small steps to
return to the social-market economy, cutting taxes and reducing government
spending along with economic intervention. Kohl’s platform was not much
different from that of Schmidt’s in many regards, however. The inclusion of
the FDP in the ruling coalition ensured that Ostpolitik remained a central
if somewhat weakened plank. Kohl also pressed NATO to implement the
two-track system for intermediate-range missile deployment and maintained
strong European relations.

Kohl’s legacy, however, is German unification. His government’s imple-
mentation of Ostpolitik differed from that of the SPD regimes in insisting on
unity as a goal along with self-determination and human rights. The West
German government nevertheless provided East Germany with nearly DM2
billion in loans in 1983 and 1984 and extended a further DM7 billion in credits
through 1989. While these sums were intended to stabilize East Germany
and prevent a catastrophe along the lines of the Prague Spring, they in fact
did a great deal to bring about the collapse of the East German state.

The crisis that brought a close to the era of a divided Germany caught
Kohl and most Germans by surprise. Politicians on both sides of the Berlin
Wall envisioned a gradual confederation of the two states, a vision that Kohl
spelled out in his Ten-Point Program in November 1989. Public opinion drove
the program further and faster. By the end of April 1990, Kohl and his east-
ern counterparts had agreed on a political and economic union. The Two-
Plus-Four Treaty (the two German states plus France, Britain, the United
States, and the USSR) that formalized the arrangement and gave it the sanc-
tion of the Allies of 1944 was signed in Moscow on 12 September 1990.
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Since then, most of the outward signs of division and the Cold War have
been eradicated. The Berlin Wall has been dismantled, and the seat of gov-
ernment has been returned to Berlin. The districts of the former East Ger-
many have been fully integrated into a Federal Republic of Germany that
now consists of sixteen states, and a single German state has become a central
part of an increasingly united Europe. Unification has proven to be immensely
expensive and socially challenging, but by the early years of the twenty-first
century, Germany has shown that it was indeed up to the test.

Timothy C. Dowling
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Discussions regarding German rearmament took place as early as 1946, but
the British government opposed anything more than an armed and mobile
police force, while the French government did not wish to see Germans
rearmed in any way. Serious negotiations over the creation of a German mil-
itary began in 1950, however, when the Korean War stretched Western mili-
tary resources thin. Once again, French resistance was the major obstacle.

The Paris Accords of May 1955 overcame these obstacles by creating a
Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) army, the Bundes-
wehr, that was firmly under civilian and Allied control. In stark contrast to
previous periods in German history, the Bundeswehr was under intense
oversight by parliamentary committees and a public wary of military institu-
tions. Soldiers would be subject to civil law in all matters that were not
strictly military. All Bundeswehr units were designated to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) for action, with the German government re-
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taining peacetime control. Weapons and military matériel
were imported from the United States, Britain, and France
on a large scale until the late 1960s, when domestic mili-
tary production developed.

Under the 1955 agreement, the United States and
Great Britain committed themselves to maintaining a troop
presence in Germany. NATO’s current European partners
would provide naval and air forces to complement British
and American commitments. In return, West Germany
would provide twelve mixed divisions (approximately
340,000 men) for the common defense of Europe by 1959,
with a final strength of 500,000. Each infantry division
would have three combat commands with three motorized
infantry battalions and an armor battalion each; antiair-
craft, engineer, communications, and reconnaissance bat-
talions; a company of aircraft; a military police company;
and combat support from three light artillery battalions and
one medium artillery battalion. Tank divisions contained
two armored and three mechanized infantry battalions in
each combat command. Two of the divisions would be fur-
ther specialized for airborne and mountain operations.

A civilian screening process was created to recruit offi-
cers and noncommissioned officers (NCOs) from World
War II veterans. NATO would be responsible for all war
planning and for the direction of all operations. No Ger-
man general staff was permitted, on grounds that it might
revive German militarism. The Bundeswehr was allowed an
operations staff but on the condition that officers rotated
through such duty periodically. Planners believed that half
of the necessary manpower for the divisions would be volunteers, while a
draft would provide the remaining numbers.

The first West German military volunteers reported for duty in Novem-
ber 1955, and the Law for Compulsory Service passed the West German par-
liament on 7 July 1956. It required all men between the ages of eighteen and
forty-five to serve for twelve months, with provisions allowing conscientious
objectors to fulfill their obligation through alternative means, usually admin-
istered at the state and local levels. Further exemptions, thought to include
some 10 percent of eligible males, covered the sons of deceased and wounded
veterans, economic hardship cases, clergy, and those deemed unfit for ser-
vice. Men who became officers or NCOs would remain in the reserves, known
as the Territorial Army, until age sixty. The term of service was increased to
eighteen months in 1962 at the height of the Berlin Crisis (1958–1963). It
was then reduced to fifteen months in 1972, as population growth began to
provide more than adequate numbers of draftees.

The West German government experienced some difficulty in providing
the promised troops. Part of the reason was monetary. Between 1956 and
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1989, the share of defense-related expenditures in the West German federal
budget never sank below 12 percent. It reached its zenith in the early 1960s
when it was one-third of the overall budget, yet most of the money was going
to purchase matériel. On average, throughout the Cold War the West Ger-
man government annually spent about 20 percent of its total budget on
defense.

Beyond that, rearmament was never popular in West Germany. In Octo-
ber 1956, West German Defense Minister Franz Josef Strauss announced
that manpower targets had been reduced from 96,000 to 80,000 for 1956 and
from 240,000 to between 175,000 and 200,000 for 1957 largely because vol-
unteers were not coming forward in the numbers anticipated. Only eleven of
the twelve German divisions originally planned for 1959 were filled out and
under NATO control by 1963. It took until the mid-1970s before West Ger-
many’s armed forces reached the final benchmark of 500,000 troops envis-
aged in 1955. In 1975, the Bundeswehr contained 345,000 soldiers, 110,000
air force personnel, and 39,000 seamen. At any given time, only 48 percent of
the German armed forces were volunteers, far short of the 55 percent target
that the West German governments maintained. Recruitment of long-term
(twenty-one-month) volunteers and of NCOs in particular continuously fell
far short of expectations, although the federal government offered numerous
incentives such as vocational education programs and career guarantees.

Popular opposition to the Bundeswehr, although always strong, increased
notably in early 1957 when the United States indicated that it would arm its
European allies with nuclear weapons as part of a shift in NATO strategy.
Before 1957, NATO planned a forward defense along the German frontier.
Chancellor Konrad Adenauer had pushed for and won the integration of Ger-
man units all along the line rather than having the Bundeswehr assigned a
particular sector. He had also readily accepted a ban on atomic, biological,
and chemical weapons for German units in order to make rearmament more
palatable to the public and to the Social Democratic opposition. NATO’s new
strategy of nuclear deterrence, officially adopted on 21 March 1957, thus set
off a maelstrom in German politics that continued into the 1960s.

Adenauer renounced German construction of nuclear weapons and de-
clared that Germany would not accept national control over such weapons.
NATO responded by introducing the two-key system, whereby German
units possessed nuclear capabilities but the nuclear warheads and launchers
remained under Allied control. After winning by-elections in Nordrhein-
Westfalen in July 1958, Adenauer’s government announced that it was
prepared to equip the Bundeswehr with atomic weapons. German units
received Matador rockets and nuclear-capable artillery pieces so that they
could fight either a conventional or a tactical nuclear war. Bundeswehr units
were also divided into either the six armored infantry or four purely armored
divisions to facilitate mobility and, supposedly, increase defense against
nuclear attack.

Even before this restructuring was complete, however, NATO, with some
prompting from West Germany and led by U.S. President John F. Kennedy’s
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administration, moved to a strategy of flexible response. This deemphasized
the role of nuclear weapons where German forces were concerned by creat-
ing a multilateral force that deployed nuclear-armed Polaris submarines. Two
of the German armored infantry divisions created in 1957 were reorganized
as straight infantry divisions, and the Bundeswehr’s deployed division strength
was increased by about 10,000 men to compensate for its reduced nuclear
role. The question of arming West Germany with nuclear weapons was
shelved for good when the coalition government led by Willy Brandt and the
Social Democratic Party (SPD) signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT) in November 1969.

In the late 1970s, however, NATO plans to station intermediate-range
nuclear missiles in Germany renewed the debate over atomic weapons. Ger-
man Chancellor Helmut Schmidt, who had earlier been one of the principal
advocates of flexible response in Germany, declared in early 1978 that West
Germany would accept nuclear weapons only if other NATO countries did
as well. U.S. President Jimmy Carter eventually led a NATO climb-down on
the issue, agreeing to a two-track policy that tied deployment in Germany to
Soviet deployments in Eastern Europe. In the 1980s his successor, President
Ronald Reagan, worked closely with German Chancellor Helmut Kohl to
manage the deployment of Pershing missiles in Germany. Nuclear weapons
always remained under NATO and U.S. control, and the German and Amer-
ican governments continued to cooperate in reducing the number of nuclear
weapons stationed in West Germany.

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War, the
Bundeswehr has changed immensely. Despite the integration of the former
East German Army since 1990, overall troop strength has been roughly cut in
half. Although during the Cold War West German troops were never de-
ployed on foreign soil except for training exercises and joint NATO maneu-
vers, the Bundeswehr has undertaken several foreign peacekeeping missions
since 1991, most notably in the Balkans. German armed forces now serve as
part of different international missions on several continents, most notably in
the Balkans and in Afghanistan.

Bernd Schaefer
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Germany’s unconditional surrender in May 1945 combined with total Allied
military control over Germany and widespread physical and economic dev-
astation left the population without any desire to reconstruct military institu-
tions. The victorious Allied powers demilitarized Germany as such, although
they clandestinely utilized the professional expertise of some captured Ger-
man military officers for their own purposes.

With the onset of the Cold War and particularly after 1948, military leaders
in the United States, Britain, and France discussed potential West German
military contributions to the Western alliance. Given the Red Army’s over-
whelming numerical superiority, defensive capabilities had to be increased
if the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was to contain the Soviet
Union and its allies without resorting to nuclear weapons. The deliberations
were controversial and inconclusive, however, with France being most skep-
tical and obstructionist about German rearmament so soon after World War
II. When the pact establishing NATO was signed on 4 April 1949, the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) was conspicuously left out
of the alliance.

Attitudes toward German rearmament changed drastically in 1950, how-
ever. After the Korean War began in June 1950, the Allies, particularly the
United States, believed that it was time for the West Germans to contribute
to their own defense. The parallels between a divided Korea and a divided
Germany appeared quite obvious. The French were highly concerned about
the prospects of a rearmed Germany, but in October 1950 the French gov-
ernment took up an earlier British suggestion that this might be done in the
context of a European defense force. From there it was a short step to accept-
ing the integration of German forces within a Western defense pact, at least
in principle. It took almost five years to work out the details, however.

The Americans and British hoped to transform West Germany into a
partner in the defense of Europe, while France wanted German contribu-
tions to European defense without a German military. Konrad Adenauer,
chancellor of West Germany, sought a Western guarantee of the security of
West Germany and West Berlin in exchange for German military contribu-
tions to NATO. Yet within West Germany there was also tremendous popular
and political resistance, led by the German Social Democrats (SPD), against
the notion of rearmament.

Following nearly two years of negotiation, the Allies and the West Ger-
mans appeared to have found a solution in May 1952. The foreign ministers
of Britain, France, and the United States signed a treaty that would end the
occupation of Germany and allow Germany to rearm. The treaty would only
come into force in conjunction with a European Defense Community pact
that would be signed in June, and German military contributions would be
made within that context rather than independently. These agreements were
ratified by the West German parliament in March 1953 after heavy debate,
but the French National Assembly rejected them in August 1954, scuttling
the entire framework.
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British Foreign Minister Anthony Eden then proposed that West Ger-
many and Italy be brought into the Brussels Treaty of 1948 with a view toward
transforming that arrangement into a European defense pact. At the same
time, Britain offered to increase its military commitment to the defense of
Europe. This combination appeased the French, who had rejected the Euro-
pean Defense Community (EDC) in part because of its supranational clauses
and implications.

The Allies thus agreed at the October 1954 London Conference to lift
the occupation of West Germany and incorporate the state into NATO and
the European Union (EU). They also agreed to maintain a military presence
in West Germany and to carefully supervise and control West German rear-
mament, which meant denying it atomic, biological, and chemical weapons.

Adenauer gladly accepted these limits along with a ban on German rock-
ets, bombers, and large warships because the limits were helpful in winning
public support for rearmament in West Germany. To counter the SPD argu-
ment that rearming within NATO would antagonize the Soviet Union, Ade-
nauer’s government also pledged not to seek unification or the revision of
borders by force. To further placate the French, Adenauer agreed to hold a
referendum to consider whether the Saar might be made an independent
state with economic ties to France.

These agreements, known collectively as the Paris Treaties, went into
effect on 9 May 1955, at which time West Germany became NATO’s fif-
teenth member.

Bernd Schaefer

See also
Adenauer, Konrad; Europe, Western; European Union; Germany, Federal Republic

of; Germany, Federal Republic of, Armed Forces; Korean War; North Atlantic
Treaty; North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Origins and Formation of

References
Drummond, Gordon. The German Social Democrats in Opposition: The Case against Rear-

mament, 1949–1960. Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1982.
Large, David Clay. The Germans to the Front: West German Rearmament in the Adenauer

Era. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1995.
Militaergeschichtliches Forschungsamt, ed. Anfaenge westdeutscher sicherheitspolitik,

1945–1956 [The Beginnings of West German Security Policy, 1945–1956]. 3 vols.
Munich: Oldenbourg, 2001.

Searle, Alaric. Wehrmacht Generals, West German Society, and the Debate on Rearmament,
1949–1959. Westport, CT: Praeger, 2003.

Hungarian communist politician, deputy prime minister (1952–1956), gen-
eral secretary of the Hungarian Communist Party (1956), and Hungary’s last
Stalinist leader. Born ErnoP Singer on 8 July 1898 in Terbegec, Hungary, he
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enrolled in medical school but dropped out when he became interested in
politics. GeroP joined the Communist Party and during 1919–1939 held vari-
ous political assignments in Hungary, Austria, the Soviet Union, France, Bel-
gium, Spain, and Portugal. He joined the Comintern in 1931. During World
War II he was responsible for directing propaganda efforts aimed at prisoners
of war.

In May 1945 GeroP became Hungary’s minister of trade and transport. In
November 1948 he was named assistant general secretary of the Communist
Party. A month later he was also appointed finance minister; he continued as
trade and transport minister until February 1949. From 1949 to 1952 he
served as president of the National Economic Council. During 1952–1956
he was deputy prime minister, and in July 1956 he replaced Mátyás Rákosi
as general secretary of the party.

In a radio address the night that the 1956 Hungarian Revolution began,
GeroP vehemently refused to negotiate with the insurrectionist reformers. He
then asked Moscow to deploy troops to stop the revolution. Two days later,
on 25 October 1956, he was relieved of all his posts and fled to Moscow.
In 1960 he returned to Hungary on the condition that he be expelled from
the Communist Party. As a slavish adherent of Stalinism, GeroP was largely
responsible for the outbreak of the 1956 revolution. As president of the
National Economic Council, he was the motivating force behind the mass
industrialization drive, demanding that Hungary be made “a country of iron
and steel.” This was an unrealistic goal that unduly taxed Hungarian labor
and its industrial resources. GeroP died on 12 March 1980 in Budapest.

Anna Boros-McGee
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Located on the west-central African coast, Ghana, formerly the British colony
of the Gold Coast, was the first sub-Saharan African nation to achieve inde-
pendence from European colonial rule. Just under 150,000 square miles in
area, Gold Coast had a population of some 4 million people in 1945 and
6 million when it attained independence on 6 March 1957. The new nation
captured the attention of aspiring nationalists, colonial rulers, and leaders in
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both the East and West. Each looked to Ghana’s experience to predict the
impact of African decolonization on the global balance of power.

The push for independence in the Gold Coast began in earnest in 1947
under the leadership of Kwame Nkrumah, founder of the Convention
People’s Party (CPP). Jailed in 1951 while agitating against colonialism,
Nkrumah won the colony’s first general election from his prison cell and was
released to serve as the leader of government business in the colonial parlia-
ment. He became prime minister of the Gold Coast in 1952, won reelection
in 1954 and 1956, and became prime minister of Ghana in March 1957.

Ghana emerged from colonial rule with excellent prospects of economic
viability. The world’s leading producer of cocoa, Ghana also produced nearly
10 percent of the world’s gold. Rich in diamonds, bauxite, and timber, the
country maintained a low national debt and strong foreign currency reserves.
Politically and administratively, Ghana was in good standing, having worked
with the British to create a stable parliamentary government and establish an
educated and well-trained civil service.

Nkrumah’s domestic agenda focused on industrialization and diversifi-
cation to promote economic growth. The centerpiece of his program was the
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multibillion-dollar Volta River Project (VRP), a hydroelectric dam and alu-
minum smelter. The administration also established new industries in fruit
processing, ceramics, wood processing, and gold refining. Farm subsidies
encouraged the growth of new cash crops such as sisal, palm trees, and rice.
Pursuing socialist goals, the new government built roads, established post
offices, and installed telephones in countless villages. These advances accom-
panied a nationwide program of free and compulsory education and the con-
struction of hundreds of schools. Expanded national health services included
modern hospitals in regional capitals and medical clinics in towns and villages.

In international affairs, Nkrumah’s policies reflected his commitment to
nonalignment and his intention to blend capitalism and socialism. Courting
the economic support of the West and the ideological backing of the East, he
attempted to steer a path between the two Cold War blocs, keep Cold War
geopolitics out of Africa, and lead the continent to a position of respect in the
world community. His Pan-African agenda included political and financial
support of African states pursuing liberation.

Nkrumah demanded strong, centralized control of Ghana to achieve his
goals. Within a year of independence the government passed legislation en-
abling the prime minister to detain political opponents without trial. Limits
on freedoms of speech and the press followed in 1958 as Nkrumah estab-
lished a dictatorial regime. In 1960, when Ghana became a republic, Nkrumah
became president for life. By a 1964 referendum the CPP became the sole
party of the state.

Nkrumah’s policies and methods created economic crisis and political
unrest. By 1960 the increasing costs of development and Pan-African financial
commitments depleted foreign currency reserves. Deficit spending became
a central feature of government fiscal planning. Nkrumah’s response to the
financial setbacks, including a national austerity plan and compulsory sav-
ings scheme, fostered fresh opposition. As cocoa prices continued to drop
in 1963, the government increased taxes to raise revenues. By 1964, with
increasing unemployment and with foreign currency reserves virtually gone,
Ghana’s international credit standing approached collapse. The Finance
Ministry nevertheless presented a new budget to the parliament in 1965 call-
ing for increased expenditures.

The failing economy and repressive policies led to the overthrow of the
CPP government on 24 February 1966 while Nkrumah was visiting China.
He sought asylum in Guinea, where he remained until his death in 1972.

The multiparty National Liberation Council (NLC), headed by Lieu-
tenant General Joseph Arthur Ankrah, administered government until Kofi A.
Busia became prime minister in the 1969 elections. Pursuing a conservative
fiscal strategy that failed to improve Ghana’s economy, Busia’s government
devalued the currency, triggering massive inflation. In 1972 Colonel Ignatius
K. Acheampong led a bloodless coup to oust the Busia government.

Acheampong suspended the constitution and established the military-
controlled National Redemption Council (NRC). Military control relaxed in
1974 as the government concentrated on economic development. In 1978,
however, the military leadership removed Acheampong from office, giving
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power to General Frederick W. Akuffo. Less than a year later, Akuffo was over-
thrown by Flight Lieutenant Jerry John Rawlings, who, in an effort to do away
with the opposition, arranged the public execution of Acheampong, Akuffo,
and six additional high-ranking military officers on grounds of corruption.
Countless public servants were also summarily dismissed and their assets
confiscated. Rawlings stepped down in September 1979, transferring power
to civilian President Hilla Limann and the People’s National Party (PNP).

Difficulties in the cocoa industry, the mainstay of Ghana’s economy,
plagued the PNP government. As inflation spiraled, Rawlings led a coup
to depose Limann on 31 December 1981. Rawlings’s Provisional National
Defense Ruling Council (PNDC) instituted liberal economic reform under
authoritarian rule. In 1983 Rawlings instituted a structural adjustment plan
with the cooperation of the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the
World Bank. While Rawlings enjoyed popular support as a leader who re-
turned national pride to the people, his government undertook brutal repres-
sion against any form of opposition. Allegations of human rights abuses were
commonplace. As Ghana’s situation improved, popular pressure induced the
government to adopt a new multiparty constitution in April 1992. On 3 No-
vember 1992 Rawlings, representing the National Democratic Congress
(NDC), was elected president.

Rawlings served two consecutive terms as president. In the 2000 elec-
tions, John Agyekum Kufuor of the New Patriotic Party (NPP) won victory
over the NDC. Kufuor took office in January 2001, the first peaceful and
democratic transfer of power since independence. Kufuor was reelected in
December 2004.

Mary E. Montgomery
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Romanian Communist Party (PCR) leader (1945–1948), head of the Roman-
ian Workers’ Party (PMR) (1948–1965), premier (1952–1954), first secretary
of the Central Committee (1955), and president of the State Council (1961–
1965). Born to a peasant family in Bîrlad, Moldavia, on 8 November 1901,
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Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej trained as a railway electrician.
He joined the fledgling Communist Party and, because he
was a trade union activist, received a punitive transfer
from Galat ci to the village of Dej in 1931. His role in the
violent Grivit ca railway strikes of 1933 resulted in a twelve-
year sentence, alongside other prominent Romanian com-
munists, in the Doftana and Tîrgu-Jiu prisons. After his
escape a few days before the coup that toppled Ion
Antonescu on 23 August 1944, Gheorghiu-Dej served as
communications minister in the short-lived government of
General Nicolae Rabdescu. With the deposition of King
Michael I and the full-scale communist takeover under the
premiership of Petru Groza, Gheorghiu-Dej was appointed
PCR secretary in October 1945, a position he initially
shared with Teohari Georgescu and Muscovites Ana Pauker
and Vasile Luca, who had been repatriated from the Soviet
Union after the coup.

Gheorghiu-Dej quickly consolidated his power by
removing previous PCR leader Istvan (Stefan) Foris, the
Muscovites, and fellow activist Lucret ciu Pabtrabsccanu. He
replaced them with former prison mate Nicolae Ceauscescu
and also Alexandru Dra bghici, who later became his min-
ister of internal affairs, responsible for the secret police
(Securitate). Emulating a Stalinist model of governance,
Gheorghiu-Dej’s administration created a network of pris-

ons and labor colonies. Under the guidance of Soviet police chief Lavrenty
Beria, the Securitate was set up as a secret police service in 1948.

After Stalin’s death in March 1953, Gheorghiu-Dej initially gave lip ser-
vice to new Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev’s policies, allowing a buildup of
Soviet troops on the border during the 1956 Hungarian Revolution. Never-
theless, he negotiated for the withdrawal of all Soviet troops from Romania
in July 1958 and opposed Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization program. After
Gheorghiu-Dej further tightened his hold on the PMR by restructuring the
Politburo and expelling members who supported de-Stalinization, a rift with
Moscow emerged. He rejected Khrushchev’s suggestion that Romania aban-
don its rapid industrialization and specialize in supplying agricultural prod-
ucts and raw materials. During 1962–1963, Gheorghiu-Dej criticized Moscow’s
installation of nuclear missiles in Cuba and, despite the Sino-Soviet conflict,
paid state visits to the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea). Concurrently, Romania
began to pursue rapprochement with the West, a tack that his successor
Ceauscescu continued after Gheorghiu-Dej’s death from cancer in 1965.

Anna M. Wittmann
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Romanian communist leader Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej
(1901–1965). He dominated the political scene in his
country during 1945–1965. An ardent communist, he
nonetheless maintained a measure of independence for
his nation within the Soviet bloc. (AFP/Getty Images)
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Gibraltar, virtually a city-state, is a 2.5-square-mile rock strategically located
at the entrance of the Mediterranean and attached by land to Spain. Known
as “the Rock,” the British Dominion of Gibraltar has a population of some
30,000 people, no agriculture, and not even a natural supply of fresh water.

The British took Gibraltar in 1704 during the War of Spanish Succession
and held against Spanish efforts to reconquer it. It passed to formal British
control in the Treaty of Utrecht of 1713. Gibraltar’s population is a melting
pot of descendants of immigrants from all over the Mediterranean. Virtually
all are bilingual in English and Spanish.

Over the centuries, Gibraltar remained an important base for Royal
Navy units operating in the Mediterranean. During World War II the British
evacuated its entire civilian population except for some 3,000 adult males
involved in essential work. The evacuees were returned to Gibraltar during
1946–1947.

The Spanish government has repeatedly sought to secure control of the
Rock, while successive British governments have vowed to retain control.
Public opinion in Gibraltar has been almost unanimous in its opposition to a
return to Spain. A 1967 referendum rejected such a course. To bring pressure
on Britain, during 1969–1985 Spain closed its land border to the colony and
carried out an economic blockade, cutting off the supply of cheap Spanish
labor. This backfired, feeding Gibraltarian nationalism.

In 1969, London granted Gibraltar internal autonomy. There is an elected
House of Assembly of fifteen popularly elected members. London, however,
retains control over foreign affairs.

After 1985, the inhabitants of the Rock were wary over British inten-
tions, a concern reinforced later in the decade by London’s refusal to grant
British citizenship to Hong Kong residents and Britain’s military retrench-
ment around the globe. By 1991, Britain had little more than 1,000 troops
stationed there.

Such British actions prompted Gibraltarians to demand greater political
and economic autonomy from Britain. Any movement toward independence
was tempered by the awareness that Spain would reject such an arrangement
and that Britain would be unwilling to support it militarily.

Gibraltar enjoys special status in the European Community (EC) as a
recognized part but not an individual member. This status has allowed it
to avoid the tariffs and sales taxes of other member nations. When Britain
joined the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1973, Gibraltar was
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not required to make tax contributions to the EC or follow its customs regu-
lations. Gibraltar was also allowed to write its own banking laws.

Gibraltar reorganized a money-losing shipyard inherited from Great
Britain. Tourism is another major industry. Each year millions of visitors come
to the Rock, many of them to buy duty-free goods without value-added
taxes. A banking secrecy law guarantees confidentiality, although numbered
accounts are prohibited. Rapid economic growth enabled Gibraltar to pro-
vide excellent social benefits.

By the 1990s inhabitants of the Rock saw themselves first as Gibraltarians
and only secondly as Britons. Their principal political challenge remained
keeping the Rock free of Spanish control.

Spencer C. Tucker and Elizabeth Pugliese
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Polish communist politician, leader of the Polish Communist Party (PZPR),
and Polish head of state (1970–1980). Edward Gierek was born to a working-
class family in the village of Poracbka in Upper Silesia on 6 January 1913. Fol-
lowing his father’s death in 1917, Gierek’s mother remarried and the family
immigrated to France. Gierek started work at age twelve, first as a farmhand
and later as a miner. At age seventeen he joined the local trade union and the
Polish division of the French Communist Party. In 1934 he returned to
Poland, married, and three years later left Poland again, this time for Belgium.
During World War II he was active in the Belgian resistance. He returned to
Poland with his family in 1948.

Upon his return to Poland, Gierek became active in the PZPR. From
1949 to 1954 he was a secretary of the Provincial Committee of the PZPR in
Katowice. In 1954 he became a member of the PZPR’s Central Committee.

During 1956–1970 Gierek continued his rise in the party, holding a
series of increasingly important posts. Following workers’ riots in December
1970, he was appointed head of the PZPR and the Polish state.
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As Poland’s premier, Gierek tried to change the politi-
cal and economic systems instituted by his predecessor,
Wfladysflaw Gomuflka. Economically, Gierek tried to emu-
late a Western model that emphasized increased consump-
tion of consumer goods. To cover the cost of his program,
he borrowed enormous sums of money from West Euro-
pean countries and private banks. By the mid-1970s,
however, the Polish economy had overheated. Capital
investments ebbed, leaving myriad factory projects incom-
plete, while consumer products became scarce. As a result,
the government introduced price increases and limited
consumption.

Diplomatically, Gierek sought to act as a bridge be-
tween the Soviet Union and the West. He initiated and
refereed (on Moscow’s directives) talks among the Soviets,
Americans, French, and Germans. For a time, he had been
center stage in détente, which by the mid-1970s had eased
Cold War tensions and slowed the arms race. Gierek was
also among the politicians who signed the Helsinki Accords,
guaranteeing international human rights.

In 1976, consumer price increases precipitated strikes,
riots, and demonstrations throughout Poland. They were
brutally quashed, and many demonstrators were heavily
fined or imprisoned. The signing of the Helsinki Accords
and the 1976 riots led to the formation and growth of a
strong underground opposition movement. Although
Gierek tried to control the opposition, he was never com-
pletely successful.

In the summer of 1980 Poland again witnessed wide-
spread unrest after a series of price increases. The turmoil gave rise to the
independent trade union Solidarity. Gierek’s policies were blamed for the
latest crisis, and in September 1980 he was forced to resign. In 1981 he was
expelled from the party, forcing him from politics and public life. Thereafter,
he retired; however, after the momentous changes of 1989 he initiated a
campaign intended to prove that his economic and political policies were
misjudged. Gierek died in Warsaw on 29 July 2001.

Jakub Basista
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Edward Gierek, Polish communist leader and head of
state during 1970–1980, tried to emulate Western eco-
nomic models. (Reuters/Corbis)



American writer whose poems embodied the values and aesthetic of the
Beat generation of writers in the 1950s and 1960s. Born in Newark, New Jer-
sey, on 3 June 1926, Allen Ginsberg graduated from Columbia University in
1948. Until 1956, he worked variously as a dishwasher, a welder at the Brook-
lyn Navy Yard, and a merchant sailor. His association with the novelist Jack
Kerouac and others of the so-called Beat generation in Greenwich Village led
to appearances as a character in works of fiction by Kerouac and Lionel
Trilling even before Ginsberg had earned any literary reputation of his own.

The Beats espoused voluntary poverty and general disaffiliation from
society and sought illumination through release from social and literary con-
ventions. In their works, they hoped to capture the process of experience,
not just a verbal record.

Ginsberg achieved recognition as a poet with the publication of “Howl,”
a Beat anthem, in 1956. Written in long lines derived stylistically from Walt
Whitman, the poem is a diatribe against a society that Ginsberg saw as mili-
taristic and materialistic. He decries the fate of “the best minds of my gen-
eration,” leading lives that are self-destructive; they are made outlaws by a
false social order. The poet establishes his identification with human suffer-
ing and insists that all existence, no matter how limited, is sacred. Ironically,
while the poem was carefully structured and the product of a slow gestation,
it seemed almost improvisational and came to represent the notion that poetry
might be spontaneous.

Ginsberg’s book Howl and Other Poems (1956) included three other well-
known works: “America,” “A Supermarket in California,” and “Sunflower
Sutra.” The sutra (Sanskrit for thread or string of precepts) opens with “I
walked on the banks of the tincan banana dock / and sat down under the
huge shade of a Southern / Pacific locomotive to look at the sunset over
the / box house hills and cry.” Ginsberg’s poems reflect anarchic individual-
ism and a reliance on amplified sensory experience.

After 1956, Ginsberg traveled a great deal, living in the Far East during
1962 and 1963. He became a public figure, a guru of the new generation,
appearing frequently at readings and social protest rallies all over the world,
and was identified with his advocacy of Zen Buddhism, gay liberation, the
drug culture, and pacifism (for which he invented the phrase “flower power”).
His poems grew to reflect their function as performance pieces, taking on the
incantatory quality of Indian mantras.

Another celebrated Ginsberg poem is “Kaddish” (the Hebrew word for
a prayer of mourning), a long prophetic poem focused on the life and death
of the poet’s mother, which was collected in Kaddish and Other Poems, 1958–
1960 (1961). Sadder in tone than “Howl,” the poem is similar nonetheless in
that it comprises a long, flowing rush of data, both sensory and intellectual.

Other volumes by Ginsberg include Airplane Dreams: Compositions from
Journals (1968), The Gates of Wrath: Rhymed Poems, 1948–1952 (1972), and White
Shroud: Poems, 1980–1985 (1986). The Fall of America: Poems of These States,
1965–1971 (1973) won a National Book Award.
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Ginsberg continued to produce poems throughout the 1980s and during
the 1990s, adding to his already enormous poetic output. In 1990 he was pre-
sented an American Book Award for his contributions to literature, and in
1995 he was a finalist for the Pulitzer prize in poetry for Cosmopolitan Greet-
ings: Poems 1986–1992. That same year, with musical accompaniment by Paul
McCartney and Philip Glass, Ginsberg made a recording of his poem “The
Ballad of the Skeletons.” Ginsberg died of liver cancer in New York City on
5 April 1997.

Spencer C. Tucker
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French politician, minister of finance (1962–1965, 1969–1974), and president
of the Fifth Republic (1974–1981). Born on 2 February 1926 in Koblenz, Ger-
many (his father was a civil servant with French occupation authorities in the
Rhineland), Valéry Giscard d’Éstaing came from a background of wealth and
nobility. He compiled an exceptional academic record at both the École Poly-
technique and École Nationale d’Adminstration and then followed his father
by joining the prestigious government Inspectorate of Finance.

Giscard’s first posting was to the Bank of France, but in 1950 he was
invited to join the Ministry of Finance. He held a succession of posts in that
ministry until his appointment as minister of finance in the Edgar Faure gov-
ernment in 1962. Giscard simultaneously sought political office and in 1956
won election to the National Assembly from Puy-de-Dôme. He consolidated
his political base by winning election to posts in that department. Giscard
styled himself an “independent republican,” affiliated with the small Inde-
pendent and Peasant Party (CNIP), but he voted to support the major initia-
tives of President Charles de Gaulle. Elegant and articulate in speech and
manner, Giscard built a national following.

Giscard lost his post as minister of finance in 1965 because his austerity
program hurt de Gaulle politically. Giscard then concentrated his activities in
the National Assembly to prepare for a run for the presidency. Assiduously
employing television to his advantage, he presented himself as a progressive.
He also cultivated new President Georges Pompidou (1969–1974), who
named him for a second time as minister of finance (1969–1974).

In the special elections following Pompidou’s death in April 1974, Gis-
card won a narrow runoff victory over the leftist candidate, socialist François
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Mitterrand. Although Giscard had been elected by the
Center and Right, he formulated a leftist agenda. In his
widely read book Démocratie française (1976), he posited
a more open, pluralistic society with opportunity for all.
Among his domestic accomplishments were lowering the
voting age to eighteen, liberalizing divorce laws, and insti-
tuting abortion rights. He also sought to modernize edu-
cation, and he removed restrictions on programming in
state-sponsored radio and television. Unfortunately for Gis-
card, his presidency came at a time of recession, abetted
by the 1973 and 1978 oil crises, forcing him to pursue eco-
nomic austerity.

In foreign affairs, Giscard was a staunch advocate of
European integration and a prime mover behind the for-
mation of the European Economic Council (EEC), an
annual meeting of leaders of states in the European Com-
mon Market. He established a close working relationship
with Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany)
Chancellor Helmut Schmidt. At the same time, however,
Giscard clung to the notion of France as an independent
force in world politics, and he frequently intervened in the
affairs of the former French colonies of Africa. Relations
with the United States remained problematic.

Giscard ran again for the presidency in 1981. By now
his political base was weakened; he had been forced to
share political power with a premier from an opposition
party in the so-called cohabitation. He was also handi-
capped by several scandals and the perception that he was
an elitist. In the 1981 election Mitterrand was again Gis-

card’s principal opponent. As in 1974, there was a runoff between the two
men, but this time Mitterrand emerged the winner.

After leaving the presidency, Giscard broke with precedent and remained
active in public life. In 1984 he won election to the National Assembly,
and he also served as a French representative in the European Union (EU)
Parliament.

Elizabeth Pugliese and Spencer C. Tucker
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Valéry Giscard d’Éstaing was president of France during
1974–1981. He established close ties with the Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) but pursued
an independent course for his country in foreign affairs.
(Richard Melloul/Sygma/Corbis)



An integral piece of Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev’s political and eco-
nomic reform agenda of the late 1980s. The term glasnost is best translated as
“openness in public and political affairs.” It was part of Mikhail Gorbachev’s
1985 perestroika program to reform the Soviet political system and Soviet
society. His conceptualization of glasnost was restricted to signify a more
democratic and open society and not the endangerment or abandonment of
the fundamentals of Soviet communism.

In December 1986 Gorbachev personally asked the internationally known
Soviet dissident-in-exile Andrei Sakharov to return to Moscow. Then, in
February 1987, Gorbachev called upon the Soviet press to fill in the blind
spots in Soviet history. This liberalization prompted the flowering of many
new newspapers and journals that reported on previous political repressions,
corruption in the Communist Party, and the failures of the Soviet economy.
Furthermore, long-suppressed national movements in the Soviet Union’s
constituent republics used glasnost to advance their inde-
pendence agendas.

Some conservative Communist Party members warned
Gorbachev of the potential repercussions of glasnost,
including the dissolution of the USSR. In fact, with Russ-
ian reform leader Boris Yeltsin’s rise to power in 1987, Gor-
bachev was forced to choose between the demands of
conservatives and the radical reformers’ demands under
Yeltsin. Glasnost spun out of control in the late 1980s,
catching Gorbachev off guard. Instead of reforming the
Soviet system by creating a gradual and smooth transition
to a system that blended socialism, social democracy, and
capitalism, glasnost went far beyond Gorbachev’s intended
aims and accelerated the demise of the Soviet Union.

Frank Beyersdorf
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Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev, architect of the glasnost
policy, shown here during a state visit to Warsaw in July
1988 in which he supported steps to legalize the liberal
Solidarity movement. (Bernard Bisson & Thierry Orban/
Sygma/Corbis)



U.S.-Soviet summit meeting held in June 1967. The Glassboro Summit took
place at Glassboro State College during 23–25 June 1967 in Glassboro, New
Jersey. There, U.S. President Lyndon B. Johnson and Soviet Premier Alexei
Kosygin met to discuss a host of issues including Arab-Israeli relations in the
immediate wake of the Six-Day War of June 1967. Johnson, who at the time
was embroiled in the Vietnam War, called the summit with the intention of
de-emphasizing Vietnam and focusing on other Cold War issues. The main
topics of discussion included Soviet arms sales, nuclear proliferation, anti-
ballistic missile (ABM) development, the Six-Day War, Vietnam, and Fidel
Castro’s regime.

At the time, neither Johnson nor Kosygin expected to reach any conclu-
sive agreements. The summit’s major goal was to keep dialogue open between
the two superpowers and to avoid confrontations over contested issues. John-
son hoped that the Soviets would agree to step up efforts regarding nuclear
nonproliferation. Kosygin, however, argued that the issue would not be re-
solved unless the United States ended its bombing of the Democratic Repub-
lic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam). Johnson was unwilling to do so, and thus
little substantive progress was made toward the control of nuclear proliferation
or the limiting of ABM systems. Another important topic for discussion was
the Arab-Israeli conflict in the Middle East. Kosygin demanded that Israeli
forces pull out of areas formerly controlled by the Arabs. But Johnson refused
to pressure Israel on the issue, so the two sides agreed to disagree.

Johnson was also keen on putting an end to Castro’s support of guerrilla
insurgencies in Central America, but Kosygin remained silent on the issue.
Although the Glassboro Summit did not result in any major breakthroughs,
it was nonetheless an important step forward in U.S.-Soviet relations. The
two leaders made some headway toward arms limitation, although no real
advancement occurred on the issue of ABMs. Glassboro was the last major
U.S.-Soviet summit to take place between 1967 and 1972, when President
Richard M. Nixon began to thaw Cold War tensions through détente. Because
of Moscow’s crackdown in Czechoslovakia in 1968, the United States
declined to hold high-level talks with the Soviet Union until that time.

The house in which the meetings took place still stands today. After a
thorough restoration, it is now open to visitors and serves as a museum and
memorial to the summit. A statue of a white dove sits in the home’s living
room, symbolizing the meeting’s generally amicable atmosphere and the
“Spirit of Glassboro” during the height of the Cold War.

Arthur Holst
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Polish Roman Catholic priest, bishop, and primate of Poland (1981–2006).
Born on 18 December 1929 in Inowroclaw, Poland, Józef Glemp and his
family worked during World War II as conscripted laborers on a farm oper-
ated by occupying German forces. After the war, he became interested in the
priesthood, completed his theological studies at the seminary in Poznan a,
and was ordained a priest in May 1956. He then went to Rome, eventually
earning doctorates in both civil and canon law from the Lateran University.
He served as a secretary to Primate of Poland Cardinal Stefan Wyszyn aski
during 1967–1979.

In March 1979, Glemp was named bishop of Warmia. After Cardinal
Wyszynaski’s death in 1981, Pope John Paul II, himself a Pole, appointed
Glemp to succeed Wyszynaski. Glemp thus became the archbishop of Gniezno
and of Warsaw and the primate of Poland. He assumed his offices on 7 July
1981. That November, he initiated a series of meetings with Polish Commu-
nist Party (PZPR) leader Wojciech Jaruzelski and Solidarity labor leader Lech
Waflecsa. These conferences were designed to unite the government, the
church, and the Solidarity movement in an effort to resolve Poland’s ongoing
economic and political problems.

On 12 December 1981, in an effort to crush Solidarity, Jaruzelski declared
martial law. Archbishop Glemp, with the support of the pope, worked to
defuse the crisis and reduce the possibility of violence. His moderation and
accommodation led more activist Poles, including some clergy, to refer to
him as “Comrade Glemp.” The pope pressured Glemp to take a more anti-
government position, but the archbishop resisted, believing that a violently
antigovernment movement would increase the chances of armed conflict
and, ultimately, the ruination of Solidarity. More recent observers have noted
that Glemp’s moderation may indeed have helped the government refrain
from using violence to extinguish the Solidarity movement. The Jaruzelski-
Glemp-Wafle csa discussions eventually led to Poland’s democratization in
1989.

Pope John Paul II elevated Glemp to cardinal in 1983. Glemp retired as
president of the Polish Bishops’ Conference in 2004 but retained the title of
primate of Poland until December 2005.

John David Rausch Jr.
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U.S. Air Marine Corps officer and pilot, astronaut, first American to orbit
Earth, and Democratic U.S. senator from Ohio (1974–1999). Born on 18 July
1921 in Cambridge, Ohio, John Glenn attended local public schools and
enrolled at Muskingum College in Ohio in 1939. In 1942 he interrupted his
studies to join the Naval Aviation Cadet Program. He subsequently served
in the U.S. Marine Corps, seeing action as a pilot in the Marshall Islands dur-
ing World War II. During the war, he flew some fifty-nine missions. He sub-
sequently served in the Korean War, flying an F-86 Sabre and completing
ninety missions. During the conflict, he downed three Soviet-made MiGs.

Following his Korean War service, Glenn became an accomplished test
pilot. On 16 July 1957 he became the first man to complete a supersonic

transcontinental flight, flying from California to New York
in three hours, twenty-three minutes. In 1959 he joined
the fledgling U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration (NASA) to take part in the Mercury program.
On 7 February 1962 he became the first American to orbit
Earth in the Friendship 7. He orbited Earth three times,
which bested Soviet cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin’s one orbit
around Earth the previous year, although Gagarin had the
distinction of being the first human in space. The flight
made Glenn a national hero and earned him a ticker tape
parade in New York City. It also raised the stakes signifi-
cantly in the Space Race.

In 1965 Glenn retired as a Marine colonel and left the
space program. He joined the business world and served
as the vice president and then president of Royal Crown
Cola, where he stayed until winning a seat in the U.S. Sen-
ate in 1974.

Glenn enjoyed a successful senatorial career, although
he was implicated but later exonerated in the so-called
Keating Five scandal of the late 1980s and early 1990s. In
1984 he ran unsuccessfully for the Democratic presidential
nomination. In October 1998, while still a sitting senator,
he became the oldest man ever to venture into space, with
the crew of the space shuttle Discovery. He was seventy-
seven years old at the time of his flight, which was in part
to test the effects of space travel on elderly people. Glenn
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A former U.S. Marine Corps pilot, John Glenn in 1962
became the first American to orbit Earth. (National
Aeronautics and Space Administration)



stepped down from the Senate in 1999 and enjoys an active retirement,
which includes involvement in numerous causes and organizations.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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U.S. senator, 1964 Republican presidential candidate, and one of the founders
of the modern American conservative movement. Born on 1 January 1909 in
Phoenix, Arizona, Barry Goldwater attended the University of Arizona for
one year before leaving to work for his family’s Phoenix department store. In
1937 he became president of the firm.

During 1941–1945 Goldwater served in the U.S. Army
Air Corps (USAAC) in the Pacific theater. Leaving the
army as a lieutenant colonel, he organized the Arizona
National Guard and served as an air force reserve officer,
attaining the rank of major general in 1962.

Meanwhile, Goldwater had become politically active.
In 1949 he won a seat on the Phoenix City Council and in
1952 was elected to the U.S. Senate, representing his home
state of Arizona. As a senator, Goldwater became a cham-
pion of the ascendant political views of the conservative
wing of the Republican Party. He became known as a plain-
spoken proponent of smaller government, a hawkish anti-
communist, and an opponent of what he termed “creeping
socialism” in American society.

In 1964 Goldwater won his party’s presidential nomi-
nation. Lambasted as a right-wing demagogue for his stri-
dent views, he suffered a crushing defeat by the popular
Democratic President Lyndon B. Johnson in the 1964 elec-
tion. Goldwater’s intimations that he might resort to nuclear
weapons in a showdown with the Soviets frightened many
moderates and led to one of the most infamous Cold War–
influenced campaign commercials, the “Daisy Spot” in
which a little girl plucking flower petals is overshadowed
by a terrifying countdown and then a nuclear explosion.

Despite his defeat, Goldwater was credited with ener-
gizing the conservative wing of the Republican Party, which
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would eventually come to dominate the party and the nation sixteen years
later upon Ronald Reagan’s election to the presidency. Goldwater’s 1964 run
also marked the beginning of the end for the Democratic Party’s lock on the
so-called Solid South, the voters of which increasingly moved into the
Republican column over issues of race, defense, taxes, and big government.

Goldwater retired from the Senate in 1987. In his last year in office, he
cosponsored the Goldwater-Nichols Military Reform Act that granted mili-
tary commanders greater latitude on the battlefield and the chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) more influence as the president’s primary military
advisor. A conservative firebrand in the 1950s and 1960s, he ended his political
career as a mediator and a stabilizing influence within the Senate, criticizing
conservatives and liberals alike. Goldwater died in Paradise Valley, Arizona,
on 29 May 1998.

Michael E. Donoghue
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Polish communist politician and head of state (1956–1970). Born to a peasant
family in Biaflobrzegi, then Austria-Hungary, on 6 February 1905, Wfladysflaw
Gomuflka as a teenager began working as a journeyman locksmith. In the late
1920s he became an active trade unionist and later joined the underground
Polish Communist Party. In the 1930s he worked mainly as a trade union
organizer. In 1932 he was shot and wounded during a strike and after his
recovery was sentenced to four years in prison. Upon his release, he went
to Moscow to study at the International Lenin Institute. In 1936 his Soviet
mentors sent him back to Poland, where he was again arrested; he was re-
leased at the onset of World War II.

Gomuflka fought against the German invasion in September 1939 but
then went into hiding in southern Poland until 1941. There he cofounded
the Polska Partia Robotnicza (PPR, Polish Workers’ Party), a revived version
of the Communist Party. In 1943 he became the secretary-general of the
party’s Central Committee.

Following World War II, Gomuflka played an active role in establishing
a Soviet-style Polish government. He remained the head of the PPR and
served as deputy premier of Poland from 1945 to 1949. A Polish nationalist,
Gomuflka did not view his colleagues who had spent the war in the Soviet
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Union with much respect. He also opposed certain Stalin-
ist policies, such as collectivization of agriculture.

Moscow considered Gomuflka too independent-minded,
and on 3 September 1948 he was accused of “rightist-
nationalist heresy” and harboring sympathy for the Yugo-
slav leader Josip Broz Tito. Gomuflka was promptly purged
from the party. In January 1949 he was arrested and lost his
position in the government. He was released from house
arrest in 1954 after Josef Stalin’s death.

Two years later, following Nikita Khrushchev’s con-
demnation of Stalin’s crimes and growing unrest in Poland,
Gomuflka was readmitted to the Communist Party (PZPR)
and in October 1956 was asked by the party leadership to
become its first secretary. This move was an unpopular one
with the Soviets, who were exceedingly reluctant to accept
Gomuflka as Poland’s leader. It was only after Khrushchev’s
visit to Warsaw that Moscow accepted Gomuflka.

From 1956 on, First Secretary Gomuflka dominated the
Polish political scene. He firmly controlled the government,
established slightly more freedom for Poles, and moved
away from Stalinist terror tactics. But Poland maintained its
close ties with the USSR, as Gomuflka did not favor major
reform. He reintroduced tight party control over society,
and workers’ councils organized in 1956 were placed under
government surveillance and control. No substantive eco-
nomic changes were introduced, as Gomuflka regarded any major economic
reform as an attempt to reintroduce capitalism in Poland.

State relations with the Roman Catholic Church improved and were
generally less tense than under Gomuflka’s predecessors, although secular-
ization remained the official party policy. In March 1968 Gomuflka survived a
serious crisis that shook Poland and was probably aimed at removing him
from leadership. The crisis, which had begun with student demonstrations,
evolved into an anti-Semitic hysteria underwritten by the party and the state-
controlled media. Several hundred students and professors were purged
from universities, and tens of thousands of Polish Jews were forced to emi-
grate. In the summer of 1968 Gomuflka supported the Warsaw Pact’s inter-
vention in Czechoslovakia, and Polish tanks along with units from other
countries entered Prague to bring an end to the Prague Spring.

Neither the crisis nor the Warsaw Pact intervention solved Poland’s
growing economic or political problems, however. Gomuflka’s position was
weaker than ever, yet he continued to cling to power. He and the party had
lost the confidence of the people, and the centrally run economy could not
provide even basic supplies. On 13 December 1970 Gomuflka was forced to
act to stave off a complete economic collapse. When he ordered a wide range
of price increases without prior notice, workers went on strike and began
mass protests. Gomuflka blamed the unrest on “capitalist agents,” and he
dispatched police and army troops to Gdan ask to quell the protesters. In the
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ensuing clash with the authorities, hundreds of demonstrating workers were
killed or wounded. The party leadership, now fearing an even larger conflict,
replaced Gomuflka as first secretary with Edward Gierek.

In early 1971 Gomuflka was suspended from the party’s Central Com-
mittee and was removed from the Council of State. He then lived in relative
obscurity, dying in Warsaw on 1 September 1982.

Jakub Basista
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Spanish socialist politician and prime minister (1982–1996). Born on 5 March
1942 in Seville, Spain, Felipe González studied at the University of Seville.
While at the university he joined the outlawed Spanish Socialist Workers’
Party (PSOE). He graduated in 1966 with a law degree and afterward taught
law. During 1969–1970, he served on the PSOE national committee. He was
arrested in 1971 during protests against Francisco Franco’s rule.

In 1975 after the death of Franco, González became one of the leaders of
the legal democratic opposition as a part of the Platform for Democratic Con-
vergence. In March 1976 this group became part of the ruling Democratic
Junta of Spain. In 1977 the PSOE was legalized and ran in the June elections,
Spain’s first since the 1930s. The PSOE gained sufficient seats to become
the principal opposition party.

In the October 1982 elections the PSOE won a plurality with 42 percent
of votes cast, and González became the first socialist premier of Spain since
before Franco. González played a key role in the transition to democracy. He
pushed for liberal reforms and a restructuring of the economy, extended
social security, and made education free to the age of sixteen. He also greatly
expanded the university system. When one of Spain’s largest business and
banking groups, Rumasa, was threatened with bankruptcy, González author-
ized its nationalization. This prompted fears of a more aggressive socialist
agenda, but González claimed that it was a one-time action to secure the jobs
and savings of a large number of Spaniards. Indeed, he dropped the adjective
of “Marxist” from the party description and adroitly moved the PSOE toward
the center. He also sought membership for Spain in the European Economic
Community (EEC).
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In 1986 the PSOE held on to the majority in parliament, and González
implemented a number of initiatives, some of which were heavily criticized
by the Left of his own party. Spain joined the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO) and the European Community in 1986 and sent troops to the
Persian Gulf War in 1991.

González won a third election in 1989 and a fourth 1993. Despite a grow-
ing scandal in his cabinet over how Spain had dealt with Euskadi Ta Askata-
suna (ETA, Basque Country and Liberty) separatists in the Basque region,
González led his party in the May 1996 elections. The scandal, combined
with a worsening economy, led to a PSOE loss to the rightist People’s Party,
and González resigned from the PSOE in 1996. He currently heads the
Madrid-based Global Progress Foundation (FPG).

David H. Richards
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Last president of the Soviet Union (1988–1991) and general secretary of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) during 1985–1991. In office,
he attempted to reform and restructure the Soviet Union, supported reform-
minded leaders in Eastern Europe, abandoned the Brezhnev Doctrine, and
refrained from using military force when East European communist regimes
collapsed in 1989 and 1990. Under his leadership, the Soviet Union signifi-
cantly improved its relations with the West, particularly with the United
States. He was much more successful abroad than at home. His internal
reform attempts ultimately proved futile and contributed to the dissolution
of the Soviet Union in 1991.

Born on 2 March 1931 in Privolnoye, Stavropol Province, Russia, to a
peasant family, Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev joined the Komsomol (Com-
munist Union of the Young) in 1946 and in the same year began driving a
harvester for an agricultural cooperative. In 1951 he entered the Law Faculty
of Moscow State University, where he earned a law degree in 1955.

Returning to Stavropol following his studies in Moscow, Gorbachev
enjoyed a remarkably rapid rise within the ranks of the CPSU, first through
various posts in the Komsomol and then in the party apparatus in Stavropol
in the second half of the 1950s and the first half of the 1960s. Gorbachev
became a member of the CPSU Central Committee in 1971, a candidate
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member of the Politburo in 1979, a full member in 1980, and general secre-
tary of the CPSU Central Committee in March 1985. A keen politician, Gor-
bachev’s political ascendancy was further promoted by Mikhail Suslov and
particularly by Yuri Andropov.

Once in power, Gorbachev consolidated his position within the party
and proceeded to move forward with internal reforms. He termed his re-
form agenda perestroika (restructuring) and glasnost (openness). What
soon became called the “politics of perestroika” was a process of cumulative
reforms, ultimately leading to results that were neither intended nor neces-
sarily desired.

Perestroika had three distinctive phases. The first phase was aimed
mainly at the acceleration of economic development and the revitalization of
socialism. The second phase was marked by the notion of glasnost. During
this period, Gorbachev emphasized the need for political and social restruc-
turing as well as the necessity of dealing openly with the past. Media free-
doms were enhanced considerably as part of this process. In the economic
arena, limited market-orientated elements were introduced, and greater lat-
itude was given to state-owned enterprises. The third and final phase of per-
estroika was aimed at democratizing the Soviet political process. Reformers
created a new bicameral parliament, and new procedures allowed for the
direct election of two-thirds of the members of the Congress of People’s
Deputies. In March 1990, the Congress abolished the CPSU’s political
monopoly, paving the way for the legalization of other political parties.
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Perestroika’s third phase was also marked by some
incongruous paradoxes. While the power of the CPSU was
waning, Gorbachev’s power was on the increase. In Oc-
tober 1988, he replaced Andrey Gromyko as head of the
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet. Seven months later,
Gorbachev became chairman of the new Supreme Soviet.
Finally, in March 1990, the Congress elected him presi-
dent of the USSR, a newly established post with potent
executive powers. At the same time, Gorbachev’s economic
reforms were yielding little fruit. Perestroika was already
being overshadowed by civil unrest, interethnic strife, and
national and regional independence movements, particu-
larly in the Baltic and Caucasus regions.

Gorbachev enjoyed his most remarkable successes in
foreign policy. He quickly eased tensions with the West.
Two summits with U.S. President Ronald Reagan (Geneva
in 1985 and Reykjavík in 1986) paved the way for historic
breakthroughs in Soviet-U.S. relations and nuclear arms
reductions. On 8 December 1987, the Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty was signed by both nations,
the first agreement in history that eliminated an entire class
of nuclear weapons. In the succeeding years, Gorbachev’s
international stature continued to grow. In 1988, he ordered
the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan, ending
his nation’s disastrous decade-long struggle there. He also
promised publicly to refrain from military intervention in
Eastern Europe. In fact, Gorbachev embraced the new
democratically elected leadership in the region. Especially
significant was his agreement to the reunification of Ger-
many and the inclusion of the new united Federal Republic
of Germany (FRG, West Germany) in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO). Awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1990, Gorbachev is generally
considered a driving force behind the end of the Cold War.

While Gorbachev’s foreign policy was being hailed abroad, problems
within the Soviet Union continued unabated. Old-line communists consid-
ered Gorbachev’s policies as heresy, while economic dislocations multiplied.
In 1990, several Soviet-controlled republics, including that of Russia, declared
their independence. Gorbachev tried to stem this tide but was unsuccessful.
Talks between Soviet authorities and the breakaway republics resulted in
the creation of a new Russian federation (or confederation), slated to become
law in August 1991.

Many of Gorbachev’s reforms were tainted by an attempted coup of reac-
tionary opponents of perestroika in August 1991. Led by high-ranking offi-
cials, among them the chief of the Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti
(KGB), the defense minister, the prime minister, and the vice president,
Gorbachev was put under house arrest in his home in Foros after rejecting
any negotiations with the putsch leaders. With the courageous intervention
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of the Russian Republic leader Boris Yeltsin, the coup collapsed after two
days. Gorbachev returned to Moscow but was now dependent on Yeltsin, who
banned the CPSU from the Russian Republic. On 24 August 1991, Gorbachev
resigned as CPSU general secretary. On 7 December 1991, the presidents of
Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus created a loose confederation called the Com-
munity of Independent States (CIS). Soon afterward, eight other republics
joined, and the CIS treaty was concluded on 21 December. Gorbachev re-
signed as Soviet president on 25 December, and the Soviet Union became
extinct on 31 December 1991.

Magarditsch Hatschikjan
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Admiral of the fleet of the Soviet Union and commander in chief of the Red
Navy while also serving as deputy minister of defense (1956–1985). Born in
Kamenets-Pedolsky, Ukraine, then part of the Russian Empire, on 26 Feb-
ruary 1910, Sergey Gorshkov was commissioned in the Red Navy on his
graduation in 1931 from the Frunze Higher Naval School. He then held a
series of posts in the Black Sea and Pacific Fleets. He advanced rapidly in
rank and responsibility, in part due to the openings at the top levels created
by Soviet dictator Josef Stalin’s purges of the Soviet military.

Gorshkov developed a strong combat record in the Black Sea Fleet dur-
ing World War II, leading naval and amphibious operations against German
forces and commanding the Danube Flotilla in 1944 during Soviet advances
into Ukraine, Bulgaria, Romania, and Hungary. He was promoted to rear admi-
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ral in October 1941. After the war he commanded a squadron of ships and
was elevated to chief of staff of the Black Sea Fleet in 1948 and then to com-
mander of that fleet as a vice admiral in 1951.

Transferred to Moscow, Gorshkov was promoted to full admiral and
became first deputy chief of the Red Navy in July 1955. Soviet leader Nikita
Khrushchev appointed Gorshkov commander in chief of the Red Navy in
June 1956, a position he held until 1985. He also held a dual appointment as
deputy minister of defense, and in 1961 he became a full member of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU).
During his long tenure as its commander, he directed the substantial growth
of the Red Navy and created a guiding philosophy that was presented in
numerous articles and a book, The Seapower of the State (1980).

Gorshkov argued that a strong navy was a necessity for a superpower. It
served as a symbol of power and as a potent military and political instrument.
His leadership moved the Soviet military from an army-dominated structure
with a continental orientation to a global military power with a significant
maritime component.

Gorshkov developed a naval force that reflected his theories and the
realities of Soviet geography and politics. His navy followed the commit-
ment to modern technologies, especially to the missiles and nuclear weapons
that came to dominate Soviet military planning in the 1950s. The submarine-
launched ballistic missile (SLBM) fleet was a key part of Soviet strategic
nuclear forces. The Red Navy also developed an ability to protect the Soviet
SLBM fleet operating in sanctuaries near Soviet home waters. This defen-
sive posture was an extension of the traditional role of protecting the borders
and coastlines of the homeland.

The Red Navy sustained the ability to support ground force operations,
another traditional role of the Russian and Soviet navies. Gorshkov’s greatest
accomplishment was developing an oceangoing fleet that could project power
around the world, showing the flag in foreign ports. He oversaw the creation
of the world’s second largest navy, establishing a highly visible global pres-
ence and challenging the U.S. Navy by threatening logistical routes and
SLBM patrol areas. Gorshkov retired in 1985 and died in Moscow on 13 May
1988.

Jerome V. Martin
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Secretary-general of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia (CPCz) and
premier of Czechoslovakia. Born the illegitimate son of a peasant in Dedice,
in southern Moravia, on 23 November 1896, Klement Gottwald became the
leader of communist Czechoslovakia after World War II. He joined the social
democratic movement in Vienna at age sixteen. Drafted into the Habsburg
armies in 1915, he deserted in 1918 but joined the Czechoslovak Army later
that same year. He then joined the CPCz in 1921, working as a journalist.

Gottwald moved to Prague in 1926 and soon became a leader within the
party. He was elected secretary-general of the CPCz in 1929 and became a
representative in the Czechoslovak National Assembly. A staunch supporter
of the Bolshevik regime in the Soviet Union, he nevertheless moved toward
cooperation with the social democratic movement after Adolf Hitler came to
power in Germany in 1933. When Hitler’s armies occupied Czechoslovakia
in 1939, Gottwald fled to the Soviet Union, where he became a national sec-
retary in the Communist International (Comintern).

When in 1943 the Soviets recognized the Czechoslovak government-in-
exile headed by Eduard Benes h, Gottwald quickly became a member of the
coalition and of the interim government set up after World War II in Czecho-

slovakia. After elections in 1946 gave the communists 38
percent of the vote, Gottwald assumed the office of premier
in another coalition government.

Relations within the coalition soon deteriorated, how-
ever. Facing new elections in 1948, Gottwald engineered a
coup d’état and assumed the presidency. An ardent Stalin-
ist, Gottwald oversaw one of the harshest regimes in East-
ern Europe, executing hundreds of alleged enemies and
sending thousands more to prison camps. Gottwald suffered
from poor health, however, and died in Prague on 14 March
1953 just after returning from Soviet leader Josef Stalin’s
funeral.

Timothy C. Dowling
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Soviet intelligence operative and defector. Born in Rogachov near Moscow
on 13 January 1919, Igor Gouzenko joined the Komsomol (Young Commu-
nist League) in 1935 and entered the Moscow Architectural Institute in
1938. In 1941 he transferred to the Military Engineering Academy, where
he trained as a cipher specialist and was assigned to Soviet Military Intelli-
gence (GRU) in Moscow. As a Red Army lieutenant, Gouzenko was sent to
Ottawa, Canada, in 1943. There he began his perilous journey from cipher
clerk to Cold War icon in the autumn of 1945 as he was about to be recalled
to Moscow.

On the evening of 5 September 1945, Gouzenko stuffed 109 classified
documents under his shirt and attempted to defect. It was not an easy defec-
tion. Neither the Canadian Ministry of Justice nor the Ottawa Journal news-
paper, both of which he approached, showed much interest. It was only after
a Soviet security unit responded to Gouzenko’s disappearance by ransacking
his apartment later that night that the Royal Canadian Mounted Police took
him seriously. He was granted political asylum soon thereafter.

Gouzenko’s defection had major repercussions for both Soviet and West-
ern intelligence services. He revealed a major GRU spy ring controlled by
the Soviet embassy in Ottawa and provided detailed information on the clan-
destine activities of the Soviet security and intelligence service. The stolen
documents pointed to an elaborate network of espionage that included
Canadian civil servants, politicians, and scientists. Consequently, a dozen
Soviet spies were arrested, including the infamous Alan Nunn May, virtually
paralyzing Soviet espionage activities in Canada. Moscow monitored Gou-
zenko’s betrayal via Kim Philby (head of MI6’s, or the external intelligence
agency’s, Soviet counterintelligence agency), who received regular briefings
on the Gouzenko revelations. Gouzenko’s evidence also led MI5, the British
counterintelligence agency, to the espionage activities of British physicists, in-
cluding Klaus Fuchs. The Gouzenko affair thereby became closely entwined
with the politics of the atom bomb.

Gouzenko’s testimony to a Canadian royal commission on espionage was
the first significant inside exposure of the methods and motivations of Soviet
agents and was sufficiently authoritative to convince the commissioners of
the conspiratorial character of Soviet communism. By focusing international
attention on issues of loyalty, subversion, national security, and atomic espi-
onage, the Gouzenko affair helped ignite the Cold War. Until his death on
25 June 1982 in Mississauga, near Toronto, Gouzenko lived under police
protection, occasionally appearing in public forums with his trademark hood
to conceal his identity.

Phillip Deery
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Summit meeting among Soviet Premier Mikhail Gorbachev, President Ronald
Reagan, and President-elect George H. W. Bush on 7 December 1988. By
1988, U.S.-Soviet relations had improved dramatically, as evidenced by the
1987 Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty and Reagan’s visit to Moscow
in May 1988. Gorbachev, ignoring political opposition and economic diffi-
culties at home as he pushed on with his perestroika and glasnost reforms,
went to New York in early December to announce a dramatic international
initiative at the United Nations (UN) General Assembly. In his address, he
first declared it impossible to maintain closed societies in the face of global-
ization. He went even further by embracing human rights and the need to
free international relations from ideological constraints. Finally, he asserted
the need to decrease the threat of the use of force. He then announced a
unilateral 10 percent reduction in Soviet armed forces (nearly half a million
men) to also include 10,000 tanks, 8,500 artillery pieces, and 800 combat air-
craft, mostly stationed in Eastern Europe. In so doing, Gorbachev sought to
give credibility to the idea that the Soviet Union had undertaken a funda-
mental change of course in the way it viewed and dealt with the world.

Following his UN speech, Gorbachev traveled to Governors Island in
New York Harbor to bid farewell to Reagan and to establish a working rela-
tionship with President-elect George H. W. Bush. Gorbachev hoped to gain
a commitment from Bush to build on his relationship with Reagan, but Bush
remained aloof throughout the meeting. When Reagan announced his full
support of Gorbachev’s troop reduction initiative, Bush merely stated, “I
support what the president said.” Gorbachev, hoping to draw Bush out of his
shell, replied, “That’s one of the best answers of the year.”

During the luncheon, Gorbachev directed most of his remarks toward
Bush, trying to assure the president-elect that he could trust the Soviets, that
he would not try to undermine or take advantage of Bush, and that his poli-
cies represented “real politics” that were necessary because of revolutionary
changes in the Soviet Union. Bush asked Gorbachev what his reforms might
produce in the Soviet Union over the next five years, to which Gorbachev
replied, “Even Jesus Christ couldn’t answer that one.” Some discussion took
place regarding chemical weapons, but American officials, fearful of surprises,
refused to engage in serious negotiations.

In a gracious climax to their relationship, Reagan presented Gorbachev
with a picture of their first walk at Geneva, stating that the two leaders had
come a long way together to clear a path for peace. Reagan then offered a
toast to the Soviet leader celebrating what they had accomplished and express-
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ing his hope that such progress would continue once Bush assumed the pres-
idency. Gorbachev, raising his glass toward Bush, declared, “This is our first
agreement.”

As the luncheon ended, Bush told Gorbachev that he looked forward to
working with him “at the appropriate time.” The three men then posed for
pictures with the Statue of Liberty as a backdrop. Reagan viewed the meet-
ing as a great success, writing in his diary that he believed Gorbachev viewed
the United States as “a partner seeking to make a better world.” Gorbachev
had to rush home, canceling trips to Havana and London, in order to deal
with an earthquake in Armenia that had killed 25,000 and left another half
million people homeless. This crisis became a symbol of the domestic prob-
lems that preoccupied Gorbachev until the dissolution of the USSR in De-
cember 1991. Such problems made it increasingly difficult for the Soviet
leader to undertake any new international initiatives and also influenced his
decision not to interfere when Moscow’s East European allies broke loose
from their allegiance to the Soviet Union in 1989.

Upon assuming the presidency, Bush abandoned his initial caution in
dealing with Gorbachev, negotiating agreements that increased Soviet-
American trade, reduced chemical weapons and conventional forces in
Europe, and achieved further cuts in Soviet and American nuclear arsenals.

Dean Fafoutis
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Southeast European nation-state covering 50,942 square miles, about the size
of the U.S. state of Alabama. Greece, with a 1945 population of 7.5 million,
lies between the Ionian and Aegean Seas and is bordered by Albania, Mace-
donia, and Bulgaria to the north and Turkey to the east. Following its inde-
pendence from the Ottoman Empire in 1829, Greece expanded territorially,
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including the Ionian Islands and Thessaly by the end of nineteenth century;
Epirus, Macedonia, Crete, and most of the eastern Aegean islands after 1913;
Thrace after World War I; and Rhodes and the Dodecanese Islands from
Italy by the Treaty of Paris in 1947.

Italy had invaded Greece in October 1940, and when the Greeks drove
the Italians back into Albania, the Germans came to the rescue of their ally
Italy in April 1941. In June 1941, following the defeat of Greece, the nation
came under a tripartite occupation of German, Italian, and Bulgarian forces.
King Paul II went into exile.

Resistance to the occupiers began early. In September 1941 Greek com-
munist guerrillas established the National Liberation Front (EAM) with a
military component, the National People’s Liberation Army (ELAS); most
noncommunist resistance groups organized under the National Republican
Greek League (EDES). In August 1943 the guerrilla representatives met with
King Paul II in Cairo to discuss the country’s future. Unfortunately, their
failure to reach agreement contributed to tensions between the ELAS and
EDES, resulting in civil war from October 1943.

In Moscow in October 1944, Soviet leader Josef Stalin and British Prime
Minister Winston Churchill agreed that Greece should be part of the British
sphere in Southeastern Europe. Georgios Papandreou, a leading Greek politi-
cian in exile, formed a government and, following the withdrawal of German
forces, returned to Athens on 18 October 1944. When ELAS refused to de-
mobilize, Churchill traveled to Athens on Christmas Day 1944 with Foreign
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Secretary Anthony Eden in an effort to broker a deal between the warring
parties, under which Archbishop Damaskinos of Athens became regent and
General Nikolaos Plastiras replaced Papandreou as prime minister.

Following a cease-fire in January 1945 and the signing of the Varkiza
Agreement between the Greek government and the EAM, the government
headed by Themistoklis Sophoulis called elections for 31 March 1946. Be-
cause the communists abstained on the basis that free elections were then
impossible, the right-wing coalition dominated by the People’s Party won 55
percent of the vote. A September 1946 plebiscite also reinstated the monarchy.

In October 1946, civil war erupted again between the communist EAM,
led by General Vafiadis Markos, and Greek regular troops.

With Greece in civil war and Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia support-
ing the communist side, in 1947 President Harry S. Truman called for $400
million in aid to both Greece and Turkey. Greece began to receive military
and economic aid from the United States in March 1947. Changes in EAM’s
military tactics, the loss of Yugoslavian support in 1948, and growing U.S. mil-
itary support for the regular Greek forces all brought the defeat of the com-
munists in the summer of 1949.

In February 1950 the Greek government lifted martial law, and the next
month new elections were held. The People’s Party remained the largest
single party, with other important centrist parties being the Liberals, the
National Progressive Center Union, and the Georgios Papandreou Party.
The 1951 elections were contested by two new political entities: the Greek
Rally, led by Marshal Papagos, and the United Democratic Left, composed of
former communists. American pressure, however, forced electoral law changes
that replaced proportional representation with a majority system. As a result,
the right-wing Greek Rally, which won the November 1952 elections, re-
mained in power until 1963.

Economic conditions and unrest led to a sizable Greek migration abroad.
During the period 1951–1980, approximately 12 percent of the Greek pop-
ulation immigrated abroad, most of them to Australia, Canada, the United
States, and Germany.

Both Greece and Turkey joined the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) in 1952; however, relations between the two countries remained
tense, particularly over Cyprus. There was considerable support on Cyprus
from among its Greek majority population for union (enosis) with Greece,
which the Turkish minority opposed. Enosis was fanned by Archbishop
Makarios III and sustained through political violence coordinated by General
Georgios Grivas and the National Organization of Cypriot Fighters (EOKA).
Following agreements in Zurich and London in 1959 among the Greek,
Turkish, and British governments, Cyprus was declared an independent
republic of the British Commonwealth, with Britain maintaining sovereignty
over two military bases on the island and Greece and Turkey allowed only a
small military presence.

In 1955, Konstantinos Karamanlis became prime minister. He trans-
formed the Greek Rally into the National Radical Union (ERE) and passed
legislation that gave women the right to vote in the elections of February
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1956. In 1961 Karamanlis secured for Greece associate status in the Euro-
pean Economic Community (EEC). In the Greek national elections of that
same year, the centrist parties, grouped into the Center Union under the
leadership of Georgios Papandreou, became the main opposition party, with
third place secured by the United Democratic Left. Because of a conflict
between Prime Minister Karamanlis and the monarchy, especially Queen
Frederica, Karamanlis resigned and left the country in 1963, beginning what
would be eleven years of exile in France.

In the November 1963 elections, Papandreou obtained a narrow victory.
As the United Democratic Left influenced the balance of power, however,
new elections were held in February 1964, and the Center Union won with
53 percent of the vote. Papandreou continued as prime minister for the next
eighteen months.

Following the death of King Paul II in March 1964, his son Constantine
II ascended the throne. Confrontation between Constantine and Papandreou
(the prime minister sought to exert control over the Ministry of Defense, and
the king refused him permission to do so) led Papandreou to resign in July
1965. His successor as head of the Center Union, Panayoitis Kanellopoulos,
led the party into the national elections scheduled for May 1967. Before they
could take place, however, in April a group of junior officers overthrew the
government in a coup with the aim of preventing a victory by the Center
Union. The junta was led by Colonels Georgios Papadopoulos and Nikolaos
Makarezos and Brigadier General Stylianos Pattakos. Papandreou was placed
under house arrest until his death in November 1968. Following an ama-
teurish countercoup attempted by King Constantine in December 1967, the
monarch fled abroad, and the colonels established a regency.

Colonel Papadopoulos became prime minister, and an authoritarian con-
stitution was ratified in September 1968. After a student occupation of the
Faculty of Law in Athens University and a mutiny in the navy, the regime
established a presidential, parliamentary republic in June 1973. In July 1973
Papadopoulos was elected president as the only candidate in a plebiscite.
Following a brutal repression of the student occupation of Athens Polytech-
nic in November 1973, the Papadopoulos regime was replaced by a junta led
by Brigadier Dimitrios Ioannidis, head of the military police, while Lieutenant
General Phaidon Gizikis became president.

The desire of the generals to secure popular support in Greece by con-
summating enosis backfired. In July 1974 President of Cyprus Archbishop
Makarios III was deposed in a junta-supported coup, but this brought a
Turkish invasion of Cyprus and occupation of 40 percent of the island. In
Greece the Ioannidis regime collapsed, and Konstantinos Karamanlis was
summoned back from exile to form a democratic government. He became
prime minister on 24 July 1974.

In the elections of November 1974, Karamanlis’s New Democracy Party
(ND), successor to the ERE, won 54 percent of the vote. Meanwhile, An-
dreas Papandreou’s new party, the Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK),
garnered 14 percent of the vote. Under a new constitution ratified in June
1975, a presidential regime came into being. Parliament then elected Kon-
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stantinos Tsatsos the president. After his five-year term, Karamanlis suc-
ceeded him in 1980.

In 1977, under the leadership of Papandreou, PASOK grew to represent
25 percent of the electorate and in 1981 won the national election outright,
forming Greece’s first socialist government. In January 1981 Greece became
the European Community’s tenth member. After the northern part of Cyprus
declared itself the independent Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, rec-
ognized only by Turkey, Greece signed a Defense and Economic Coopera-
tion Agreement with the United States in 1983.

In 1985, at the end of his term, Karamanlis, despite his advanced age,
again stood for election. PASOK proposed its own candidate, Christos Sartze-
takis, a former judge. After a constitutional crisis led to the resignation of
Karamanlis as president, Sartzetakis was elected president after three rounds
of voting in March 1985. In the 1989 elections, none of the parties won the
majority of votes, leading to a temporary if not strange conservative-communist
coalition. Elections in April 1990 represented the end of the PASOK era,
bringing the ND back to power. One month later, Karamanlis was elected
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Furniture, burnt-out cars, and other debris litter the square outside Athens Polytechnic following a night of street battles
during demonstrations against the military regime of President Georgios Papadopoulos, 20 November 1973. (Keystone/
Getty Images)



president for a second term. Although much of the Cold War period had
been turbulent for Greece, calm apparently returned.

Lucian N. Leustean
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Conflict fought between the Greek Communist Party (KKE) and anticom-
munist Greek nationalists. Greece’s civil war was rooted in age-old divisions
within Greek society and was complicated by the rivalry between the Soviet
Union and the United States. The nationalists were strongly supported by
Britain and the United States. The war was one of the earliest Cold War tests
of will between East and West and claimed the lives of an estimated 80,000
Greeks, a fatality rate that surpassed the suffering of that nation in World
War II. Both sides committed atrocities and tried to settle old scores under
the guise of conflicting ideologies. The conflict’s greatest legacy was the Tru-
man Doctrine, which committed the United States and its allies to come to
the aid of any nation threatened by communist takeover. This set the stage
for President Harry S. Truman’s containment policy.

In the early years of the twentieth century, conservative and liberal parties
in Greece struggled for power, engaging in a series of bloodless purges that
heightened political instability and created great anger and bitterness. This
atmosphere provided fertile ground for authoritarianism, and in 1936 Gen-
eral Ioannis Metaxas established a fascist-style dictatorship, further polarizing
the country.

Metaxas’s death in 1941 and the flight of the Greek government to
Egypt after the German invasion left Greece in virtual chaos. The KKE,
persecuted under Metaxas, stepped into the power vacuum by creating the
National Liberation Front (EAM), dedicated to the liberation of Greece. By
1944 the EAM boasted nearly 2 million members, and its military arm, the
National Liberation Army (ELAS), had enlisted 50,000 fighters.

In October 1944, British Prime Minister Winston Churchill, fearful of
a communist takeover in Greece and the loss of control over the eastern
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Mediterranean, met with Soviet Premier Josef Stalin in
Moscow and struck a deal over control of the Balkans. In
return for Soviet dominance in Bulgaria, Romania, and
Poland, Stalin ceded Greece to Great Britain and vowed
not to directly support the KKE after the war.

Relations between the British-backed Greek monarchy
and the EAM quickly soured as the communists sup-
pressed dissent and tried to assert control over the country.
In retaliation, the British rehabilitated the collaborationist
police, returned monarchist military units to the nation, and
demanded that the ELAS disarm. On 2 December 1944
collaborationist police fired on antigovernment demon-
strators, triggering the Battle for Athens. It resulted in a
victory for the nationalists and the disarming of the ELAS.
The EAM splintered as moderates and socialists aban-
doned it, while KKE membership plummeted from its peak
of more than 400,000 to only 50,000. KKE leader Nikos
Zachariades attempted to impose tighter party discipline
but was stymied by the strength of the nationalist forces.

In an attempt to maintain order, the British strength-
ened the Greek National Guard and turned a blind eye as
security forces conducted a campaign of repression against
the communists. In the Greek parliamentary elections of
March 1946, the rightist candidates won a landslide vic-
tory. The allegedly rigged elections prompted the KKE to
declare a state of civil war and reorganize ELAS units as
the Democratic Army of Greece (DSE). The DSE won
notable gains in the first year of fighting due in part to sup-
port from the communist governments of Yugoslavia and
Albania.

Fearing that the nationalists might indeed lose the war against the DSE,
the British appealed for help from the United States. Previous British requests
for American assistance in Greece had been rebuffed, but by 1947 American
attitudes had begun to change. President Truman’s growing antipathy toward
the Soviets and their tightening of control in Eastern Europe hardened his
stance. On 12 March 1947, he addressed a joint session of Congress, enunci-
ating the Truman Doctrine and requesting a $300 million aid package to sup-
port the Greek nationalists and anticommunists in nearby Turkey.

The KKE did not take the Truman Doctrine seriously, believing that the
nationalists would capitulate even with U.S. support. By 1948, however, it
was becoming clear that the DSE was in dire straits as the American-backed
nationalist army grew exponentially. In January 1949, KKE leaders foolishly
declared that the goal of the civil war was no longer the restoration of parlia-
mentary democracy, as they had previously stated, but rather the establish-
ment of a proletarian dictatorship. The DSE then shifted from a mobile war
of attrition to a campaign to defend territory, a tactical miscalculation that
played into the hands of the revitalized nationalist army.
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Supporters of Ethnikón Apeleftherotikón Métopon (EAM),
the Greek Communist Party, rally in Athens on the eve of
the general elections in March 1946. The right-wing coali-
tion won the elections, but civil war erupted by the end of
the year. (Library of Congress)



In the spring of 1949, the nationalist army cleared the communist rebels
out of southern Greece and launched a two-pronged offensive designed to
drive them completely out of the country. As the fighting reached its climax,
Yugoslavia closed its border and ended arms shipments that had kept the
DSE insurgency viable. After sustaining more than 2,000 casualties in the
summer of 1949, DSE fighters withdrew into Albania during the night of
29 August 1949, effectively ending the civil war. Although sporadic DSE
raids continued into 1950, the victory of the nationalist forces was by then
complete.

Vernon L. Pedersen
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The world’s largest island, located in the Arctic Circle. Greenland covers
836,326 square miles and is bordered by the Arctic Ocean to the north, the
Greenland Sea and the Atlantic Ocean to the east, and Baffin Bay to the
west. It had a 1945 population of approximately 21,000 people. Greenland
was first a Danish colony and then an integral part of the Kingdom of Den-
mark. On 1 May 1979, Greenland attained home rule under its own parlia-
ment, the Landsting, although it still falls under Danish sovereignty. In the
Cold War, Greenland became vital for and integrated with American and
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) military strategies because of
its strategic location.

When German forces occupied Denmark in April 1940, Danish officials
on Greenland turned to the United States for support. The result was a
defense treaty signed by Danish ambassador to Washington Henrik Kauff-
mann but not by the Danish government. In the treaty, the Americans prom-
ised to defend and supply the island. In return, the Americans were granted
the rights to establish military bases on the island. After 1945, the Danish
government (which had finally ratified the treaty in May 1945) tried to per-
suade the Americans to leave Greenland. They were unsuccessful.
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To the Americans, Greenland was of vital strategic importance. First,
from a defensive perspective, control of the island could help deter attacks
on North America. From the 1950s onward, radar systems in Greenland
served as crucial elements in the American early-warning system (especially
the radars established at Thule Airbase during 1958–1960 as part of the Bal-
listic Missile Early Warning System). Second, from an offensive perspective,
Greenland might serve as a base station for launching attacks. The establish-
ment of a polar strategy from the early 1950s gave the U.S. bases in Green-
land a new central role. From at least 1961, bombers carrying nuclear weapons
in Operation AIRBORNE ALERT passed through Greenlandic airspace. Thule
Air Base served as an emergency landing facility for this operation.

Following lengthy negotiations, in April 1951 Denmark and the United
States agreed on a new treaty regarding Greenland. The new treaty granted
the Americans control of certain defense areas, the most important of which
became the Thule Air Base, constructed during 1951–1952. Furthermore, the
treaty gave the United States full access to Greenland’s airspace. In 1957, the
Americans asked the Danish government whether it would accept the storage
of nuclear weapons on Greenland. Acceding to such a request, however, would
be against an explicitly stated Danish policy forbidding nuclear weapons on
Danish soil. Still, Prime Minister Hans Christian Hansen responded positively,
albeit in a vaguely worded and confidential letter known to only a handful
of Danish politicians and civil servants. Recent research has shown that the
United States stored nuclear weapons at Thule Air Base during 1958–1965.

For Danish authorities, however, the use of Greenland’s airspace by
American bombers posed a greater problem. According to official Danish
interpretations, the Danish policy of banning nuclear arms on its territory
also included the airspace in Greenland. When an American bomber carrying
nuclear bombs crashed on Greenland in 1968, it created domestic prob-
lems for the Danish government and a crisis in Danish-American relations.
Whereas American diplomats claimed that the 1951 treaty and H. C. Han-
sen’s 1957 letter gave them the right to overfly Greenland with nuclear
weapons, the Danes insisted that this practice had to end. Ultimately, the
United States yielded to Danish pressure, and research has indicated that
the Americans respected Greenland territory as a nuclear-free zone.

In Danish-American relations regarding Greenland, the native Green-
landers were reduced to powerless bystanders. This was manifestly demon-
strated in 1953, when some thirty Inuit families were removed from their
homes close to the Thule Air Base. Their protests and demands for remu-
neration were unsuccessful for more than fifty years, until a Danish court
granted them compensation in 1999. In general, the powerlessness of the
local population was compounded by the fact that Greenland was a Danish
colony until 1953, when it became fully integrated into the Danish King-
dom. After 1979, when Greenland was granted home rule, foreign and secu-
rity policies still remained in the hands of the government in Copenhagen. It
was only after the end of the Cold War that the local Greenland government,
Grønlands Landsstyre, was granted direct input in such matters.

Klaus Petersen and Nils Arne Sørensen
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English-speaking island nation located in the southern Caribbean Sea north
of Trinidad. A tiny nation of just 133 square miles, Grenada had a 1945 pop-
ulation of approximately 76,000 people. Upon its discovery by Christopher
Colombus in 1498, the island was inhabited by Carib and Arawak Indians. It
was settled in 1650 by French colonists, who ceded it to the British in 1783.

Grenada gained independence in 1974 but remained a member of the
British Commonwealth. On 13 March 1979, Maurice Bishop staged a blood-
less coup, promising economic reform and a mildly socialist state. On 13 Oc-
tober 1983 Grenada’s former deputy prime minister, Bernard Coard, launched
a coup against Bishop’s government. Bishop was killed on 19 October, and
Coard proceeded to install a hard-line Marxist regime. The new government
sought and received help from Cuba in building, among other projects, an
airport.

During a period of significant Cold War tensions, President Ronald Rea-
gan’s administration was not keen on a hard-line communist government
taking root in the region. With the backing of nearby Caribbean states, the
United States launched an invasion of the island (code-named Operation
URGENT FURY) on 23 October 1983. The invasion took place just two days
after the lethal bombing of a U.S. Marine barracks in Lebanon. Some com-
mentators saw URGENT FURY as a way for Reagan to divert attention from the
Lebanon crisis. The Grenadian Army and a small number of Cuban forces
(how many is disputed) put up some resistance, but by December 1983 U.S.
forces had withdrawn, having installed an interim pro-American government.

The Grenada invasion can be seen as a successful attempt by the Reagan
administration to accomplish several tasks at once: draw a line in the sand
over new socialist states after failing to stop Nicaragua’s Marxist revolution,
strike at Fidel Castro, and provide U.S. armed forces their first clear-cut vic-
tory in the aftermath of the Vietnam War debacle.

David H. Richards
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U.S. invasion of the Caribbean island nation of Grenada on 25 October 1983,
code-named Operation URGENT FURY. The assault was the culmination of
increasing U.S.-Grenadian tensions that began when Maurice Bishop took
power through a bloodless coup in March 1979. Bishop, a Marxist, pursued
close relations with the Soviets and Cubans. President Ronald Reagan be-
lieved that Bishop’s policies marked increasing communist penetration of
Latin America. A Cuban construction project in Grenada involving a 9,000-
foot runway caused U.S. policymakers to worry that the island was being
prepared as a base that could interdict U.S. logistical routes in the region.
The Grenadian government responded to U.S. diplomatic complaints by ex-
plaining that the runway was intended for use by larger airliners in an effort
to enhance the island’s tourist trade.

On 12 October 1983, a radical anti-U.S. component of the governing
party staged a coup, eventually resulting in Bishop’s execution. The junta
established control via a Revolutionary Military Council headed by General
Hudson Austin, the commander of the armed forces.

Following the coup, U.S.-Grenadian tensions grew, and U.S. officials
became concerned about the status of the more than 1,000 U.S. citizens on
the island, especially some 600 students attending the St. George’s School
of Medicine. On 19 October, the U.S. military began to develop formal con-
tingency plans to conduct an evacuation of American
citizens from the island, with options ranging from diplo-
matic overtures to a full-blown invasion. The United
States was sensitive to the potential of a hostage crisis,
so planners emphasized the use of a relatively large force
structure to ensure a quick and decisive victory. To sup-
port the combat options, naval forces heading to the
Mediterranean were diverted to Grenada, and mobile
forces in the United States were alerted for a potential
mission. Diplomatic efforts continued, with the objec-
tive of gaining the release of U.S. citizens or, failing
that, to build an alliance that would provide inter-
national support for military action. Diplomatic over-
tures focused on the Organization of Eastern Caribbean
States (OECS), which would provide a regional political
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cover for the invasion operation and would serve as the source of a multi-
national peacekeeping force after a U.S. invasion.

American sea-based forces involved a battle group built around the air-
craft carrier Independence and the 22nd Marine Amphibious Unit, supported
by the amphibious assault ship Guam. Forces deployed from the continental
United States included two Ranger battalions, a brigade from the 82nd Air-
borne Division, and special operations forces. Responsibility for the opera-
tion was divided between U.S. Marine forces in the north and U.S. Army
forces in the south. Special operations forces were scheduled to land early in
order to conduct reconnaissance missions and secure high-value targets. The
Marines were tasked with an assault landing at Pearls and Grenville on the
northeast side of the island. Rangers were to parachute into the Point Salinas
airport, followed by the 82nd Airborne.

The assault began in the early morning hours of 25 October. Weather
and mechanical difficulties disrupted some of the early operations, but the
plan nonetheless generally unfolded as designed. The Marines encountered
only slight resistance and pressed south past the original dividing line on the
island. The Rangers and follow-on army forces faced determined opposition
at the airfield but quickly overcame Cuban and Grenadian combatants and
rescued the medical students from three campus locations, placing them on
evacuation flights back to the United States.
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Grenadians watch as a U.S. Marine patrols a Grenville street during the U.S. invasion of Grenada in 1983. (U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense)



Significant combat was over by 27 October, although some sniping con-
tinued to occur until 2 November 1983. The U.S. military quickly shifted
control of the island to a new civilian government, backed initially by the
OECS multinational security force. The American government considered
the operation a complete success and used captured documents and large
weapons caches to justify the intervention in the face of strong international
criticism.

Casualties in Operation URGENT FURY were relatively light: the U.S.
military suffered 19 deaths and 116 wounded; Cuban forces saw 25 killed,
59 wounded, and 638 captured; and the Grenadian defense forces sustained
45 deaths and 358 wounded. Postconflict analyses, however, pointed out
serious problems with interservice communications and compatibility because
of technological glitches and differences in doctrine and training. Combined
with issues raised during the failed April 1980 Iranian hostage rescue mis-
sion, the problems that were highlighted in Operation URGENT FURY con-
tributed directly to the reorganization of the U.S. Department of Defense
under the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Defense Reorganization Act.

Jerome V. Martin

See also
Americas; Cuba; Grenada; Reagan, Ronald Wilson

References
Adkin, Mark. Urgent Fury: The Battle for Grenada. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books,

1989.
Cole, Ronald H. Operation Urgent Fury: The Planning and Execution of Joint Operations

in Grenada. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1997.
Dunn, Peter M., and Bruce W. Watson, eds. American Intervention in Grenada: The

Implications of Operation “Urgent Fury.” Boulder, CO: Westview, 1985.

Soviet diplomat, foreign minister (1957–1985), and president (1985–1988).
Born on 18 July 1909 to a peasant family in Starye Gromyki, Belorussia,
Andrey Andreyevich Gromyko studied agricultural economics at the Minsk
School of Agricultural Technology, earning a degree in 1936. He also became
active as a Komsomol (Communist Youth) official. After working as a research
associate and economist at the Soviet Academy of Sciences in Moscow, he
entered the Foreign Affairs Ministry, where he was named chief of the U.S.
division of the People’s Commissariat of Foreign Affairs in 1939. That same
year he began working at the Soviet embassy in Washington, D.C. In 1943
Soviet leader Josef Stalin appointed Gromyko as Moscow’s youngest-ever
ambassador to the United States.

Gromyko played an important role in coordinating the wartime alliance
between the Americans and Soviets and played a fairly prominent role at
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diplomatic events such as the February 1945 Yalta Conference and the
July–August 1945 Potsdam Conference. He also attended the conference
establishing the United Nations (UN) in October 1945 and became Mos-
cow’s UN representative in 1946. He served briefly as the ambassador to the
United Kingdom during 1952–1953 and then returned to the Soviet Union.

In 1956 Gromyko attained full membership on the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU). In 1957 he began his
twenty-eight-year tenure as foreign minister. In 1973 he ascended to the
Politburo.

During his long career, Gromyko became known as an expert and
cunning negotiator. In the West he was dubbed “Mr. Nyet” (Mr. No)
because of his hard bargaining and staunch communist views. At home, he
exhibited a great talent for adjusting to the ruling leaders. Thus, he did not
develop a characteristic line of politics of his own. Under Soviet Premier
Nikita Khrushchev, Gromyko readily adapted to the leader’s erratic whims
and played a key role in the Berlin and Cuban missile crises. Under Soviet
leader Leonid Brezhnev, Gromyko reached the apogee of his powers. Brezh-
nev believed in a system of loyalty combined with freedom to rule one’s own
destiny. Therefore, he gave Gromyko virtual free rein in setting Soviet for-
eign policy.
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During 1973–1975 Gromyko negotiated on behalf of the Soviet Union
during the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, which led to
the landmark 1975 Helsinki Final Act. This act recognized Europe’s postwar
borders and set a political template for further negotiations concerning human
rights, science, economics, and cultural exchanges. The Helsinki Final Act
marked the full flowering of East-West détente, but because it did not match
expectations about liberalization in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, it
precipitated mounting dissent at home and protest abroad.

In 1985 Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev appointed his own protégé,
Eduard Shevardnadze, as foreign minister and named Gromyko president of
the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, by then a purely sym-
bolic position. He remained in this post until 1988. Gromyko died on 2 July
1989 in Moscow.

Beatrice de Graaf
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Hungarian politician, general secretary of the Hungarian Communist Party,
and prime minister (1987–1988). Born on 1 August 1930 in Miskolc, Hun-
gary, Károly Grósz worked first as a printer and then became a soldier. He
had joined the Communist Party in 1945, and in 1954 he became head of the
agitation and propaganda department of the local party committee. In 1961
he graduated from the Political College of the Communist Party. He rose
through the ranks and in 1968 was named deputy head of the agitation and
propaganda department for the Central Committee of the party; in 1974 he
became head of the party’s agitation and propaganda department.

From this position Grósz supervised most of the state-controlled media.
During the 1970s he also served as first secretary of the party committee
in two Hungarian counties. During 1984–1987, he was the first secretary of
Budapest’s party committee. On 25 June 1987 he was appointed prime min-
ister. Grósz presented a frank appraisal of the deteriorating Hungarian eco-
nomic situation before parliament, the first time in the communist state that
any government official had publicly detailed such problems.

At a party convention on 22 May 1988, Grósz seized the reins of the party
from János Kádár, who had been its leader for thirty-two years, and thus
became general secretary of the Communist Party. Grósz then announced
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an austerity program. As demands for reform in Hungary mounted, he agreed
to dissidents’ demands that the archives be opened on the secret trial of
Imre Nagy. Eventually Grósz, who allied himself with Soviet leader Mikhail
Gorbachev, gave way to a growing demand for change. He authorized elec-
tion reform, including a multiparty system. Hungary was the only one of the
former Soviet bloc countries where the reformist revolution came from above.
Grósz remained prime minister until November 1988 and leader of the party
until October 1989. He died on 7 January 1996 in Gödöllö, Hungary.

Anna Boros-McGee
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German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany) minister-president
(1949–1964). Born in Braunschweig, Germany, on 11 March 1894, Otto
Grotewohl trained as a letterpress printer and joined the Social Democratic
Party (SPD) in 1912. During 1920–1926, he was a member of the Braun-
schweig Diet and served as state minister for domestic affairs and education
during 1921–1922. In 1928 Grotewohl entered the Reichstag but resigned
after the dissolution of the SPD by the Nationalist Socialist Party (Nazis)
in 1933. Compelled by the Nazis to relinquish the presidency of Braun-
schweig’s state insurance company in 1933, which he had held since 1925,
Grotewohl moved to Hamburg and joined a resistance group. Arrested in
August 1938, he was sentenced to seven months in jail.

After the defeat of Germany, on 17 June 1945 Grotewohl was elected
chairman of the central committee of the newly formed SPD in Berlin. Two
days later, he signed a common working agreement with the German Com-
munist Party (KPD). However, his proposal to form a union of both parties was
rejected by KPD leaders for tactical reasons. When the KPD, under intense
Soviet pressure, changed its stance in September 1945 and began to effect a
rapid merger, it found the SPD split on the issue. At a joint conference of
thirty representatives of each party in Berlin on 20–21 December 1945, the
first so-called Sixties Conference, the majority of Social Democrats, includ-
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ing Grotewohl, voted for the merger but on the precondi-
tion that the fusion had to be carried out nationwide. This
proposal was strongly rejected by Kurt Schumacher, leader
of the western German SPD. Grotewohl, despite initial
hesitation, finally agreed to the merger under enormous
pressure from the Soviets, the KPD, and major elements
of the eastern German SPD.

Because of Schumacher’s resistance, however, the new
Socialist Union Party (SED) could only be created in the
Soviet zone and in East Berlin in April 1946. Both Grote-
wohl and Wilhelm Pieck became joint SED chairmen, an
arrangement that only lasted until 1954. As a member of a
subsequent Sixties Conference and of a study commis-
sion to establish the SED party program, Grotewohl soon
turned into a radical critic of social-democratic ideas and a
strong supporter of Soviet-style socialism. From 1946 to
1950, he was a member of the Saxon Diet. After 1947, he
supported the creation of an East German state and was
a member of the permanent committee of the German
People’s Congress, a member of the German People’s
Council, and finally, from 1948 until 1949, chairman of this
council’s constitutional committee.

After East Germany was founded in October 1949,
Grotewohl joined the Volkskammer (parliament) and was
elected minister-president (retitled in 1950 as chairman of
the council of ministers), a position he kept until his death
in September 1964. His influence steadily declined, with
Walter Ulbricht becoming the prominent leader of East
Germany. Beginning in September 1960, after the death of
President Pieck, Grotewohl was one of the deputy chairmen of the newly
created State Council. Despite a severe illness, which began in November
1960, he remained in office but was no longer actively involved in political
decision making. Grotewohl died in East Berlin on 21 September 1964.

Bert Becker
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A nuclear bomb detonation that occurs at or near ground level or, in some cases,
a subterranean detonation. As opposed to an air burst detonation, which can be
programmed to occur anywhere from a few hundred feet in the air to many
thousands of feet up, a ground burst nuclear detonation is designed to inflict
the maximum amount of damage on ground-level structures, military instal-
lations, bunkers, fallout shelters, and other vulnerable targets. The overall area
of damage is significantly less than an air burst, which unleashes catastrophic
damage over a wider area. Had a nuclear exchange occurred during the Cold
War, it is quite probable that nuclear bombs and nuclear-tipped missiles aimed
at enemy missile installations, air fields, military bases, and surface ships would
have been programmed for ground bursts to maximize the bomb’s destructive
capabilities in a concentrated area. This would have also incapacitated unhard-
ened nuclear missile silos, the missiles of which had not yet been fired.

In a ground burst explosion, the signature fireball usually has direct con-
tact with the ground, unlike an air burst detonation. Structures at or near
Ground Zero (the precise spot of the detonation) are wiped out in a fraction
of a second, vaporized by heat that can reach as much as 20 million degrees
Fahrenheit. A 10-kiloton (equivalent to 10,000 tons of TNT) nuclear ground
burst explosion would create a crater 170 feet deep and 600 feet in diameter.
While a ground burst generally causes less physical damage than an air burst,
the radioactive fallout produced by a weapon detonated at ground level is
more pronounced than an air burst explosion. This is because the fireball that
forms the familiar mushroom cloud sucks up millions of tons of dirt and debris,
which settles back to the earth as lethal fallout. Several nations also devel-
oped nuclear bombs designed to penetrate the earth, presumably to destroy
underground bunkers and hardened sites. In the late 1960s, both the United
States and the Soviet Union also developed retarded ground bust weapons,
also called laydown bombs. These devices lay on the ground for a set period
of time before they explode, thus allowing aircraft to flee the area.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Romanian premier (1945–1952) and president (1952–1958). Born in Bacia in
Transylvania (then part of Hungary) on 7 December 1884, Petru Groza studied
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law and economics at universities in Budapest (1903–1905), Berlin (1905),
and Leipzig (1906). Awarded a doctorate in law in 1907 from the University
of Budapest, he then practiced law at Deva in Transylvania and joined the
Romanian National Party (PNR).

Groza served in the Austro-Hungarian Army in World War I. In Decem-
ber 1918 he participated in the assembly at Alba Iulia that proclaimed the
union of Transylvania with Romania. Elected a deputy to the Romanian
parliament in 1919, from 1920 he was a member of General Alexandru
Averescu’s People’s Party. Groza served as minister of public works in 1921
and 1927.

In January 1933, Groza founded and became the leader of the Frontul
Plugarilor (Ploughman’s Front Party), a left-wing agrarian party that advo-
cated land reform, reduction of peasant debt, improved social services, and
heavier taxes on the wealthy. During this time the party, which did not fare
well in the elections of 1935, developed close ties with the political Left,
including the illegal Communist Party.

An opponent of fascism, Groza was briefly imprisoned during World War
II. He revived the Ploughman’s Front (abolished in 1938) in 1944, and the
Soviets included it in their National Democratic Front of October 1944.
Groza’s impeccable left-wing credentials made him an attractive choice to be
premier in Moscow’s communist-dominated front, but he became vice pre-
mier in the government established in November 1944.

Appointed premier on 6 March 1945 in a government dominated by the
communists, Groza assisted the communists in establishing their dictator-
ship. Known as the “Red Lion of Deva,” he served as premier until 2 June
1952, when he became president of the Presidium of the Grand National
Assembly, or chief of state, until 7 January 1958.

Groza was a complex figure who is still highly regarded by Romanians.
A noncommunist, he nonetheless cooperated in the communist takeover
of Romania. He strongly supported the communist land reform policies of
March 1945 that limited private holdings to 50 hectares (125 acres). In all,
more than 1 million hectares were expropriated and distributed to about
800,000 peasants. Groza also presided over the trial of Romania’s World
War II leaders; the abolition of democratic political parties (including his
own Ploughman’s Front) and the monarchy; the concentration on develop-
ment of heavy industry; the introduction of women’s suffrage; Romania’s
acceptance of to the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty, including heavy reparations to
the Soviet Union and loss of territory; and the nation’s complete integration
into the communist bloc.

Groza’s political influence declined over time, although he was able to
slow some radical measures, particularly in education and the economy, and
to protect some prominent Romanian intellectuals. He sought a more con-
ciliatory approach toward Hungary but did support the Soviet military inter-
vention there in 1956. Beginning that same year his health rapidly declined.
Groza died in Bucharest on 7 January 1958.

Dumitru Preda and Spencer C. Tucker
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Austrian foreign minister (1945–1953). Born in Innsbruck on 3 May 1909, Karl
Gruber received a degree in electrical engineering from Innsbruck University
and then studied political science and law there. Although his parents were
Social Democrats, he joined the Fatherland Front in 1936. After the German
takeover in 1938, he did research on high-frequency radio in Berlin. Late in
World War II, he led the anti-Nazi Tyrolean Resistance Movement.

During the Allied occupation, Gruber served as the first postwar gover-
nor of North Tyrol and was a founder of the Austrian People’s Party. He
served as foreign minister (1945–1953) under Karl Renner, Leopold Figl, and
Julius Raab. Dismissed by some scholars as an amateur who concocted fan-
ciful schemes and gave vitriolic, undiplomatic speeches, Gruber is credited
by others with making positive contributions to the Second Republic’s for-
eign policy.

The South Tyrol dispute, the restoration of Austrian sovereignty, and
Westernization dominated Gruber’s agenda. He sought revision of the St.
Germain Treaty, which had awarded the South Tyrol to Italy in 1919. The
Allies rejected alterations of the Italian border in Austria’s favor, however.
In the Gruber–De Gasperi Agreement (5 September 1946), Italy conceded
limited autonomy for the South Tyroleans. Although the Italians violated its
letter and spirit, the agreement acknowledged Austria’s interest in the Ger-
man minority, a starting point for future negotiations.

The goal of restoring full sovereignty through a state treaty proved just
as elusive. The treaty’s nomenclature derived from Austria’s anomalous
status as an occupied nonbelligerent under the theory, propounded in the
Moscow Declaration, that Austria was Adolf Hitler’s first territorial conquest.
Under the Potsdam Declaration, the Soviets demanded the expropriation of
Austria’s German assets and applied a broader definition than the Allies were
willing to concede. By 1950, German assets and Cold War conflicts stalled
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negotiations. Gruber helped break the stalemate by securing Brazilian spon-
sorship of a United Nations resolution encouraging the wartime Allies to expe-
dite an Austrian treaty. Its passage in December 1952, with strong non-Western
support, persuaded the Soviets that the treaty was more than just U.S. prop-
aganda. In early 1953, Julius Raab sponsored Austro-Soviet talks on neutral-
ization. A scandal over publication of Gruber’s memoirs led to his resignation
in autumn 1953. During the first of three stints as ambassador to the United
States, he helped to win U.S. support for the 1955 Austrian State Treaty.

Gruber played an important role in Austria’s economic Westernization.
Despite his American sympathies, he nonetheless rejected American political
strings as the price for Marshall Plan assistance but served as vice president
of the Organization of European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) during
1949–1954. To allay Soviet fears, he rejected Austrian participation in the
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) in 1951.

In 1987, during the Waldheim Affair, Gruber briefly served as special
ambassador to the United States. Kurt Waldheim had been Gruber’s secre-
tary in the 1940s, and he staunchly defended Waldheim’s reputation. Gruber
died in Innsbruck on 1 February 1995.

Joseph Robert White
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The only U.S. military base on communist-held territory and the site of much
East-West discord during the Cold War. Located on both sides of an impres-
sive harbor on the southwestern coast of Cuba, the Guantánamo Naval Base
has been occupied by the United States since the early years of the twentieth
century.

U.S. troops first landed at Guantánamo Bay in June 1898 during the
Spanish-American War. In a 1903 agreement, the United States leased 28,817
acres, or about 45 square miles of land and water, around Guantánamo Bay
from the new Republic of Cuba. A 1934 treaty modified the original lease,
stipulating that the base would revert to Cuban sovereignty only if both
nations agreed to the change.
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Cuba’s post-1959 government, led by communist dictator Fidel Castro,
has steadfastly refused to accept the legality of the base or the payments pro-
vided for in the lease. The Cubans argue that the original lease was forced on
a weak, newly independent Cuba as part of the 1902 Platt Amendment, which
gave the United States the right to intervene in Cuban affairs indefinitely.

U.S. strategic justifications for retaining the base have undergone a num-
ber of permutations. Guantánamo was initially built as a coaling station to
resupply the U.S. fleet. As coal-fueled ships became obsolete, the United
States sought other pretexts to keep the base. Guantánamo, it was sub-
sequently argued, gave the United States control over Atlantic entry to the
Caribbean as well as sea routes between its Atlantic coast ports and the
Panama Canal. When changes in military technology and the end of the Cold
War inspired a debate over the future of the base in the 1990s, Washington
argued that the base was vital in U.S. efforts to interdict drug smugglers from
Central and South America.

Cuban critics have pointed to the U.S. government’s use of the base to
interfere in the economic and political affairs of Cuba. Indeed, Guantánamo
was used to stage U.S. interventions in Cuba in 1906 and 1912 and during
1917–1919, ostensibly to stabilize political disturbances and to protect U.S.-
owned sugar properties in the region.

Following the 1959 Cuban Revolution, Guantánamo was at the center of
the Cold War conflict between the United States and communist Cuba, sup-
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ported by the Soviet Union. Defecting Cubans entering Guantánamo, a 1964
attempt by the Cuban government to cut water supplies to the base, and
clashes between U.S. and Cuban troops along the fence surrounding the
base all created tension. The Cubans also interpreted naval maneuvers con-
ducted from Guantánamo during the Jimmy Carter, Ronald Reagan, and
George H. W. Bush administrations as an assault on Cuban sovereignty.

In 1992, Camp X-Ray was built at the base to house Haitian refugees
seeking entrance to the United States. In 1994, Guantánamo received thou-
sands of Cubans who wished to leave the island. Eight years later, the Amer-
icans began to ferry prisoners captured in the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan
to the base for indefinite detention. Evidence of Americans’ ill treatment of
prisoners at the base provoked a wide-ranging debate within the United
States and abroad during 2002–2007.

Barry Carr
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Central American nation. Guatemala encompasses 43,042 square miles, about
the size of the U.S. state of Tennessee, and had a 1945 population of approx-
imately 2.9 million people. Guatemala borders Mexico to the west and north;
Belize, the Caribbean Sea, and Honduras to the east; and El Salvador and
the Pacific Ocean to the south. Guatemala’s Cold War experience was char-
acterized by frequent coups and the increasing entrenchment of the military
in power with near-total control of the political scene. It was also punctuated
by U.S. interference, driven by economic and ideological reasons.

On 20 October 1944 in what has come to be known as the October Rev-
olution, armed students and workers as well as dissident military officers
ousted the dictatorial Jorge Ubico regime. In its place, an interim regime led
by Francisco Arana and Jacobo Arbenz held a presidential election in which
Juan José Arévalo won 85 percent of the vote and became president. The
revolution and subsequent elections marked the beginning of what has been
termed the Ten Years of Spring, lasting from 1945 to 1954.

Arévalo immediately democratized the state by granting universal suf-
frage to all adults except illiterate women. He also arranged for freedom of
speech and freedom of the press, and he permitted all political parties except
for the Communist Party to function. He devoted large amounts of govern-
ment funding to social programs and also improved labor codes, which angered
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Guatemala’s largest landholder, the American-owned United Fruit Company
(UFCO). Although Arévalo was a staunch anti-Liberal individualist and anti-
Marxist, the U.S. press quickly labeled him a communist. Indeed, the United
States demanded that he modify the labor codes and terminate a number of
his cabinet members because of their alleged communist proclivities.

In 1951, after two failed coup attempts, Defense Minister Arbenz was
elected president. He proceeded to expropriate nearly 1.5 million acres of
land, much of which belonged to the UFCO, and distributed it to roughly
100,000 peasant families. Even though the UFCO received what was argu-
ably fair monetary compensation for the land, it along with Guatemala’s landed
oligarchy demanded an immediate reversal of the land reforms.

Early in 1953 the American Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) engi-
neered a plan to help overthrow Arbenz. It also trained and equipped a
mercenary army of mostly Guatemalan exiles. In June 1954 the self-labeled
liberacionista (liberationist) army, consisting of between 150 and 200 men,
crossed into Guatemala from neighboring Honduras. The army did not press
on, however, instead allowing three U.S.-provided planes (flown by U.S.
pilots) to menace Guatemala City and other urban centers. Guatemala’s army
high command feared the United States and forced Arbenz from power. He
then went into exile in Mexico. Many of the younger soldiers and officers
who were extremely loyal to Arbenz resisted, however, thus beginning a
guerrilla war that lasted until 1996.

The army leadership that took power in Guatemala was firmly anti-
communist and allowed American personnel to be directly involved in gov-
ernment decision making. In 1956 the military, now in complete control of
the government, reversed Arbenz’s reforms. The military continued to direct
the country even in the face of many (failed) coup attempts and escalated
guerrilla warfare. The Pentagon directed the counterinsurgency movement
during 1966–1968, at which point almost all political offices in Guatemala
were held by military personnel. Under the guise of alleged antiterrorist
campaigns, the military suspended all civil rights, carried out mass assassina-
tions and kidnappings, and prevented all opposition parties from participating
in the political process. These increasingly brutal tactics led to Guatemala’s
increasing international isolation as well as staunch civilian resistance.

The years 1980–1983 saw the most intense fighting. Under the leader-
ship of President-General Romeo Lucas García (1978–1983), newly formed
death squads attempted to quell guerrilla forces in the cities and the coun-
tryside. In rural areas, a scorched-earth policy resulted in the destruction of
entire villages—sometimes along with their inhabitants—and decimated
jungles and forests. Up to 200,000 civilians may have perished during the
forty years of civil war.

By 1982 there were a number of different coup plots in which the CIA
was involved. Lucas, realizing that he could not remain in charge, stepped
down, and General José Efraín Ríos Montt took over as head of a military
junta. He was forced to resign on 8 August 1983, however, because he con-
tinued to stall democratic reforms. General Oscar Mejía Victores then took
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over. He held the country’s first real and free election since 1951, which was
supported by the United States.

A civilian, Vinicio Cerezo, was elected president in 1985. Yet during 1983–
1989 the military still held the reins of political power and fought against the
guerrillas and constant coup attempts. At the end of the Cold War, despite
nearly half a century of dictatorial repression, revolutionary movements con-
tinued to gain strength in Guatemala. By 1996 the government and military
establishment finally realized that it could not win against the guerrilla
forces, and a peace accord was signed between the two sides to end the civil
war. Nevertheless, political corruption and violence continue to plague the
country.

Jonathan A. Clapperton
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Covert U.S.-sponsored coup against the Guatemalan regime of Jacobo Arbenz,
whose policies were deemed communistic and a threat to U.S. interests. The
1954 intervention in Guatemala represented a successful covert operation
backed by the United States and engineered by the Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) in a region that had often witnessed direct U.S. military inter-
vention in the early twentieth century.

At the beginning of the Cold War, Latin America ranked low on the list
of U.S. priorities. In fact, when the newly created CIA evaluated Soviet aims
in Latin America in late 1947, it concluded that there was almost no possi-
bility of a communist takeover anywhere in the area. At the same time, there
existed a major disagreement over hemispheric priorities between the United
States and Latin America. While the United States stressed strategic con-
cerns, Latin American nations constantly pressed the United States to help
promote economic development. Although the United States was primarily
concerned with promoting stability in the area, it did not automatically oppose
major change, as its substantial support for revolutionary Bolivia in the 1950s
demonstrated.
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The evolving situation in Guatemala, however, provoked a much differ-
ent American response. U.S. policymakers’ concerns with Guatemala began
in 1944 upon the overthrow of longtime dictator General Jorge Ubico. The
succeeding administrations of Juan José Arévalo (1945–1951), an educator,
and Jacobo Arbenz (1951–1954), a reform-minded army colonel, implemented
a nationalist, reformist program. These reforms soon led to a conflict between
the government and foreign-owned companies, especially the powerful
United Fruit Company (UFCO), an American-owned corporation. These
companies had influential friends and lobbyists in Washington, and the U.S.
government was increasingly concerned about the growing influence of com-
munists in Guatemala, especially in the labor movement and in the agrarian
reform program. Arbenz’s new labor policy led the UFCO to pressure the
U.S. government to impose economic sanctions, but the Truman adminis-
tration refused to be drawn into the growing controversy. In June 1952 the
Arbenz government implemented new agrarian legislation providing for the
expropriation of uncultivated lands, with compensation in government
bonds. In early 1953, the Guatemalan government used this legislation to
expropriate the UFCO’s unused land. The new U.S. administration of Dwight
Eisenhower vigorously protested the action as discriminatory and the method
of compensation as inadequate, although past American administrations had
considered payment in bonds as satisfactory.

The Eisenhower administration responded with a two-track policy: a
diplomatic track pursued by Secretary of State John Foster Dulles and a mil-
itary track under his brother, CIA Director Allen Dulles. Both of the Dulles
brothers had connections to the UFCO; John Foster Dulles had worked for
a law firm representing UFCO, while brother Allen had served on the com-
pany’s board of directors. At the diplomatic level, John Foster Dulles moved
for action against Guatemala at the Tenth Inter-American Conference at
Caracas in March 1954, where he personally headed the U.S. delegation.
Dulles, however, encountered the usual Latin American desire to discuss
economic problems, not the perceived communist threat to the American
republics. After two weeks of negotiations, the conference unenthusiastically
passed a resolution classifying international communism as a threat to the
independence of American states and calling for a consultative meeting of
foreign ministers to deal with specific cases. Neither Dulles nor the resolu-
tion specifically mentioned Guatemala, although Guatemala cast the only vote
against the resolution.

The resolution of the Guatemalan situation ultimately reflected the
second track being pursued by the United States. The CIA had already
begun arming and training a group of Guatemalan exiles, led by Guatemalan
Colonel Carlos Castillo Armas, in late 1953. On 18 June 1954, this force of
approximately 150 men invaded Guatemala from neighboring Honduras.
Supporting the invasion force were three aircraft based in Nicaragua and
flown by civilian pilots, most of whom were U.S. citizens or CIA operatives.
The key to the intervention’s success was neither the rebel force nor the CIA
but rather the attitude assumed by the regular Guatemalan Army, which
refused to mount any significant opposition to the invasion. When Arbenz
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took matters into his own hands and tried to arm his civil-
ian supporters, the army prevented the move and instead
forced the resignation of Arbenz on 27 June. A military junta
appointed Armas provisional president on 7 July. Armas
indicated the direction that his regime would take when
he returned the UFCO lands expropriated under Arbenz.
The U.S. government responded by recognizing the new
government on 13 July and by providing military, eco-
nomic, and technical aid to the new regime.

The Arbenz government had initially hoped for inter-
national support in the crisis. Guatemala twice appealed to
the United Nations Security Council to end the fighting
but received only a watered-down resolution calling for an
end to any actions that might cause further bloodshed.
The Organization of American States (OAS) responded to
the Guatemalan situation on 28 June, the day after Arbenz
resigned. The OAS Council called for a meeting of foreign
ministers in Rio for 7 July, although the rapid consolidation
of power by Armas ended the crisis, and the Rio meeting
was never held.

The decision by the Eisenhower administration to
intervene in Guatemala was influenced by the earlier
(August–September 1953) CIA-backed coup in Iran, which
had toppled a nationalist regime and restored the pro-
American Shah of Iran to power. The lessons of Iran were
applied to Guatemala. The lessons of Guatemala would in
turn be applied to Cuba with disastrous results during the
Bay of Pigs debacle in April 1961. The United States had successfully kept
the Guatemalan crisis a hemispheric issue to be handled by the OAS, but the
American role in Arbenz’s ouster violated one of the most important provi-
sions of the OAS Charter: the prohibition on intervention. The Eisenhower
administration clearly believed that the Guatemalan operation was a major
victory in the Cold War and that such covert operations offered an effective
and inexpensive way of dealing with similar problems in the future. The
intervention itself did little to promote peace or stability in Guatemala.
Armas was assassinated in July 1957, and bitter political divisions and the
socioeconomic issues behind them continue to haunt Guatemala in the
twenty-first century.

Don M. Coerver
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Peasant volunteers who comprised the liberation forces of
Colonel Carlos Castillo Armas march back to the center 
of Guatemala City after helping to put down an uprising
against the regime, 7 August 1954. (Bettmann/Corbis)
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Argentine Marxist revolutionary and contributor to the doctrine of revolu-
tionary warfare. Born on 14 June 1928 to a middle-class family in Rosario,
Argentina, Ernesto “Che” Guevara de la Serna trained as a medical doctor at
the University of Buenos Aires, graduating in 1953. That same year he trav-
eled throughout Latin America, witnessing the early months of the Bolivian
National Revolution and the last months of the October Revolution in
Guatemala during the reign of Jacobo Arbenz. America’s covert 1954 opera-
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Cuban revolutionary Ernesto “Che” Guevara was a key player in the overthrow of the Batista dictatorship in Cuba.
Guevara was wounded and executed by the Bolivian Army while training leftist guerrillas in Bolivia in 1967. (Library 
of Congress)



tion that ousted the leftist Arbenz from power radicalized Guevara, as did his
later encounter in Mexico with several Cuban revolutionaries, including
Fidel Castro. Guevara subsequently joined Castro’s expedition to Cuba in
December 1956 and fought with his July 26 Movement until it triumphed
in January 1959.

Guevara became Cuba’s first president of the National Bank and then
minister of industry in Cuba’s early postrevolutionary government, where
he espoused unorthodox Marxist economic ideas about the scope and timing
of economic transformation. His notion of the “New Man” and his advocacy
of centralized planning and the urgency of abolishing capitalist influences
pitted him against more orthodox Marxist and Soviet advisors. Guevara’s line
won out in the early and mid-1960s, leading to a reliance on moral rather than
material incentives and experiments with the abolition of currency. What was
sometimes called Sino-Guevarism climaxed in the disastrous Ten-Million-Ton
Sugar Harvest Campaign of 1968. Following this, Cuba’s economic policy
retreated from Guevarista utopianism.

Guevara left Cuba in 1965, possibly because of disagreement with its
political leadership and certainly because of a long-standing commitment to
promoting worldwide revolution. In his early years in Cuba, he had been a
proponent of the heretical political and military ideas of what became known
as foco theory. The foquistas, including the French philosopher Régis Debray,
challenged the orthodox communist emphasis on parliamentary and legal
struggle, advocating instead the establishment of rural, peasant-based centers
( focos) to foment revolutionary commitments.

Guevara traveled to the Congo in 1965 and then to Bolivia in 1966. It
is now believed that Guevara’s project to initiate an insurrection there was
prompted by a desire to use Bolivia as a focus for the transformation of
neighboring countries rather than by a belief in the viability of making revo-
lution in Bolivia itself, where a major social revolution had begun in 1952.
Guevara’s overwhelming goal was to provide a diversion that would weaken
U.S. resolve and resources then dedicated to waging war in Vietnam.

The foquistas were aware that postrevolutionary Cuba would increase
American efforts to prevent more revolutions by modernizing Latin Ameri-
can militaries and developing modernization and reform projects such as the
Alliance for Progress. But they underestimated the speed with which sec-
tions of the Bolivian armed forces would be transformed by U.S. aid and
training once Guevara had located to Bolivia.

Guevara’s revolutionary expedition was also handicapped by tense rela-
tions with the Bolivian Communist Party and its leader, Mario Monje, who
was offended by Guevara’s insistence on maintaining leadership of the revo-
lutionary focos. There was also little peasant support for the Guevarista force,
which was made up of both Bolivian recruits and experienced Cuban revo-
lutionaries. Difficult terrain also complicated the revolutionaries’ work, and
eventually they split into two groups.

The most controversial issue surrounding the collapse of Guevara’s efforts
in Bolivia is whether or not Cuban support for the guerrillas was satisfactory.
Some Guevara biographers have suggested that Soviet and Cuban relations
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with the revolutionaries were partly shaped by Soviet annoyance at the
impact that the new revolutionary front might have on its relations with the
United States. Thus far, there is no conclusive evidence to support this line
of argument.

A Bolivian Army unit captured Guevara in the Yuro ravine on 8 October
1967 and summarily executed him the next day at La Higuera, Villagrande.
One of his hands was removed to facilitate identification by U.S. intelligence.
A copy of Guevara’s diaries was smuggled to Cuba, where it was published
(along with an edition brokered by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency) as
his Bolivian Diaries. Guevara’s body was uncovered in an unmarked site in
Bolivia in 1997 and, together with the remains of a number of other Cuban
revolutionaries who died in Bolivia, was repatriated to Cuba for internment
in a monument in Santa Clara City.

Barry Carr
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Russian acronym for Glavnoye Upravleniye Lagerey (State Director of
Camps), an agency of the Soviet secret police that administered the Soviet
system of forced labor camps where political dissenters, dissidents, and other
alleged enemies of the state were sent.

The first gulags were established in tsarist Russia and in the early Soviet
era under Vladimir Lenin. The gulags reached their zenith in the period of
Josef Stalin’s rule. Unlike other labor camps before and after, people were
imprisoned not just for what they had done but also for who they were in
terms of class, religion, nationality, and race. The gulag was one of the means
by which to implement Stalin’s political purges, which cleansed the Soviet
Union of real and imagined enemies.

The first gulag victims were hundreds of thousands of people caught in
the collectivization campaigns in the early 1930s. After the Red Army’s inva-
sion of the Baltic states and Poland in June 1941, the secret police incar-
cerated potential resistors. When Adolf Hitler sent German armies into the
Soviet Union in June 1941, people of German ancestry in Eastern Europe
were incarcerated as well. Following the German defeat at Stalingrad, the
Red Army advanced west, capturing and imprisoning enemy soldiers. Stalin
also incarcerated partisan groups from all over Eastern Europe.
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Following World War II, the Allies agreed that all Russian citizens should
be returned to the Soviet Union. This naturally included Soviet prisoners of
war held by the Germans. The Western Allies also forced anti-Soviet émigrés,
many of whom had fought with Hitler, to return to the Soviet Union. The
vast majority of these were either shot or simply disappeared into a gulag.
In March 1946, the Soviet secret police began incarcerating ethnic minori-
ties, Soviet Jews, and youth groups for allegedly anti-Stalinist conspiracies as
well as people who were viewed as a hindrance to Sovietization campaigns
in Eastern Europe.

The juridical process for sentencing people to a gulag comprised a three-
person panel, which could both try and sentence the accused or simply rely
on Article 58 of the Soviet Criminal Code. Article 58 deprived Soviet citizens
suspected of illegal activity of any rights and permitted the authorities to
send anyone to the camps for any reason, justified or not. The gulag served
as an institution to punish people but also was meant to fulfill an economic
function, for Stalin sought to deploy workers in remote parts of Russia that
had brutal climates but were rich with natural resources.

In the early 1950s, gulag authorities issued reports revealing that the camp
system was unprofitable. Stalin, however, commanded further construction
projects such as railways, canals, power stations, and tunnels. Thus, thou-
sands of prisoners died, and maintenance costs skyrocketed. To an extent,
the situation changed in the gulags after the war because the inmates had
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Barbed wire surrounds the Soviet penal colony at Minsk in the USSR, 16 February 1958. (Bettmann/Corbis)



changed. These new politicals were well-organized and experienced fighters
who often banded together and dominated the camps. Slowly, authorities lost
control.

Immediately following Stalin’s death in March 1953, Lavrenty Beria
briefly took charge, reorganized the gulags, and abandoned most of Stalin’s
construction projects. Beria granted amnesty to all prisoners sentenced to
five years or less, pregnant women, and women with children under age eight-
een. He also secretly abolished the use of physical force against detainees. In
June 1953, he announced his decision to liquidate the gulags altogether.
However, he was subsequently arrested and executed. The new Soviet lead-
ership under Nikita Khrushchev reversed most of Beria’s reforms, although
it did not revoke the amnesties.

Because neither Beria nor Khrushchev rehabilitated the political prisoners,
they began to fight back with their new and well-organized groups. They
killed informers, staged strikes, and fomented rebellions. The biggest of
these occurred in Steplag, Kazakhstan, and lasted from spring until late sum-
mer 1954. Inmates seized control, but Soviet authorities brutally quashed the
revolt.

In the aftermath of the Steplag rebellion, the secret police relaxed gulag
regulations, implemented an eight-hour workday, and gradually began to re-
examine individual cases. This process was accelerated by Khrushchev’s
condemnation of Stalin’s rule in February 1956. In the so-called Thaw Era,
the gulags were officially dissolved, and the two biggest camp complexes in
Norilsk and Dalstroi were dismantled. Despite the Thaw, certain politicals
were still incarcerated.

Under Leonid Brezhnev, politicals were renamed “dissidents.” In the
wake of the Hungarian Revolution in October 1956, the Komitet Gosu-
darstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB) used two camps in Moldovia and Perm to
incarcerate dissidents. In contrast to former prisoners, these detainees con-
sciously criticized the government and purposely invited incarceration to gain
the attention of Western media. By 1966 Brezhnev, and later Yuri Andropov,
then chairman of the KGB, declared these dissidents “insane” and impris-
oned them in psychiatric hospitals. When Mikhail Gorbachev took power in
1985 and embarked on reform, perestroika brought a final end to the gulags
in 1987, and glasnost allowed limited access to information about their
history.

It is impossible to determine just how many people were imprisoned
and how many died in the gulags. Conservative estimates hold that 28.7 mil-
lion forced laborers passed through the gulag system. There were never more
than 2 million people at a time in the system, although perhaps as many as
3 million people died during the Stalin era in the camps.

Frank Beyersdorf
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South American nation. Formerly British Guiana, Great Britain’s only colony
on the South American mainland, Guyana covers 83,000 square miles and is
bordered by Venezuela to the west, Brazil to the south, Suriname to the east,
and the Atlantic Ocean to the north. It had a 1945 population of some
370,000 people. Guyana’s major export is sugar, the cultivation of which has
created a multiethnic country as African slaves and then indentured servants
from Portugal, China, and India were brought to work on the sugar planta-
tions. By 1960, East Indians made up about 45 percent of the voting age pop-
ulation and Afro-Guianese a little more than a third.

Nationalism in British Guiana took firm hold shortly after the 1943
homecoming of Cheddi Jagan, an Indo-Guianese dentist. Jagan had received
his dental training in the United States, where he met and married Janet
Rosenberg, a radical activist who had been a member of the Young Commu-
nist League (YCL). The Jagans immediately began organizing an anticolonial
movement that became the radical and multiracial People’s Progressive Party
(PPP). Afro-Guianese in the PPP were led by Forbes Burnham, a charismatic
lawyer. Under their leadership, the PPP overwhelmingly won the colony’s
first legislative elections held under universal suffrage in 1953 and was ex-
pected to lead British Guiana to independence. Instead, the Jagans and
many of the PPP’s leaders acted with unexpected radicalism. Convinced that
the government was communist, the British government sent a warship
to Georgetown, the colony’s capital, and removed the PPP from power on
9 October 1953, just 133 days after its electoral victory.

Thereafter, Burnham split with the Jagans, claiming that they were com-
munists, and formed a predominantly Afro-Guianese party. Jagan won the
ensuing election with the support of East Indians and radical Afro-Guianese.
He was reelected in 1961, and the British implied that he would lead the
colony to independence.

U.S. President John F. Kennedy did not want Jagan to lead an inde-
pendent Guyana. Following the April 1961 Bay of Pigs debacle, the prospect
of a “Cuba on the South American mainland” greatly worried the Kennedy
administration. After an October 1961 meeting with Jagan, Kennedy con-
cluded that Jagan was a communist (or at least a fellow traveler) under his
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wife Janet’s control and had to be removed from power. Under much U.S.
pressure, the British reluctantly agreed.

In February 1962, Jagan proposed a bill that would raise taxes and insti-
tute compulsory savings. The bill would have its greatest impact on urban
Afro-Guianese trade unionists and Portuguese businessmen. The labor unions
called a general strike centered in Georgetown, and many businesses locked
out those who refused to strike. Strikers were soon joined by the opposition
parties. Riots broke out on 16 February, which led to arson that burned much
of Georgetown’s commercial district. Jagan quickly withdrew the bill.

The following year, Jagan proposed a union recognition bill, which he
claimed was based on the New Deal’s Wagner Act, that would have given his
government effective control over the labor movement. Labor responded
with an eighty-day general strike that increased racial tensions and violence
but forced Jagan to withdraw the bill.

Both strikes received assistance from the American Federation of Labor
and Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO), with the AFL-CIO
providing approximately $1 million in strike relief in 1963. It was later
revealed that the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) had provided the AFL-
CIO with the strike funding. It is unclear what role, if any, the CIA played in
the arson and violence and what role British intelligence played.

On 31 October 1963, the British announced that before British Guiana
could receive independence, there would be a final election, this time held
under proportional representation. The furious Jagan launched a sugar
workers’ recognition strike in February 1964 in an effort to take over that
industry, which primarily employed East Indians. Jagan called off the strike
after 161 increasingly violent days, which the British and U.S. governments
attributed to Cuban-trained East Indian youths and an Afro-Guianese ter-
rorist cell.

Although the PPP received 46 percent of the vote in the 7 December
1964 election, Burnham was elected prime minister as the head of a coali-
tion. On 26 May 1966, the British granted Guyana its independence. Burn-
ham quickly jettisoned his coalition partner, made himself president for life
in a series of rigged elections, and progressively moved to the autocratic
Left. While the U.S. government was unhappy with this turnabout, it con-
tinued to support Burnham and his successor, Desmond Hoyte, to keep
Jagan from power. Only with the Cold War’s end did the United States pres-
sure the Guyanese government to democratize. Jagan was elected president
in 1992.

Robert Anthony Waters Jr.
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