
Island nation in the north-central Atlantic Ocean covering 39,768 square
miles, approximately the size of the U.S. state of Kentucky. Iceland is sur-
rounded by the Atlantic Ocean to the south, the Greenland Sea to the north,
the Norwegian Sea to the east, and the Strait of Denmark to the west. Ice-
land had a 1945 population of 130,350 people. Until it declared its indepen-
dence in 1944 during World War II, Iceland was an integral part of Denmark.

Until the early twentieth century, Iceland was poor, isolated, and of little
concern to European powers. That changed with the two world wars. In
1918, Icelanders gained full autonomy within the Danish Kingdom. World
War II brought yet more change. On 9 May 1940, British forces occupied the
island, primarily in order to keep Germany from seizing it and to protect
shipping routes in the North Atlantic. Although Icelanders protested this
action, they preferred a British presence to that of Nazi Germany. U.S. Pres-
ident Franklin Roosevelt considered Iceland of vital importance to the secu-
rity of the United States. Thus, on 7 July 1941, U.S. forces landed in the
island Iceland, gradually taking over defense duties. This was done with the
full agreement of British and Icelandic authorities, who welcomed the change
from occupation to a mutually agreed-upon protectorate. During the war, up
to 45,000 American servicemen were stationed on the island. The locals
enjoyed an economic boom, but social tensions were also evident.

During the Cold War, Iceland came to occupy an important strategic
position. For the West, it was a vital stepping stone for both defensive and
offensive military operations. Icelanders, however, were always a reluctant
ally. Having so recently gained independence, they were loath to have for-
eign troops on their soil. When they deemed this to be virtually inevitable,
however, they were determined to make the most of the foreign presence
materially and politically, sometimes to the chagrin of their allies.

The United States sought to maintain its presence in Iceland following
World War II by requesting the right to lease military bases for ninety-nine
years. Icelanders flatly rejected the request and sought protection in neu-
trality. In 1946, a compromise was reached that allowed a U.S. civilian con-
tractor to continue to operate the large airfield at Keflavík, deemed vital for

Iceland 963

Iceland

I



reconnaissance purposes. The following year, Iceland par-
ticipated in the Marshall Plan.

At this time (and especially after the communist coup
in Prague in early 1948), many pro-Western politicians in
Iceland began to fear that the security of the island could
not be protected by a pledge of neutrality. When the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was formed in 1949,
Iceland decided to join on the condition that foreign troops
would not be stationed in Iceland during peacetime. Pro-
Moscow Icelandic socialists, who regularly garnered up
to 20 percent of the general election vote, condemned the
move, and riots broke out when the parliament agreed on
Iceland’s NATO membership.

In 1950, increased tensions because of the Korean War
convinced Icelandic pro-Western politicians that the coun-
try could no longer afford to be without military protec-
tion. On 5 May 1951 Iceland and the United States signed
a defense pact, and two days later U.S. servicemen returned
to the island.

In 1956, a left-wing coalition in Iceland declared that
the world situation had so improved that American forces
could leave. This declaration, which was never codified,
was reversed after the Soviets invaded Hungary to quash

the Hungarian Revolution. Western loans also helped to bring the Icelanders
around. During 1958–1961, a major fishing limits dispute between Iceland
and Britain, the first of the Cod Wars, temporarily upset Iceland’s relations
with its Western allies.

In 1960 all U.S. Army units were withdrawn from Iceland, and the fol-
lowing year the U.S. Navy replaced the U.S. Air Force as the host military
service in Iceland. Although the country was no longer as important for offen-
sive and defensive purposes as it had been in the early Cold War, it remained
a key stepping stone in communications between the United States and
Western Europe and a vital link in the North American Early Warning Sys-
tem (NORAD) and the GIUK (Greenland, Iceland, UK) sea-air surveillance
barrier.

During 1971–1974, a new left-wing Icelandic regime again declared its
intention to expel American forces. As before, however, the effort was half-
hearted, and the majority of Icelanders would not have supported it because
of both their pro-Western orientation and the economic benefits that sprang
from the U.S. base at Keflavík. Still, two further Cod Wars with Britain in the
1970s created strains in the alliance. As in the first conflict, Icelanders made
good use of their nation’s strategic importance to extract concessions. After
the last Cod War in 1976, Iceland’s relations with its Western allies were gen-
erally trouble-free. An increase in Soviet naval activity ensured the importance
of surveillance facilities in Iceland.

The end of the Cold War, however, dramatically reduced Iceland’s strate-
gic role. Since the early 1990s, the United States has systematically reduced
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its presence in Iceland. By 2004, only some 2,000 U.S. servicemen were based
there. Radar stations had been dismantled, reconnaissance aircraft were no
longer based permanently at Keflavík, and only four fighter jets were sta-
tioned there. In the words of a NATO official, in strategic terms Iceland had
moved “to the edge of nowhere.”

Gudni Jóhannesson
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Japanese Liberal Democratic Party politician and prime minister (1960–1964).
Born in Hiroshima Prefecture on 3 December 1899, Ikeda Hayato graduated
from Kyoto Imperial University in 1925 with a degree in law. He joined the
Finance Ministry and served as deputy finance minister during 1947–1948.

In the 1949 general election Ikeda won election to the Diet from Hiro-
shima Prefecture as a Democratic Liberal. He was a protégé of Prime Minis-
ter Yoshida Shigeru. Ikeda served twice as finance minister (1949–1952,
1956–1957) and as minister for international trade and industry (1952, 1959–
1960). During the Allied occupation of Japan (1945–1952), he was respon-
sible for implementing the Dodge Plan, an economic stabilization program.
In 1951 he was a member of the Japanese delegation to the San Francisco
Peace Conference, and from 1956 he formed his own faction within the rul-
ing Liberal Democratic Party.

In July 1960 Ikeda assumed the premiership, taking over from Kishi
Nobusuke, who had split public opinion over revision of the United States–
Japan Security Treaty. In contrast, Ikeda pursued a low-profile foreign policy,
preferring to focus on domestic issues, above all the economy.

Aiming to turn Japan into an economic great power, Ikeda launched a
plan to double Japan’s gross national product within a decade. This enjoyed
strong support from across the political spectrum. During his premiership,
Japan joined the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
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(OECD) and secured full membership in the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF). Politically,
Ikeda continued the policy of close cooperation with the United States. He
saw Japan as constituting one of the so-called three pillars of the free world,
alongside the United States and Western Europe. Ikeda also sought to im-
prove relations with the People’s Republic of China (PRC). Economic ties
were strengthened, but diplomatic relations were not established.

Poor health forced Ikeda to resign in October 1964. He died in Tokyo on
13 August 1965.

Takemoto Tomoyuki and Christopher W. Braddick
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Romanian political leader and president (1989–1996, 2000–2004). Ion Iliescu
was born on 3 March 1930 in the small town of Oltenit ca, Ca bla bras ci County,
southern Romania. His father was a railway worker, trade union activist,
and leader of the illegal Communist Party. Iliescu attended high school in
Bucharest and then studied electric technology of the Polytechnic Institute
of Bucharest (1949–1950) and at the Energy Institute in Moscow (1950–1954),
specializing in hydroelectric power systems and water management.

Iliescu began his professional career in 1955 as a design engineer at the
Energy Institute of Bucharest, but his chief interest was politics. He had
joined the Union of Communist Youth in 1944 and then the Progressive
Youth Association. In March 1949 he became a member of the Central Com-
mittee of the Union of Communist Youth, and during his years in Moscow he
was secretary of the Romanian Students Committee. A candidate member of
the Romanian Communist Party (RCP) in 1953, he became a full member
in 1955.

Iliescu was one of the founders of and then headed the Communist Fed-
eration of Romanian University Students during 1956–1959, participating in
many activities of the International Union of Students. In 1960 he was elected
to the Grand National Assembly (Romanian parliament). During 1960–1967
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he served in the Central Committee’s Department for Ideology and Propa-
ganda, and he was minister for Youth Affairs during 1967–1971. He was
closely identified with Romanian dictator Nicolae Ceauscescu.

In 1971 Iliescu’s close relationship with Ceaus cescu ended when he criti-
cized the latter for his “Cultural Revolution,” a reference to Mao Zedong’s
policies in the People’s Republic of China (PRC). Ceaus cescu stripped Ili-
escu of his major party posts and exiled him to western Romania, where he
served on the Timisc County Council (1971–1974). Because he was a critic
rather than an opponent of the regime, he was soon back in favor as president
of the Ias ci County Council (1974–1979). He was then a candidate member
of the Executive Committee of the RCP. Iliescu’s continued criticism of
Ceauscescu’s cult of personality, however, led to his removal by 1984 from all
his party posts.

Shunted into the position of director of the Technical Publishing House in
Bucharest, Iliescu came to be regarded as a communist reformer. He played
no role in active plots to overthrow the increasingly dictatorial Ceauscescu but
did take part in planning for a governmental structure should the Ceauscescu
regime end.

In late December 1989, upon the overthrow of Ceaus cescu, Iliescu
emerged as the leader of the hastily formed National Salvation Front Coun-
cil. As a communist reformer, he was acceptable to the various elites in the
country. To win over the people who had carried out the revolution, he ended
most of the former regime’s repressive policies. During this period, he main-
tained a delicate balance between still-powerful former regime’s elites and
those desiring complete change.

In May 1990 Iliescu was elected president of Romania with 85 percent
of the vote, but he came under considerable criticism in the West for Roman-
ian repression of Roma (Gypsies) and the Hungarian minority and for the
violent suppression of demonstrations in Bucharest by Jeu Valley miners.
Iliescu won reelection as president in 1992 with 61 percent of the vote, but
his party failed to win a majority of seats in parliament. In 1996 he failed to
win another presidential term but continued his political career in the
Romanian senate (1996–2000).

Iliescu was again president of Romania during 2000–2004, winning elec-
tion with 67 percent of the vote. He moved Romania increasingly closer to
Western Europe and the United States. In 2002 Romania joined the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Fluent in French, English, and Rus-
sian, Iliescu has written many books and articles.

Dumitru Preda and Spencer C. Tucker
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U.S. amphibious assault during the Korean War (1950–1953). Code-named
Operation CHROMITE, the Inchon Landing turned the tide of the conflict. By
mid-July 1950, even as Republic of Korea Army (ROKA, South Korean) and
U.S. troops were fighting in southwestern Korea to defend the vital port of
Pusan from Korean People’s Army (KPA, North Korean) attacks, General
Douglas MacArthur, U.S. Far East and United Nations Command (UNC)
commander, prepared to present the North Koreans with a two-front war.
Confident that his Eighth Army could hold the Pusan Perimeter, he began
diverting resources for an invasion force in the North Korean rear.
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U.S. Marines of the 1st Division scale a seawall during the Inchon invasion on 15 September 1950. The Inchon Landing
was a brilliant strategic coup that turned the tide of the war against the Democratic Republic of Korea (DPRK, North
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MacArthur selected Inchon. Korea’s second largest port, it was only 15
miles from the South Korean capital of Seoul. This area was the most impor-
tant road and rail hub in Korea and a vital link in the main North Korean sup-
ply line south. Cutting it would starve KPA forces facing the Eighth Army.
Also, Kimpo airfield near Inchon was one of the few hard-surface airfields in
Korea, and the capture of Seoul would be a serious psychological blow for the
North Koreans.

Planning for CHROMITE began on 12 August. Only MacArthur favored
Inchon. The U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and most of MacArthur’s subor-
dinate commanders opposed it. Tidal shifts there were among the highest in
the world. At ebb tide the harbor turned into mudflats, and the navy would
have only a three-hour period on each tide to enter or leave the port. The
channel was narrow and winding, and one sunken ship would block all traf-
fic. There were no beaches, only twelve-foot seawalls that would have to be
scaled.

MacArthur overrode suggestions for other sites, and on 28 August he
received formal JCS approval for the landing, to be carried out by X Corps.
Activated on 26 August and commanded by Major General Edward M.
Almond, it consisted principally of Major General Oliver P. Smith’s 1st Marine
Division and Major General David G. Barr’s 7th Army Division. Vice Admiral
A. D. Struble commanded Joint Task Force Seven for the landing; Rear Ad-
miral James Doyle developed the landing plan and was second in command.

More than 230 ships took part in the operation. The armada of vessels,
carrying nearly 70,000 men, included ships from many countries. Thirty-
seven of 47 tank-landing ships (LSTs) in the invasion were hastily recalled
from Japanese merchant service and manned by Japanese crews. Planes from
4 aircraft carriers provided air support.

Although loading was delayed by Typhoon Jane on 3 September, dead-
lines were met. On 13 September the task force was hit at sea by Typhoon
Kezia, although no serious damage resulted. The task force reached the
Inchon Narrows just before dawn on 15 September, the fifth day of air and
naval bombardment by four cruisers and six destroyers.

At 6:33 A.M., as MacArthur observed events from the bridge of the Mount
McKinley, the 5th Marines went ashore to capture Wolmi-do, the island con-
trolling access to the harbor. Resistance was light. At 2:30 P.M. cruisers and
destroyers began a shore bombardment of Inchon, and at 5:31 P.M. the first
Americans climbed up ladders onto the seawall. Fortune had smiled on Mac-
Arthur, as the Marines discovered numerous mines at the port waiting to be
laid in the water.

The Marines sustained casualties on D-Day of 20 dead, 1 missing, and
174 wounded. The next day as they drove on toward Seoul, Eighth Army
began a breakout along the Pusan Perimeter. On 18 September the 7th In-
fantry Division began landing at Inchon, and on 21 September a remaining
Marine regiment disembarked. The Inchon and Pusan forces made contact
on 26 September at Osan. Seoul fell on the afternoon of 27 September.

Victory in the Inchon-Seoul campaign greatly increased MacArthur’s
self-confidence. He believed that the KPA was so badly beaten that the war
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for Korea had been all but won and was just a matter of mopping up, an assess-
ment that proved grossly incorrect.

Spencer C. Tucker
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South Asian nation with an area of 1.269 million square miles, roughly one-
third the size of the United States. The Republic of India, when it received
independence in 1947, had a population of some 350 million. It is bordered
by Bangladesh and Myanmar (Burma) to the east; Pakistan to the west;
Bhutan, the People’s Republic of China (PRC), and Nepal to the north; and
the Arabian Sea and Bay of Bengal to the south. Predominantly Hindu, India
is a secular, federal republic with a parliamentary form of government. The
prime minister, as leader of the majority party in parliament, wields real exec-
utive power. Since independence, the Congress Party has been the country’s
dominant political force.

Indian civilization traces its origins to the ancient Indus Valley settlements
around Harappa and Mohenjo-daro (modern-day Pakistan) that flourished
more than 4,000 years ago. Successive waves of invaders, from the Indo-
Europeans to the Turko-Afghans, added linguistic and religious influences
to Indian culture. The Portuguese were the first Europeans to arrive on the
coastal regions of India in the late fifteenth century. By the nineteenth cen-
tury, the British had become the dominant power in India, although their
control over the large landmass remained tenuous and uneven. The 1857
Sepoy Revolt prompted the British Crown to take over responsibility for
administering British India from the British East India Company.

Resistance to British rule took root among the Western-educated Indian
elite in the 1870s. The Indian National Congress, established in 1885, quickly
became the voice of Indian nationalism. After World War I, this elite-based
nationalism blossomed into a mass movement through the efforts of Mohan-
das Gandhi and Jawaharlal Nehru. Muslim leaders, especially Muhammad
Ali Jinnah of the All-India Muslim League, questioned whether a Hindu-
majority state would protect the rights of the Muslim minority. Such doubts
led the way to the division of India at independence, creating India on 15
August 1947 and Pakistan on 14 August 1947.
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Partition was accompanied by widespread communal and sectarian vio-
lence that left many dead. Gandhi was assassinated by fanatical Hindus on
30 January 1948. Moreover, the subcontinent witnessed massive population
relocations as Hindus and Muslims scrambled to be on the right side of the
partition lines. The Partition Plan allowed rulers of princely states to decide
whether to be incorporated into India or Pakistan. The dispute over the
accession to India by the Hindu ruler of Jammu and Kashmir (commonly
known as Kashmir), a predominantly Muslim territory, led to the first war
between India and Pakistan in 1947. A cease-fire supervised by the United
Nations (UN) took effect in January 1949, but the dispute would continue to
bedevil Indo-Pakistani relations, leading to another outbreak of hostilities
in 1965. Indeed, the Kashmir dispute remains unresolved today.

During 1947–1964, Nehru remained at the helm of Indian politics as the
first prime minister. Beginning in 1951, the Nehru government launched the
first of a series of Five-Year Plans to steer national economic development,
increase food production, and alleviate rural isolation and poverty. India
received capital and technical assistance from countries such as Great Britain,
Japan, the Soviet Union, and the United States.

Nehru sought to maintain a nonaligned position in the Cold War and
envisioned Indian leadership of an emerging bloc of newly independent
Asian and African nations. In 1955, India cosponsored the Bandung Confer-
ence. Nehru also cultivated cordial relations with the PRC but received a
rude shock when border disputes led to a Chinese invasion of the Northeast
Frontier territory in 1962. His neutralist foreign policy found little favor with
the United States.

In 1966 Nehru’s daughter, Indira Gandhi, emerged victorious from the
battle between the conservative and radical wings of the Congress Party to
assume the premiership (1966–1979, 1980–1984). Throughout the remain-
der of her political career, she continued to battle the party’s old guard. In
1969 she led a reconfigured Congress (Requisition) Party, and in 1980 she
made her political comeback leading the Congress (Indira) Party.

In the area of economic development, Gandhi continued to travel the
same socialist path that Nehru had. Government Five-Year Plans continued
to guide national economic development. Gandhi’s government pushed for
land reform, nationalized key economic institutions such as the banking in-
dustry, and established control of the wholesale food grain market. In many
ways, she relied on this socialist/populist program to win support in her on-
going struggle against opposition within her own party.

In 1971, hostilities once again erupted with neighboring Pakistan.
Secessionist pressure in East Pakistan had devolved into civil war, creating a
refugee problem for India as Bengalis streamed across the border into the
Indian state of West Bengal. Gandhi followed the Indian legislature’s decla-
ration of support for the new state of Bangladesh with an invasion of East
Pakistan. The war ended quickly in India’s favor. To counter any negative
reaction from the United States and the PRC, both of which maintained
close relations with Pakistan, Gandhi astutely signed a Twenty-Year Treaty
of Peace and Friendship with the Soviet Union once the war ended.
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In the early 1970s, Gandhi, riding a wave of popularity, became increas-
ingly concerned with safeguarding her own power, and her rule grew in-
creasingly personalized. Charges of corruption and favoritism surfaced, and
the prime minister was charged with illegal practices during the 1971 elec-
tions. At the same time, weather-related crop failures and resulting food
shortages and spiraling inflation fueled popular discontent. An increasingly
dictatorial Gandhi responded by having President Jayaprakash Narayan
declare a state of national emergency, during which opposition leaders were
arrested and civil liberties suspended.

In the nationwide elections that followed in April 1977, after the state of
emergency had been lifted in January, Gandhi and her Congress Party suf-
fered defeat at the hands of the Janata Party (a coalition of opposition forces),
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which won a plurality of the votes. Gandhi’s defeat was short-lived. Factional
infighting weakened the coalition government that emerged, and the next
election in January 1980 returned her to power.

After her political comeback, Gandhi found herself confronted with seri-
ous cases of provincial unrest. Such problems were not new, but the outbursts
in Assam, calling for greater autonomy vis-à-vis the central government, and
in Punjab, which grew into a separatist movement, appeared more organized
and involved huge territories. The militant Sikh movement, demanding the
creation of a separate Punjabi nation, touched off a series of events that led
to bloodshed and a violent end to the Gandhi era. In early 1984, militant
Sikhs took over the Golden Temple at Amritsar. Communal violence soon
erupted, leaving many dead. In May 1984, Gandhi made the fateful decision
to have army troops storm the compound of the temple and impose martial
law in Punjab. Thousands of Sikhs perished in the affair. Within months,
Gandhi was assassinated by two of her Sikh bodyguards. This in turn pro-
voked another round of anti-Sikh violence.

Rajiv Gandhi assumed leadership of the Congress Party and succeeded
his mother as prime minister. He maintained India’s nonaligned position in
foreign relations while expanding efforts to rebuild cordial relations with the
United States, which his mother had initiated in the early 1980s. Neverthe-
less, he also continued to benefit from Soviet technical and military assistance.

Gandhi began his tenure with well-intentioned plans to clean up govern-
ment and hold it accountable for its actions. He and his economic advisors
also began to shift away from the socialist model of economic development
favored by his grandfather and mother. Tax cuts for the wealthy and a relax-
ation of government regulations in order to encourage private entrepreneur-
ship reflected a new economic philosophy. Such measures, however, did not
produce quick results, and the populace lost faith in Gandhi’s ability to meet
their needs. His problems were compounded by charges of corruption against
his government. The pace of economic liberalization, however, continued
through the decade of the 1990s.

While Gandhi worked to reach uneasy accord with Assam and Punjab
and hold the nation together, he nonetheless involved the country in the
ethnic conflict unfolding in Sri Lanka. Tension between the Sinhalese
majority and the Tamil minority resulted in fierce fighting as militant Tamil
separatists, organized as the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE),
battled the Sri Lankan government. Many Indians in the southern Indian
state of Tamil Nadu expressed sympathy for their Tamil brothers in Sri
Lanka. In 1986, Gandhi’s offer to mediate the dispute ended with India
being entrusted with the responsibility of disarming the LTTE. The roughly
45,000 Indian troops sent to Sri Lanka to oversee this process were with-
drawn only in 1990, a year after Gandhi and the Congress Party were de-
feated at the polls. In 1991, while campaigning in Tamil Nadu, Gandhi was
killed by a suicide bomber affiliated with the LTTE.

The post–Cold War period has witnessed the rise of Hindu nationalism
in Indian politics. India’s territorial dispute with Pakistan, moreover, re-
mains unresolved. The emergence of a Kashmiri independence movement
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complicates the situation, while the nuclear capabilities of both India and
Pakistan have added a potentially catastrophic dimension to the conflict.

Soo Chun Lu
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Following Indian independence in August 1947, partition spilt the military,
as it did other institutions, into forces controlled by India and Pakistan.
Under terms of the partition, India retained two-thirds of the former Empire
of India military assets, although the bulk of preindependence sailors were
Muslims and Pakistan secured a majority of the naval vessels. Because all
sixteen prepartition armament factories were located in Indian territory and
remained under India’s control, the agreement provided for India to make a
lump sum financial payment to Pakistan so that India might establish its own
armament production facilities.

Shortly after independence, fighting broke out with Pakistan over Kash-
mir at the end of 1947. It was ended by a cease-fire in January 1949. War
between India and Pakistan occurred again in 1965 and in 1971. India also
fought a war with the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in 1962, when the
PRC disputed India’s claim to Aksai Chin in northeastern Jammu and to
Kashmir and Arunachal Pradesh in the east. PRC forces invaded, defeated
the Indians, and secured the disputed territory. The Indian military also
participated in a number of peacekeeping operations during the Cold War,
including in Sri Lanka during 1987–1990 and the Maldives in 1988.

Following independence, the Indian military carried out major reforms
with only mixed success. Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, worried about a
threat from the military, insisted on strengthening civilian control. Minister of
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Defense V. K. Krishna Menon (1957–1962) oversaw the construction of tank
production facilities and the manufacture of the Ichapore semiautomatic rifle.
India also acquired the light fleet carrier Hercules from Britain, which India
rebuilt and renamed the Vikrant. Nonetheless, the Indian military was largely
caught off guard and did not perform well in the 1962 war with the PRC, for
which Menon was widely blamed.

The poor showing of the Indian military in the fighting with the PRC led
Nehru to push military expansion. Between 1966 and 1970 India built six
British Leander-class frigates at the Mazagon shipyard in Bombay. India also
produced other Western ship types as well as Soviet Union types and its own
indigenous designs. In addition, India built under license Soviet MiG-23
fighter aircraft. Such programs gave India the edge in the 1971 war with Pak-
istan. The creation of Bangladesh from the former East Pakistan was a strate-
gic boost to Indian defense planning, allowing India to concentrate the bulk
of its military resources against Pakistan. Nonetheless, continuing tensions
with both China and the United States led Indian leaders to significantly
strengthen the national military establishment. Although India was officially
nonaligned, much of this buildup occurred with assistance from the Soviet
Union.

By the end of the Cold War, the Indian military was counted as one of
the top ten in the world. At the close of the twentieth century, it numbered
some 1.173 million men, with an additional 528,000 men in the reserves.
The army consisted of 980,000 men organized in three armored divisions,
four rapid response divisions, and eighteen infantry divisions as well as in
artillery and other support units. Indian main battle tanks (MBT) included
the Russian T-72 and the domestically produced Vijayanta, manufactured at
great expense for questionable return. Numbering 55,000 men in 1995, the
navy was the principal regional sea power. It operated 86 ships and 30 auxil-
iaries, centered on the former British fleet aircraft carrier Hermes, acquired in
1986 and renamed the Viraat. The fleet air arm flew 35 combat aircraft,
including Sea Harriers obtained from Britain, and 36 helicopters. Its air force
of 140,000 men operated 808 airplanes and helicopters. Most of the jet air-
craft were Soviet types, a number of them produced under license and in-
cluding the MiG-21, MiG-23, MiG-27, and MiG-29.

India also joined the nuclear club. It first tested a nuclear device in 1974
at Pokharan and then developed atomic bombs in the late 1980s. Indian bal-
listic missiles allow delivery of nuclear weapons within the region. Overall, at
the end of the Cold War India’s military establishment was the most power-
ful in South Asia.

Melissa Hebert and Spencer C. Tucker
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A series of wars between India and Pakistan, fought for a number of reasons
but principally over control of Kashmir. The India-Pakistan wars occurred
during 1947–1949 and in 1965 and 1971. There were also a number of smaller
border clashes in this period.

India and Pakistan were antagonistic dating from their independence
from Britain. Religion was the paramount issue in separation of the two
states. The Hindu leaders of India wanted to keep India united, but Muslim
leader Mohammed Ali Jinnah insisted on independence and ultimately got
his way. On 14 August 1947, the Empire of India was divided into inde-
pendent India and Pakistan. With a hasty British departure, millions of Hin-
dus and Muslims endeavored to reach their chosen state’s territory. Chaos
ensued in which perhaps 800,000 Muslims and 200,000 Hindus died.

976 India-Pakistan Wars

India-Pakistan Wars
(1947–1949, 1965, 1971)

Indian refugees crowd onto trains. Following the creation of two independent states, India and Pakistan, Muslims fled to
Pakistan and Hindus fled to India in one of the largest population transfers in history. Amritsar, India, 17 October 1947.
(Bettmann/Corbis)



In addition to this vast sectarian violence, tensions developed over India’s
blocking of payments that were to be made to Pakistan from joint assets left
by the British. Another pressing issue was the future disposition of several
disputed territories. The latter included Junagadh, Hyderabad, and Jammu
and Kashmir. Junagagh and Hyderabad were predominantly Hindu states with
Muslim leaders. They were quicky absorbed by India. The dispute over
Jammu and Kashmir was not so easily resolved, however. There, the Hindu
Maharajah Hari Singh ruled a largely Muslim nation. He vacillated between
India and Pakistan before signing the Instrument of Accession on 26 Octo-
ber 1947 by which he agreed to join Kashmir to India. Indian Prime Minister
Jawaharlal Nehru accepted this arrangement, while Pakistani Governor-
General Ali Jinnah refused to do so.

The partition agreement called for the division of military assets on the
subcontinent between India and Pakistan. India was to receive two-thirds
and Pakistan one-third of these resources. It did not work out that way. India
received the vast bulk of the armor and aircraft assets, and Pakistan secured
most of the larger naval vessels. The military officers of both states had all
been trained by the British, but few had experience at higher command.
Technically, British Field Marshal Sir Claude Auchinleck commanded both
armies.

Fighting began with an uprising in Kashmir, supported by Pakistani
Azad Kasmiri tribesmen. India quickly airlifted troops to Kashmir. At first
the Indians were successful, securing the provincial capital of Sringar at Sha-
lateng on 7 November, but with Indian forces overextended, the Pakistanis
triumphed at Jhangar on 24 December. By the beginning of 1948 and with
the war stalemated, India asked for United Nations (UN) mediation.

As the UN-brokered talks slowly went forward, India made military
progress against both the irregulars and increasing numbers of Pakistani reg-
ular forces who crossed into Kashmir to take part in the fighting. The Indian
Army was victorious at Naushera on 6 February, Gurais on 22–27 May, and
Zojila on 19 October. Nonetheless, about 30 percent of Kashmir—some
5,000 square miles—remained in Pakistani hands at the time the cease-fire
went into effect on 1 January 1949.

The UN had called for a plebiscite over Kashmir. However, India re-
fused to hold this vote, and tensions over Kashmir continued. Indeed, Kash-
mir remained the principal cause of animosity between India and Pakistan
throughout the Cold War.

The second war broke out in 1965. In April of that year, Pakistan’s
president and military ruler, General Muhammad Ayub Khan, began mili-
tary operations in the Rann of Kutch where the frontier was poorly defined.
Within several weeks the fighting had escalated into full-scale hostilities in
which the Pakistanis appeared to have the upper hand until monsoon rains
suspended the fighting. Indian Prime Minister Lal Shastri then agreed to a
mediated settlement. Emboldened by this, President Ayub Khan planned
Operation GRAND SLAM, an operation to cut the road linking India to Kash-
mir and isolate two Indian Army coups in the Ravi-Sutley corridor. In August
border clashes occurred in both Kashmir and Punjab as both sides violated
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the Kashmir cease-fire line. On 24 August, Indian forces launched a major raid
across the cease-fire line.

In retaliation for the Indian raid, Ayub Khan launched Operation GRAND

SLAM on 1 September 1965. Both sides carried out air attacks against the other,
not only in the Punjab but in Indian raids on Karachi and Pakistani attacks
on New Delhi. Indian forces soon took the offensive, invading Pakistan. The
Indians won a major armored battle at Sialkot and reached Lahore, in the
process destroying 300 tanks. There was no fighting at sea during the war.

On 27 September, with the British and U.S. governments undertaking
diplomatic efforts and the People’s Republic of China (PRC) threatening
military attacks on India, both sides agreed to a cease-fire in which Indian
forces occupied large stretches of Pakistani territory. In January 1966, both
sides agreed to a peace settlement at Tashkent in the Soviet Union that
reestablished the cease-fire line as it had been in 1949. However, Pakistan
was forced to sign an agreement never to use force against India.

The third war occurred in 1971. Since independence, the more numer-
ous Bengali people of East Pakistan had been dominated by West Pakistan.
Increasing violence and unrest in Pakistan led Ayub Khan to resign in March
1969 and turn over power to another general, Agha Mohammad Yahya Khan.

In 1970 Sheikh Mujibur Rahman formed the Awami League, which sought
autonomy for East Pakistan. In December 1970, the Awami League won an
absolute majority in general elections for a Pakistani National Assembly called
to draft a new constitution. Instead of allowing Sheikh Rahman to take power,
the Pakistani government of President Yahya Khan jailed him. Rioting broke
out in East Pakistan. Yahya Khan declared martial law on 24 March 1971 and
began major repression in East Pakistan that, in the view of some observers,
amounted to genocide. Perhaps 10 million refugees fled into India.

With Indians demanding that their armed forces intervene, Prime
Minister Indira Gandhi appealed unsuccessfully to world leaders to end the
repression in East Pakistan. During June–November 1971, India and Pak-
istan exchanged artillery fire and conducted small raids across the border
against each other. Meanwhile, on 9 August 1971, India concluded a Treaty
of Friendship with the Soviet Union. Alarmed by the West Pakistani actions
in East Pakistan, the United States terminated arms shipments to Pakistan
on 8 November.

Meanwhile, East Pakistani refugees calling themselves the Mukti Bahini
and supported by India engaged the West Pakistani forces. This goaded Pak-
istan into taking the first hostile action against India, a Pakistani Air Force
strike against eastern India on 22 November, followed by major air attacks
from West Pakistan against the principal Indian air bases on 3 December.
The Pakistanis hoped thereby to achieve the same surprise garnered by the
Israeli Air Force against Egypt in the 1967 War, but the Indians were well
aware that they were goading the Pakistanis to war and were well prepared,
with the result that the air strikes were largely unsuccessful.

The Pakistani air attacks on 3 December marked the official beginning of
the war. India was concerned that the PRC, with which it had fought a border
war in 1962, might seek to take advantage of the situation to invade northern
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India. Indian forces were ready and had at least three times the strength of
the 90,000 West Pakistani forces in East Pakistan. Moving swiftly and well-
supported by air force and naval units, the Indians launched an invasion from
the north and west. During 14–16 December, Indian forces captured Dhaka
(Dacca).

On the western front, on 4 December Pakistani forces invaded Jammu
and Kashmir and registered gains of up to 10 miles into Indian territory until
they were halted. During 5–6 December the Soviet Union supported its
Indian ally by vetoing UN Security Council resolutions calling for a cease-fire
and forcing Pakistani Foreign Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto to work through
the dilatory UN General Assembly. On 6 December India officially recog-
nized the independence of East Pakistan as Bangladesh. On 15 December,
with the fighting in East Pakistan all but over, the UN General Assembly
demanded a cease-fire there. An embittered Bhutto left the UN and returned
to Pakistan. Indian troops also recaptured some of the territory in Kashmir
and the Punjab lost to the Pakistanis earlier, and they invaded West Pakistan
in some places in Hyderabad and the Punjab.

Meanwhile, the Indian Navy neutralized Pakistani naval units on the
first day of the war. The Indian Eastern Fleet completely controlled the Bay
of Bengal, blockading East Pakistan. Indian antisubmarine warfare units
sank the Pakistani submarine Ghazi, which tried to ambush the Indian air-
craft carrier Vikrant. The Indian Western Fleet sank the Pakistani destroyer
Khaibar and a minesweeper off Karachi, in the largest surface action in the
Indian Ocean since 1945. Indian surface units then shelled and rocketed the
naval base at Karachi. Pakistan’s only naval success in the war came when
the submarine Hangor torpedoed and sank the Indian frigate Khukri.

In Dhaka on 16 December Pakistani commander Lieutenant General
A. A. K. Niazi officially surrendered to Indian commander General S. H. F. J.
Manekshaw, effectively ending the war. On 17 December both sides accepted
a cease-fire agreement. In the war, Indian losses were some 2,400 killed,
6,200 wounded, and 2,100 taken prisoner. India also admitted that it had lost
seventy-three tanks and forty-five aircraft. Pakistan, however, lost more than
4,000 dead and 10,000 wounded, along with 93,000 prisoners (the latter fig-
ure included some of the wounded). On 20 December Yahya Khan resigned,
and Bhutto replaced him as president. Bhutto promptly placed Yahya Khan
and senior Pakistani generals under arrest.

The last Indian troops were withdrawn from Bangladesh in March 1972,
and on 19 March India and Bangladesh concluded a Treaty of Friendship.
On 3 July 1972, India and Pakistan formally concluded peace at Simla, India.
President Bhutto signed for Pakistan and Indira Gandhi for India. Both sides
agreed to a general troop withdrawal and restoration of the prewar western
border but postponed action on settlement of the dispute over Kashmir and
the return of Pakistani prisoners of war (POWs). India did not agree to the
release of the POWs until August 1973, with the last of them returning to
Pakistan in April 1974.

Other crises also threatened to produce wider conflicts. In 1984, war
nearly broke out over India’s belief that Pakistan was involved in the Sikh
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insurgency. This crisis was headed off by diplomacy. Fighting initiated by a
local Indian commander also occurred in 1987 but was contained. How-
ever, tensions over violence in Kashmir have continued into the twenty-first
century.

Melissa Hebert and Spencer C. Tucker
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Fought during 1946–1954 between the French and Vietnamese nationalists,
the Indochina War was the first phase of what might be called the Second
Thirty Years’ War and the longest war of the twentieth century. The French
had established themselves in Indochina in the 1840s, and by 1887 they had
formed French Indochina, made up of the three divisions of Vietnam (Tonkin,
Annam, and Cochin China) and the kingdoms of Cambodia and Laos. The
cause of the war was the French refusal to recognize that the days of colo-
nialism were over. In the aftermath of World War II, a weakened France was
determined to hold on to its richest colony.

In 1941 veteran Vietnamese communist leader Ho Chi Minh had formed
the Viet Minh to fight the Japanese, then in military occupation of Vietnam,
and the French. A fusion of communists and nationalists, the Viet Minh had
by 1944 liberated most of the northern provinces of Vietnam. The defeat of
Japan in August 1945 created a power vacuum (all French troops were in
prison camps) into which Ho moved. At the end of August 1945, Ho estab-
lished in Hanoi the provisional government of the Democratic Republic of
Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam), and on 2 September 1945 he proclaimed
Vietnamese independence.

With no support from either the Soviet Union or the United States, Ho
was forced to deal with France. He and French diplomat Jean Sainteny con-
cluded an agreement in March 1946 to allow 15,000 French troops into
North Vietnam, with the understanding that 3,000 would leave each year and
all would be gone by the end of 1951. In return, France recognized North
Vietnam as a free state within the French Union. France also promised to
abide by the results of a referendum in Cochin China to determine if it
would be reunited with Annam and Tonkin.
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The Ho-Sainteny Agreement fell apart with the failure of talks, the
Fontainebleau Conference in the summer of 1946, to resolve outstanding
substantive issues and with the decision of new French governor-general of
Indochina Admiral Georges Thierry d’Argenlieu to proclaim on his own ini-
tiative the independence of a republic of Cochin China. Paris officials were
not worried. They believed that the Vietnamese nationalists would not go to
war against France and that if they did they would be easily crushed. Vio-
lence broke out in Hanoi in November 1946, whereupon d’Argenlieu ordered
the shelling of the port of Haiphong, and the war was on.

The French motives were primarily political and psychological. Perhaps
only with its empire could France be counted as a great power. Colonial
advocates also argued that concessions in Indochina would adversely impact
other French overseas possessions, especially in North Africa, and that fur-
ther losses would surely follow.

The North Vietnamese leadership planned for a protracted struggle.
Former history teacher Vo Nguyen Giap commanded its military forces,
formed in May 1945 into the People’s Army of Vietnam (PAVN). Giap mod-
eled his strategy upon that of Chinese communist leader Mao Zedong.
Giap’s chief contribution came in his recognition of the political and psycho-
logical difficulties for a democracy waging a protracted and inconclusive war.
He believed that French public opinion would at some point demand an end
to the bloodshed. In the populous rice-producing areas, the Viet Minh would
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employ guerrilla tactics and ambushes. In the less populated mountain and
jungle regions, the Viet Minh would engage in large-scale operations.

For eight years the French fought unsuccessfully to defeat the Viet Minh,
with a steady succession of French generals directing operations. One French
tactical innovation was the riverine division composed of naval and army
forces, the Divisions Navales D’assaut, abbreviated as Dinassaut. By 1950
the French had six permanent Dinassauts in Indochina. The French also
developed commando formations, the Groupement des Commandos Mixtes
Aéroportés (GCMA, Composite Airborne Commando Groups), later known
as the Groupement Mixte d’Intervention (GMI). Essentially guerrilla for-
mations of about 400 men each, these operated behind enemy lines, some-
times in conjunction with friendly Montagnard tribesmen or Vietnamese. By
mid-1954 the French had 15,000 men in such formations, but they placed a
heavy strain on the badly stretched French airlift capacity.

Sometimes the French cut deeply into Viet Minh–controlled areas, but
as soon as the French regrouped to attack elsewhere the Viet Minh reasserted
its authority. With their superior firepower the French held the cities and the
majority of the towns, while the Viet Minh managed to dominate most of the
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Barefoot villagers wearing shorts perform training drills using bamboo rifles, Batri, Indochina, 1951. (Library of Congress)



countryside, more of it as the years went by. French commanders never did
have sufficient manpower to carry out effective pacification. The war was
increasingly unpopular in France, and no conscripts were ever sent there,
although a quarter of all of France’s officers and more than 40 percent of its
noncommissioned officers were in Indochina.

With Ho and the Viet Minh registering increasing success, Paris tried to
appease nationalist sentiment by setting up a pliable indigenous Viet-
namese regime as a competitor to the Viet Minh. In the March 1949 Elysée
Agreements, Paris worked out an arrangement with former emperor Bao Dai
to create the State of Vietnam (SV). Incorporating Cochin China, Annam,
and Tonkin, it was to be independent within the French Union. France
never did give the SV genuine independence, however. Paris retained actual
control of its foreign relations and armed forces. The result was that it was
never able to attract meaningful nationalist support. There were in effect but
two alternatives: the Viet Minh, now labeled by the French as communists,
or the French.

Meanwhile, the military situation continued to deteriorate for the French.
PAVN forces achieved their successes with arms inferior in both quantity and
quality to those of the French. Disparities in military equipment were offset
by the Viet Minh’s popular backing.

Until the end of 1949, Washington showed little interest in Indochina,
apart from urging Paris to take concrete steps toward granting independence.
Washington did not press too much on this issue, however, fearful that it
might adversely affect France’s attitude toward cooperation in the formation
of North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the European Defense
Community (EDC). France was then virtually the only armed continental
West European power left to stand against the Soviet Union. In effect, Wash-
ington supported France’s Indochina policy in order to ensure French support
in containing the Soviet Union in Europe. The United States underwrote
the French military effort in Vietnam indirectly, but leaders in Washington
expressed confidence based on assurances from Paris that France was grant-
ing Vietnam its independence.

The U.S. policy of indirect aid to the French effort in Indochina changed
after October 1949 and the communist victory in China. This and the begin-
ning of the Korean War in June 1950 shifted U.S. interest to the containment
of communism in Asia. Zealous anticommunism now drove U.S. policy and
prevented Washington from seeing the nationalist roots of the problem. With
the communist victory in China, in effect the war was lost for the French.
China had a long common frontier with Tonkin, and the Viet Minh could now
receive large shipments of modern weapons, including artillery captured by
the Chinese communists from the nationalists. In 1950, in a series of costly
defeats, the French were forced to abandon a string of fortresses in far north-
ern Tonkin along Route Coloniale 4. In these battles, the Viet Minh cap-
tured French arms sufficient to equip an entire division. Then in 1951 Giap
launched a series of attacks in the Red River Delta area that turned into hard-
fought and costly battles during 1951–1952. In these, Giap tried but failed to
capture Hanoi and end the war. But as the French concentrated resources in
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the north of the country, the Viet Minh registered impressive gains in central
and southern Vietnam.

From June 1950 the United States became a major military support for
the French in Indochina. This was reinforced by the communist Chinese
decision to enter the Korean War. Paris convinced Washington that the war
in Indochina was a major element in the worldwide containment of com-
munism. Washington now saw the French effort no longer as a case of colo-
nialism versus nationalism but rather as a free world stand against communist
expansionism.

In January 1950 both the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and the So-
viet Union recognized the North Vietnamese government. The next month,
the United States extended diplomatic recognition to the SV. U.S. military
aid to the French in Indochina now grew dramatically, from approximately
$150 million in 1950 to more than $1 billion in 1954. By 1954, the United
States was also paying 80 percent of the cost of the war. The French insisted
that all aid to Bao Dai’s government be channeled through them, frustrat-
ing American hopes of bolstering Bao Dai’s independence. Even though a
Vietnamese National Army was established in 1951, it remained effectively
under French control. Meanwhile, the administrations of both President
Harry S. Truman and President Dwight D. Eisenhower assured the Ameri-
can public that actual authority in Vietnam had been transferred to Bao Dai.

By mid-1953, despite substantial aid from the United States, France
had lost authority over all but a minor portion of the country. In September,
with strong American encouragement, France entered into one final and dis-
astrous effort to achieve a position of strength from which to negotiate with
the Viet Minh. Under Lieutenant General Henri Navarre, the new com-
mander in Indochina, France now had 517,000 men, 360,000 of whom were
Indochinese.

The Battle of Dien Bien Phu from April to May 1954 was the culminat-
ing and most dramatic battle of the war. At this remote location in north-
western Tonkin, the French constructed a complex of supporting fortresses,
defended by artillery. Navarre’s strategy was to entice the Viet Minh to
attack this supposedly impregnable position and there destroy them. At best
he expected one or two Viet Minh divisions. Giap accepted the challenge but
committed four divisions. The French mistakenly assumed that the Viet Minh
could not get artillery to this remote location, but eventually the Viet Minh
outgunned the French. French air assets also proved insufficient. The sur-
render of Dien Bien Phu on 7 May enabled the French politicians to shift
the blame to the army and withdraw France from the war.

Not coincidental to the battle, a conference had already opened in Geneva
to discuss Asian problems. It now took up the issue of Indochina. The 26
April–21 July Geneva Conference provided for independence for Cambodia,
Laos, and North Vietnam. Vietnam was to be temporarily divided at the 17th
Parallel, pending national elections in 1956. In the meantime, Viet Minh
forces were to withdraw north of that line and French forces south of it.

In the war, the French and their allies sustained 172,708 casualties: 94,581
dead or missing and 78,127 wounded. These break down as 140,992 French
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Union casualties (75,867 dead or missing and 65,125 wounded) with the allied
Indochina states losing 31,716 (18,714 dead or missing and 13,002 wounded).
French dead or missing numbered some 20,000; Legionnaires, 11,000;
Africans, 15,000; and Indo-Chinese, 46,000. The war took a particularly heavy
toll among the officers, 1,900 of whom died. Viet Minh losses were probably
three times those of the French and their allies, and perhaps 150,000 Viet-
namese civilians also perished. One major issue was that of prisoners, both
soldiers and civilians, held by the Viet Minh in barbarous conditions. Only
10,754 of the 36,979 reported missing during the war returned, and some
were not released until years afterward.

The Indochina War had been three wars in one. Begun as a conflict
between Vietnamese nationalists and France, it became a civil war between
Vietnamese, and it was also part of the larger Cold War. As it turned out, in
1954 the civil war and the East-West conflict were only suspended. Ten years
later a new war broke out in which the Americans replaced the French.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Predominantly Muslim nation straddling the equator in Southeast Asia. Indo-
nesia is an archipelago of 17,000 islands (of which only 6,000 are inhabited)
and covers 741,096 square miles, slightly less than three times the size of the
U.S. state of Texas. With a 1945 population of approximately 72 million, it
sits amid the Indian Ocean, the South China Sea, and the Pacific Ocean,
south of the Philippines and the Indochinese peninsula, and north of Aus-
tralia. Indonesia’s unique position in terms of its size, population, and loca-
tion gave it a special role in Southeast Asia. It is the largest state in the region
in terms of both territory and population, and it borders on many straits (the
Malacca, Lombok, Sunda, and Ombai-Wetar), which are vitally important for
commercial and strategic reasons.

A principal Japanese goal in World War II was to secure resource-rich
Indonesia and especially its oil. Japan’s 1942 invasion of Indonesia dealt a blow
to white colonial rule there and, in fact, fired the aspirations of nationalists who
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would eventually fight against the return of Dutch control during 1945–1949.
The Japanese surrender in August 1945 prompted Indonesia to proclaim its
independence on 17 August 1945. At that point Indonesia’s process of con-
stitutional government began, corresponding with three provisional constitu-
tions prepared in 1945, 1949, and 1950. The Pancasila-based 1945 provisional
constitution, reflecting President Sukarno’s (1945–1967) political philosophy,
was promulgated the day after independence and provided for a strong pres-
idency. However, a shift in the direction of parliamentary government began
to occur. Pragmatic considerations, such as the need to cultivate the support
of antifascist leaders, prevented Sukarno, who was accused of collaboration
with the Japanese, from exercising his full constitutional powers. Initially,
however, members of parliament were appointed by the president and were
not popularly elected, and thus a full-fledged parliamentary system was not
yet in place.

After the war, the Dutch immediately sought to restore colonial rule
with the help of the British. The Battle of Surabaya, between British troops
and Indonesian nationalists, took place on 10 November 1945. The Dutch
launched their first police action in July 1947, which ended with the signing
of the Renville Agreement on 17 January 1948 under United Nations (UN)
auspices. This agreement established a military truce between the Dutch
and the republican government, thus strengthening the Dutch position. On
17 December 1948, a second Dutch police action ensued in utter disregard
of the Renville Agreement. Senior republican leaders such as Sukarno and
Mohammed Hatta were arrested.

At the same time, nationalist leaders were also confronted by threats
from within. The first of these was the 1948 Madiun rebellion in East Java,
during which the Indonesian Communist Party (PKI) proclaimed a People’s
Republic, which had to be reversed by force. The Darul Islam movement, a
militant movement based in Java that sought the establishment of an Islamic
state in southern Celebes (Sulawesi), Java, and Sumatra, was another inter-
nal threat that distracted the nationalist/republican forces as they fought the
Dutch.

International opinion rendered valuable support to the nationalist cause
in Indonesia. An international conference on the Indonesian problem held
in New Delhi in January 1949 demanded an end to Dutch colonial rule by
1 January 1950. The UN Security Council, via its 28 January 1949 resolution,
had already demanded a cease-fire. The Dutch formally transferred sover-
eignty on 27 December 1949.

The first two decades of Indonesian independence saw economic stag-
nation, despite initial optimism over a democratic constitution and a brief
climb in exports during the Korean War. Sukarno followed a policy of eco-
nomic nationalism tinged with socialist Marxism and anti-imperialism.

Before departing, the Dutch imposed a federal structure on the republic
when they promulgated the second provisional constitution on 2 November
1949. This structure was short-lived, however, as Indonesia reverted to a
unitary system under a third provisional constitution enacted on 17 August
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1950. Indonesia held its first general elections on 29 September 1955 and
assembled its first-ever cabinet on an elected basis. Because no single party
secured a majority, a coalition of the Nationalist Party (PNI), Masjumi, Nah-
datul Ulama, and other smaller parties was formed. The last parliamentary
cabinet fell in December 1956 because the coalition splintered, Vice Presi-
dent Hatta resigned, and rebellion loomed on the outer islands. Sukarno
promptly denounced the party system and proclaimed martial law in 1957. In
July 1959, he dissolved the Constituent Assembly when it failed to approve
his proposal to revive the 1945 constitution. He reinstated this constitution
that provided for a strong presidency and introduced his so-called guided
democracy policy, which gave to him virtually unlimited power.

On the foreign policy front, Indonesia became part of the Colombo Plan
(1950), and Sukarno organized the Afro-Asian Conference at Bandung (Java)
in April 1955. Sukarno’s antipathy toward colonialism was expressed in the
1960s through his idea of Nekolim (neocolonialism, colonialism, and impe-
rialism). He also developed the concept of Oldefos (old established forces)
versus Nefos (new emerging forces), defining the Oldefos-Nefos antithesis
not in Cold War terms but rather in terms of the continued domination of the
emergent nations by the former colonial powers.

Sukarno’s reliance on the PKI at the domestic level was reflected at the
international level when he moved from Cold War neutrality to the forma-
tion of a Peking-Jakarta axis by 1965. Indonesia stayed out of the Southeast
Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) and the Association of Southeast Asia
(ASA), although it initially endorsed the idea of Maphilindo, a regional group-
ing of Malaya, the Philippines, and Indonesia formed to reconcile differ-
ences over the proposed formation of the Federation of Malaysia. Sukarno’s
conception of konfrontasi (confrontation) was devised to repudiate the Nether-
lands’ claim over Irian Jaya and was later used by Foreign Minister Suban-
drio to challenge the legitimacy of the new Federation of Malaysia, provoking
Indonesia’s withdrawal from the UN in 1964.

On 6 March 1960, Sukarno dissolved the elected parliament provided for
under the 1945 constitution and replaced it in June 1960 with one that had
appointed members. The Indonesian Army came to play an important role
in internal affairs, being co-opted for an administrative role. Sukarno sought
to balance the army’s support with dependence on the PKI for mass support.
But the contradictions between the two organizations became obvious dur-
ing the abortive coup of 30 September 1965.

The attempted coup, involving leftist junior army officers, resulted in
the murder of six right-wing generals. In the anticommunist pogrom that
followed, an estimated 500,000 communists and communist sympathizers
were killed. Suharto, tasked with suppressing the revolt, quietly utilized the
opportunity to push Sukarno aside. Suharto did this first by usurping execu-
tive control in March 1966 and then by deposing Sukarno and installing him-
self as acting president in March 1967. Suharto installed himself as president
in March 1968 for a five-year term. He stayed in power until 1998, getting
himself reelected by fraud and rigged elections.
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Under Suharto’s New Order policy, political activity was severely re-
stricted. Political parties were forced to reorganize into three major political
parties: the Golongan Karya (Golkar), Partai Demokrasi Indonesia (PDI), and
Partai Persatuan Pembangunan (PPP). The government-sponsored Golkar
effectively manipulated votes in its favor for more than two decades, while
parliament was weakened and the People’s Consultative Assembly (MPR)
became a virtual rubber stamp for Suharto. Suharto derived his strength from
the military, which in turn derived its power from the doctrine of dwifungsi
(dual function) that extended the military’s influence over the socioeconomic
and political spheres. In 1987, political parties were forced to accept the state
ideology, Pancasilla, as their sole guiding principle.

Suharto imposed strict controls on the media and banned the publication
of news magazines that did not toe the line. This authoritarianism asserted
itself most aggressively in 1975, when Indonesian troops landed in East
Timor and later incorporated it as the twenty-seventh province of Indonesia.
Suharto faced serious allegations of human rights abuses in putting down
the independence movement in East Timor and in suppressing a separatist
movement in the northern Sumatran province of Aceh.

Suharto’s foreign policy was calculated to be low profile and pragmatic.
He abandoned confrontation with Malaysia, helped found the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) in 1967, and in 1976 established ASEAN’s
permanent secretariat in Jakarta. Indonesia became a leader of the Non-
Aligned Movement in 1991 just as the Cold War came to an end. Following
Vietnamese intervention in Cambodia, Indonesia agreed to play the role
of mediator in the crisis. Diplomatic relations with the People’s Republic of
China (PRC) were restored in August 1990 after having been severed in
1965 because of Chinese support for the PKI.

Indonesia’s military, which played a central role in Indonesia’s freedom
struggle, steadily gained influence during the Cold War. It has continued to
grow in prominence. This enhanced status is clearly visible in Indonesia’s
relatively steep defense expenditures (estimated at $6.6 billion in 2002) and
its substantial arms acquisitions (including fighter aircraft and submarines).
The Indonesian Armed Forces (TNY), known as ABRI during the Suharto
era, enjoy a sacrosanct status inherent in the dual-role policy.

Suharto was dubbed the “father of development” as Indonesia’s yearly
economic growth rate skyrocketed to 7.8 percent in 1996. With the help of
U.S.-trained economists, Suharto made Indonesia a welcome destination for
foreign capital, and the World Bank held it up as a model borrowing nation.
During the 1980s and 1990s, the number of Indonesians living below the
poverty line declined substantially. With the demise of the Soviet Union
and the end of the Cold War, Indonesia could no longer isolate itself from the
forces of political change, which were sweeping away outmoded political and
social thinking elsewhere. Soon, new demands for political reforms began to
gain momentum. Bachruddin Jusuf Habibie, buoyed by popular support, suc-
ceeded Suharto, forced from office in March 1998. Once this initial enthusi-
asm had subsided, however, Habibie no longer felt pressured to introduce
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market reforms or initiate measures to stop government corruption. His
immediate successors did not live up to popular expectations.

Udai Bhanu Singh
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Turkish general, prime minister, and second president of the Turkish Repub-
lic. Born on 24 September 1884 in Y Azmir (Smyrna), Ismet Inönü graduated
from the Ottoman Military Academy in 1903 and served in Thrace and Syria
as a member of the Second Army. After the Ottoman Empire’s defeat in
World War I, he commanded the independence forces in the western Anato-
lia. His military victories quickly ended the armed conflict there, and he was
promoted to brigadier general in 1922. His diplomatic skills helped guaran-
tee Turkey’s contemporary political boundaries at the Lausanne Peace Con-
ference of 1922–1923.

When Turkey became a republic in 1923, Inönü served as its first prime
minister until 1937 except for a brief period from November 1924 to March
1925. He was also the closest confidante of President Mustafa Kemal Ataturk
(known as the “father of the Turks”). Inönü’s policies sought to solidify
Turkey as a modern nation but also included ruthless suppression of ethnic
and religious rebellions. His economic vision endorsed state-sponsored devel-
opment, which kept Turkey financially stable during the 1930s and early
1940s.

Upon Ataturk’s death in 1938, Inönü led the Republican People’s Party
(RPP) and was elected Turkey’s second president. He maintained Turkey’s
neutrality until the last days of World War II and also secured U.S. assistance
in keeping the Soviets at bay during the early Cold War. In the domestic
sphere, Inönü supported, albeit reluctantly, the introduction of free, com-
petitive elections and the establishment of multiparty politics. When the
new Democrat Party (DP) won the 1950 elections, Inönü stepped down as
president and continued his political career in the RPP.

In the late 1950s, Inönü spearheaded the RPP’s opposition to the DP’s
repressive policies. After the 1960 military coup d’état, which overthrew the
DP government, Inönü was again elected prime minister and formed three
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coalition governments from 1961 to 1965. As the coali-
tions gradually weakened the RPP’s strength, however, he
came under increasing criticism by the RPP’s center-leftist
factions.

When the RPP lost the 1965 elections to the Jus-
tice Party, Inönü crafted, with assistance from the RPP’s
secretary-general, a new action program called the Left of
Center. Instead of rejuvenating the party’s strength, how-
ever, the new platform further alienated party centrists,
who later left the RPP to form the Reliance Party in 1967.
Inönü remained the major opposition leader until 1972,
when he lost control of the RPP. After what he considered
to be his final defeat, Inönü retired from politics.

Inönü’s life witnessed Turkey’s remarkable transfor-
mation from a multiethnic empire to a secular nation-state,
from an authoritarian polity to a multiparty regime, and
from a state-controlled agrarian economy to a liberal indus-
trialized economy. During his presidency in the late 1940s,
Turkey joined the United Nations (UN), moved closer to
the Allies, and secured U.S. financial aid through the Mar-
shall Plan. Inönü’s pro-Western policies paved the way for
Turkey’s deployment of a 5,000-man brigade to Korea in
1950 and its admittance to the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO) in 1952. Inönü died in Ankara, Turkey,
on 25 December 1973.

Burcak Keskin-Kozat
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The Cold War era saw revolutionary developments in both the technology
and methodology of intelligence collection on both sides of the Iron Curtain.
At the end of World War II, the United States and Britain dismantled part of
their wartime intelligence operations, including the U.S. Office of Strategic
Services (OSS) and the British Special Operations Executive (SOE). The
U.S. government created its first permanent peacetime intelligence organi-
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zation in 1947 with the establishment of the Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA), part of the sweeping 1947 National Security Act. The Soviets restruc-
tured their intelligence agencies as well, but it was not until March 1954 that
they consolidated all foreign intelligence into one agency, the Komitet Gosu-
darstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB).

During the late 1940s and into the 1950s, U.S. and British intelligence
were able to make use of a project that originated during World War II,
known as Venona in the United States and Bride in Great Britain. These
joint operations targeted encoded Soviet communications to and from the
West, and beginning in 1948 a very few of these messages began to be deci-
phered by the West. These efforts led to the unmasking of numerous Soviet
spies and operatives, including the notorious Cambridge Five who had infil-
trated the highest levels of British intelligence and the atomic spies Klaus
Fuchs in Britain and Julius and Ethel Rosenberg in America.

Aerial reconnaissance became very important to the Western powers
early on in the Cold War, particularly along the periphery of the communist
bloc. Reconnaissance flights searched for electronic intelligence (ELINT)
on radar sites, missile tests, and various other activities. The Soviets focused
more on naval platforms for espionage, establishing an entire fleet of so-
called spy trawlers that they deployed within a few miles of their adversaries’
coastlines.

In the 1950s, numerous ground stations were built worldwide to monitor
communist bloc communications (signals intelligence, or SIGINT), and aer-
ial reconnaissance (using existing aircraft such as converted cargo planes)
was stepped up, which led to several deadly clashes with Soviet air forces. A
U.S. project that enjoyed great success for a time was the advanced U-2 spy
plane, developed by Lockheed under the code name of Aquatone and first
used in June 1956. The U-2 was able to fly directly over the Soviet Union
and other communist nations at some 68,000 feet, beyond the range of most
antiaircraft weapons or fighter aircraft of the time. The U-2 was equipped
with advanced photoreconnaissance capabilities as well as collection devices
for atmospheric nuclear debris. Aquatone flights over the Soviet Union came
to a dramatic halt on 1 May 1960 when a U-2 piloted by Francis Gary Powers
was shot down deep inside Soviet territory. However, the venerable spy plane
stayed in service into the twenty-first century over various parts of the world,
most famously during the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962 and during the Per-
sian Gulf War and its aftermath.

The 1960s saw the creation of the next generation of aerial espionage
platforms: Earth-orbiting satellites. The first American reconnaissance satel-
lites (CORONA Program) went into operation in August 1960. CORONA photo-
graphs showed that the much-feared missile gap between America and the
Soviet Union was grossly inaccurate; in fact, CORONA’s camera systems in the
first-generation Keyhole satellites proved that the United States had a deci-
sive edge in numbers of missiles. Although the Soviets also deployed recon-
naissance satellites beginning in the early 1960s, continued improvements
in the Keyhole system are believed to have provided a decisive edge in satel-
lite capabilities to the United States throughout the Cold War.

Intelligence Collection 991



The onset of satellites did not eliminate the role of more traditional aer-
ial platforms, however. In May 1967, the advanced American spy plane code-
named OXCART, better known as the Lockheed SR-71 Blackbird, went into
operation for the CIA over North Vietnam. Capable of flying at tremendous
speeds (up to Mach 3.6 or 2,400 mph) and heights (up to 92,000 feet), OXCART

was used extensively throughout the world. Over the next thirty years, more
than 1,000 surface-to-air missiles were fired at the SR-71 without a single hit.

In the mid-1960s, the little-known and highly secretive National Secu-
rity Agency (NSA) took over control of U.S. ground stations around the
Soviet periphery and greatly expanded their numbers, most significantly in
northern Iran. These assets became the main source of information on Soviet
missile tests in Kazakhstan but were lost following the Iranian Revolution of
1979. At about the same time that the NSA was building more observation
posts, it was developing (along with the U.S. Navy) its own fleet of spy
trawlers similar to the Soviet models.

Beginning with President Dwight D. Eisenhower’s administration, U.S.
Navy submarines were deployed deep in Soviet waters to collect informa-
tion, sometimes even venturing into Russian ports. One such operation, code-
named IVY BELLS, placed a pod of recording equipment on a Soviet undersea
communications cable and collected vast quantities of valuable intelligence
before an American spy exposed the operation in 1981.

The 1970s witnessed perhaps the last great innovations of intelligence
collection during the Cold War. The first was the development of geosyn-
chronous orbital satellites under the code-name RHYOLITE. The first RHYO-
LITE platform was put into orbit in June 1970. The advantage that RHYOLITE

provided was constant, around-the-clock coverage of the desired target. Per-
haps most significant, however, was the December 1976 deployment of the
KH-11 geosynchronous satellite. Marking a revolution in photoreconnaissance
technology, the KH-11 (unlike all previous spy satellites) could transmit
images back Earth as it was collecting them, or in real time.

Brent M. Geary
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Nuclear arms reduction treaty that eliminated an entire class of intermediate-
range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) and short-range, ground-launched nuclear
missiles. On 8 December 1987, U.S. President Ronald Reagan and Soviet
General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev signed a treaty that, for the first time
in history, ordered the destruction of entire classes of nuclear-capable mis-
siles. The systems involved were primarily Soviet SS-18, SS-20, and SS-21
missiles and American Pershing-class missiles. The USSR also entered into
agreements with the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany)
to destroy Pershing systems under German control. The Soviets guaranteed
the destruction of treaty-related items in use by their Warsaw Pact allies.

Unlike earlier Cold War arms control agreements, the Intermediate-
Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty stipulated on-site inspection and verifi-
cation procedures. This breakthrough removed a perennial sticking point in
arms control efforts between the two superpowers. As such, the INF Treaty
was viewed as a benchmark for all future arms-reduction treaties in regard to
inspection and verification protocols.

On 15 January 1988 the United States established the On-Site Inspection
Agency (OSIA), which was responsible for conducting inspections of Soviet
missile sites and escorting Russian inspectors to U.S. and European sites.
The initial staffing of the agency was comprised mainly of well-seasoned
military officers, although some civilians were also detailed to the OSIA.
After the treaty’s ratification by the respective governments, it entered into
force on 1 June 1988.
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The Soviets permitted inspections of approximately 130 sites in East-
ern Europe and the Soviet Union, while the Americans guaranteed access to
31 sites in Western Europe and the United States. The inspection protocols
stipulated that there would be both announced and unannounced inspec-
tions. When inspectors arrived at a designated location, they would be
escorted to verify the type and number of treaty items. At the conclusion of
the inspection, the monitors would write a draft report and present it prior to
departure. If the inspectors discovered illicit activity or perceived discrepan-
cies in the type and amount of INF items, the treaty called for an immediate
resolution.

The INF Treaty also mandated the observable destruction of all appli-
cable missiles. When systems were reported destroyed, close-out inspections
of the facilities would be conducted. This was perhaps the most unique fea-
ture of the treaty. The treaty was scheduled to be in effect for an initial
period of thirteen years. In 2001 both nations were to either renew or rene-
gotiate the treaty or specific provisions contained therein. After the dissolu-
tion of the Soviet Union in 1991, interest in the treaty’s inspection provisions
waned, however. The INF Treaty stands today as a singular achievement of
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Arms Limitation Treaties

Current
Treaty Year Signatories Function
Antarctic Treaty 1959 12 Prohibits military bases and nuclear tests and disposal in Antarctica

Limited Test Ban Treaty 1963 116 Prohibits nuclear testing in the atmosphere, outer space, and underwater

Outer Space Treaty 1967 89 Prohibits placement of nuclear weapons in space

Latin American Nuclear-Free Test 1967 24 Prohibits manufacture, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons in 
Zone Treaty Central and South America

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 1968 136 Prohibits spread of nuclear weapons to countries that do not already 
possess nuclear weapons

Seabed Treaty 1971 87 Prohibits placement of nuclear weapons on the seabed beyond 12-mile 
coastal region

Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty 1972 2 Limits number of antiballistic missiles and their locations

Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty I 1972 2 Froze number of U.S. and Soviet ballistic missiles for five years
Interim Agreement

Threshold Test Ban Treaty 1974 2 (Unratified) prohibits certain underground peaceful nuclear explosions

Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty 1976 2 (Unratified) prohibits certain peaceful nuclear explosiions

Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty II 1979 2 (Unratified) places caps on number of nuclear weapons and qualitative 
restraints on future production

South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone 1985 13 Prohibits manufacture, deployment, use, and disposal of nuclear 
Treaty weapons in the South Pacific region

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces 1987 2 Eliminates all intermediate-range missiles (IRMs), shorter-range missiles 
Treaty (SRMs), and associated launchers and equipment

Ballistic Missile Launch Notification 1988 2 Requires the U.S. and Soviet Union to notify each other at least 24 hours  
Agreement before launch of a strategic ballistic missile

Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty 1991 2 (Unratified) places caps on number of nuclear warheads and delivery 
vehicles



the Cold War, which ultimately helped to bring about the end of the forty-
five-year struggle.

J. A. Menzoff
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Legislation designed to limit the activities and movement of suspected com-
munists and communist sympathizers in the United States. The U.S. Con-
gress passed the Internal Security Act, sometimes called the McCarran Act,
on 23 September 1950. Indeed, the assembly overrode President Harry S.
Truman’s veto of the bill. Truman termed it “the greatest danger to the free-
dom of press, speech, and assembly since the Sedition Act of 1789.” The
act was sponsored by Nevada’s Democratic Senator Patrick A. McCarran,
who by 1950 was already well known for his rabid anticommunism. The Inter-
nal Security Act fired the opening legislative salvo of McCarthyism, which
had begun in earnest in February 1950 when Senator Joseph R. McCarthy
accused the U.S. State Department of harboring communist employees. It
is noteworthy—and indicative of the tenor of the times—that both houses of
Congress overrode Truman’s veto by overwhelming margins, even though
Truman was a Democrat and the Democrats controlled Congress.

Among its many terms, the McCarran Act required that the American
Communist Party and any organization affiliated with it register with the
U.S. attorney general. The bill also made it illegal to establish a totalitarian
dictatorship or to conceal membership in a communist organization when
applying for government employment or using a passport. In addition, the
act stipulated that communists or other people deemed subversive or a dan-
ger to the public welfare could be detained or deported. Naturalized citizens
who fell into the last category could face denaturalization and, ultimately,
deportation. Finally, the legislation established the Subversive Activities
Control Board, which was empowered to investigate any person suspected of
engaging in un-American activities.
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The implications of the act for civil liberties were obviously great. But
this was just the beginning of the excesses of McCarthyism. In June 1952,
McCarran and Senator Francis Walter introduced the McCarran-Walter Act,
which imposed stricter regulations on immigration and tightened laws relat-
ing to the admission and deportation of “dangerous aliens” as defined by the
Internal Security Act. In August 1954 Congress passed the Communist Con-
trol Act, which among other things stiffened the penalties against those who
failed to register with the attorney general and deprived the Communist
Party of due process of law. Over time and bit by bit, portions of the Internal
Security Act were ruled unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court. The act
was entirely repealed by Congress in 1990.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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The International Monetary Fund (IMF), an arm of the United Nations (UN),
aims at global economic prosperity through multinational cooperation in
monetary policy, the avoidance of competitive devaluations, and the orderly
correction of balance of payments problems. The IMF was conceived at the
July 1944 Bretton Woods Conference in New Hampshire and came into for-
mal existence on 27 December 1945, when 29 nations signed its charter. As
of 2006, 184 countries were IMF members.

Participating nations in the Bretton Woods talks discussed ways to avoid
repeating the disastrous economic policies adopted after World War I, includ-
ing competitive devaluations, punitive tariffs, and unrealistic war reparation
payments, which contributed to the Great Depression of the 1930s. The
conference representatives discussed three pillars of economic coopera-
tion, namely monetary cooperation through the IMF, economic development
through the International Bank of Reconstruction and Development (IBRD
or World Bank), and trade cooperation through the World Trade Organization
(WTO). Only the IMF and the World Bank ultimately came into being; the
third pillar, the WTO, was postponed for another five decades.

Countries joining the IMF originally agreed to keep their exchange rates
pegged to the U.S. dollar, which itself was pegged to gold at a fixed rate. This
rate could be adjusted only by multilateral agreement. This system con-
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tributed to exchange rate stability for almost three decades; however, it also
led to constant political pressure for adjustment in the case of nations that
entered the so-called Bretton Woods System either with overvalued cur-
rencies (such as the United Kingdom and France) or undervalued currencies
(such as West Germany). The Bretton Woods System additionally placed a
considerable burden on America to synchronize its domestic economic policies
with the goal of exchange rate stability vis-à-vis gold. When the U.S. econ-
omy began to flounder due to increasing budget deficits and the Vietnam War,
President Richard M. Nixon suspended the convertibility of the U.S. dollar
to gold in 1971. The unified world monetary system broke down, allowing
states to let their currency float, peg it to another currency, or participate in a
currency bloc.

In the beginning, the IMF was aimed mainly at cooperation among indus-
trialized nations, but soon other priorities began to take root. Newly inde-
pendent states, especially those in Africa, required the IMF to play a new
role, focusing on structural assistance and later even poverty reduction, tasks
that also increasingly preoccupied the World Bank.

The debt crisis of the 1980s, which affected not only Africa and Latin
America but also Hungary, Poland, and Yugoslavia, was resolved by involving
the private sector in debt repayment plans as well as imposing economic
policy guidelines on member nations. The end of the Cold War witnessed a
rise in IMF membership; from 1989 to 1991 alone, membership increased
from 152 to 172 countries. In the successor states of the Soviet Union as well
as in Eastern Europe, the IMF played an important role in easing the transi-
tion to market economies, many of which had been hit by hyperinflation.

The IMF faced other challenges as well, most notably the East Asian
crisis of 1997 and the 1998 Russian crisis. Critiques from the Left have often
held the IMF responsible for poverty and economic inequality, as it often
prescribed austerity programs to counter government overspending and in-
flation. Rightist critics have charged the IMF with distorting financial mar-
kets through large-scale bailouts of both countries and creditors. Be that as
it may, the overall track record of the IMF has been a positive one, and the
absence of 1930s-style economic chaos in the postwar period speaks to the
true efficacy of the IMF.

Bernhard Johannes Seliger
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Middle Eastern nation of 636,293 square miles, slightly larger than the U.S.
state of Alaska. Iran is bordered by the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman to
the south; Turkey, Azerbaijan, the Caspian Sea, and Armenia to the north;
Afghanistan and Pakistan to the east; and Iraq to the west. Iran, with a 1945
population of some 15.6 million, has long been important because of its
strategic location at the geographic nexus of the Middle East, Europe, and
Southwest Asia. Iran’s location captured the attention of both Britain and
Russia in the nineteenth century, each of which sought to control the area
and its access to the Persian Gulf. Rivalry over Iran continued in the early
years of the Cold War as the United States and the Soviet Union vied for con-
trol of the country’s valuable resources (the most important of which was oil)
and geostrategic location.

Reza Shah, the founder of the modern Iranian state, resisted Allied influ-
ence at the beginning of World War II. Because of this, Iran was invaded and
occupied by British and Soviet forces. Iran subsequently became a chief con-
duit for U.S. Lend-Lease assistance to the Soviet Union. Reza Shah abdi-
cated and his son, Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, became the new shah.

In 1943 the three principal Allied leaders—U.S. President Franklin D.
Roosevelt, British Prime Minister Winston Churchill, and Soviet leader Josef
Stalin—met in the Iranian capital of Tehran to discuss military strategy. In
addition, they issued the Tehran Declaration, by which they committed their
three governments to restore full sovereignty and territorial integrity to Iran
after the war. Nonetheless, with the end of the war, both Britain and the
Soviet Union were reluctant to withdraw. The Soviet Union established two
nominally independent communist states in areas that it occupied. These
were the People’s Republic of Azerbaijan and the Kurdish People’s Repub-
lic. Iran, backed by the United States, protested to the United Nations (UN)
Security Council, citing the Tehran Declaration.

In May 1946 the Soviet Union withdrew its troops, following a pledge
by the Iranian government to consider oil concessions. After the Soviet with-
drawal, the Iranian Army reestablished full Iranian central government con-
trol over the northern provinces, and the Iranian parliament rejected oil
concessions to the Soviets. This confrontation with the Soviet Union was the
catalyst for the strong U.S.-Iranian relationship that lasted until 1979.

Following the war, Iranian nationalism asserted itself, and two rival fac-
tions challenged the supremacy of the shah, who was pro-Western. The first
was the Thul Party, which was procommunist and backed by the Soviets.
The second was the National Front Party (NFP), based on a nationalist-
democratic platform and relatively independent of foreign influence. The
NFP, led by its eccentric but popular leader Mohammed Mossadegh, domi-
nated Iranian politics through the early 1950s.

When Mossadegh became prime minister in 1951, he nationalized the
British-owned Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. Britain responded by imposing
an embargo on Iranian oil and blocking the export of products from the for-
merly British properties. Because Britain was Iran’s primary oil consumer, the

998 Iran

Iran



British blockade made Iran’s already weak economy even weaker. As one con-
sequence of the crisis, Mossadegh asked the shah to grant him emergency
powers that included direct control of the military. The shah resisted the
request, which precipitated a domestic political crisis.

Mossadegh, however, well understood the power of his popularity. He
promptly resigned his position in 1952, causing widespread protests and
demands that he be returned to power. Now unnerved, the shah reappointed
Mossadegh, who then took steps to consolidate his power. This included the
implementation of land reform and other measures that to the West seemed
socialist. Although Mossadegh had not had any direct contact with the So-
viets, the events in Iran were nevertheless of great concern to the United
States, which feared a Soviet move on Iran.

As the Anglo-Iran Oil Crisis deepened and Mossadegh implemented
more internal reforms while pushing the shah to the sidelines, the United
States and Britain decided to take action. The result was the Central Intelli-
gence Agency’s (CIA) Operation AJAX. This covert operation employed prop-
aganda, protests, and disinformation to discredit Mossadegh, who responded
by seeking greater personal power as prime minister. When the shah at-
tempted to fire Mossadegh in 1953 and he refused to step down, the shah
fled abroad.

Riots soon broke out in Iran’s major urban centers as pro- and anti-
monarchy forces mobilized popular support. The communists as well as the
religious leadership chose to oppose Mossadegh. With both the CIA and
British intelligence funding and advising promonarchy leaders of all stripes,
the Iranian Army took control of Tehran in August 1953 and arrested Mos-
sadegh. The shah returned to Iran and appointed a loyalist army officer as
prime minister. Some maintain that the CIA’s role in the coup was inappro-
priate and illegal and that U.S. involvement alienated large segments of Iran-
ian society, ultimately fueling virulent anti-Americanism that pervaded Iran by
the mid-1970s. The end result, these observers assert, was the 1979 Iranian
Revolution and the taking of American hostages from the U.S. embassy in
Tehran in November 1979. Other analysts, however, have viewed the U.S.
effort as an effective means by which to keep Soviet influence out of Iran,
which was of vital importance to Western interests. Following the events of
1953, the shah became the staunchest U.S. ally in the Middle East, apart
from Israel. Indeed, until 1979 the shah acted as a powerful stabilizing force
in the Persian Gulf region and a solid bulwark against Soviet influence
extending south out of the Caucasus.

While the return of the shah may have been beneficial to Western Cold
War interests, his rule alienated many Iranians. His pro-Western foreign pol-
icy irked Iranian nationalists, who were fed up with domination by the great
powers. His lavish lifestyle and Westernized dress and manner were also an
affront to many Iranian clerics, particularly the more conservative. His auto-
cratic rule and limp efforts to improve the lot of Iranians economically and
socially won him few new adherents. By the early 1970s, many Iranians re-
mained poor and underemployed, despite the fact that the country sat atop
one of the richest oil and gas fields in the world.
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The roots of the 1979 Iranian Revolution lay in domestic unrest and
violence that began in 1963. At the time, the leader of the most powerful
antimonarchy movement was the Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, a funda-
mentalist Muslim cleric. The shah responded to the opposition with arrests
and sometimes brutal interrogations by the secret police. The army was
often used to crush protests by force. Khomeini fled to Iraq in 1964, and gov-
ernment forces crushed public protests, resulting in thousands of deaths.
Khomeini continued to agitate against the shah from Iraq and later from
France as the symbolic leader of the growing opposition to the shah’s reli-
gious and economic policies.

In 1977, President Jimmy Carter’s administration put pressure on the
shah to ease his repressive policies, but as the shah loosened his grip, a broad
spectrum of Iranian society began to protest against a variety of grievances.
At the core of the antishah forces were the religious student community and
its clerical leadership. When the shah declared martial law in September
1978, resistance to his regime culminated in a general strike in October 1978.
Under great pressure at home and abroad and in failing health, the shah fled
Iran in January 1979.

The departure of the shah precipitated a power struggle that was quickly
won by Khomeini and his Islamic fundamentalist followers. Their new gov-
ernment consolidated its power through intimidation and violence. Khome-
ini was not only an ardent opponent of the shah but was also extremely
anti-American, and his youthful followers reflected that. On 4 November
1979, Iranian students stormed the U.S. embassy in Tehran and took seventy
Americans hostage. Over the next fourteen months, the United States applied
sanctions against Iran, froze Iranian assets, and attempted a military rescue,
all to secure the hostages. All these efforts failed.

In July 1980, the shah died of cancer in Egypt, opening a diplomatic op-
portunity to resolve the hostage crisis. The hostages were finally released on
21 January 1981. In the meantime, war had begun between Iran and Iraq.

Neighboring Iraq saw in the 1979 Iranian Revolution a chance to rekindle
a long-standing border dispute with Iran over the Shatt al-Arab, the water-
way providing Iraq access to the Persian Gulf. On 22 September 1980, Iraq
invaded Iran, beginning an eight-year-long war, one of the bloodiest strug-
gles of modern history. Initially, the Iraqi Army had great success against the
disorganized, surprised, and poorly led Iranians. However, Iranian zeal led to
counteroffensives in 1982 that pushed the Iraqis back. The war then settled
into a bloody stalemate during which the Iraqis for the most part fought from
prepared defensive positions in the fashion of World War I and the Iranians en-
dured huge casualties while attempting unsophisticated human wave attacks
against prepared enemy positions. Khomeini viewed the war as a jihad, or
holy war, and rejected any end to the fighting before the destruction of Sad-
dam Hussein’s secular government.

In 1987, with the Cold War winding down, both the Soviet Union and
the United States became more involved in brokering an end to the conflict,
even as both favored Iraq. The Soviets focused on building up Iraq’s con-
ventional military capabilities. The United States provided diplomatic sup-
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port and satellite intelligence. It also protected Persian Gulf shipping. In
1988, Iraqi military successes and increasing diplomatic isolation finally con-
vinced Khomeini to agree to a cease-fire.

Since the end of the Iran-Iraq War in 1988 and the death of Khomeini
in 1989, more moderate forces in Iran have attempted to assert influence on
the clerical regime. In general, however, Khomeini’s Islamic Religious Party
continues to dominate the government bureaucracy and the major institu-
tions of state control. In addition, Iran’s sponsorship of terrorist activities in
Lebanon and against Israel ensured its continued diplomatic isolation.

Louis A. DiMarco
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Iran’s armed forces, which during much of the Cold War were heavily
equipped with U.S. weaponry and hardware, served as a symbol of mod-
ernism until the 1979 Iranian Revolution. After that, they tended to reflect
the new clerical regime’s inability, and even unwillingness, to maintain and
upgrade technical capabilities as well as the state’s emphasis on the personal
zeal of military personnel rather than their training and leadership abilities.

From the earliest days of Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi’s reign, as early
as 1941, Iran’s armed forces were vitally important to his rule. Iran’s strategic
geographical position and the shah’s constitutional authority giving him direct
control over the armed forces (but not over other matters of state) made mil-
itary expansion and modernization his single most important program. After
the 1953 CIA-led coup that solidified his position, the shah increasingly turned
to the Americans for matériel and technical support.

Although the shah was a much-welcomed customer, U.S. presidential ad-
ministrations up until 1969 expressed concerns that he should channel more
efforts toward internal reforms. Washington often did not have complete con-
fidence in the shah’s ability to retain control over his nation, and his placing of
military objectives above other national interests did not ease apprehensions.

There were caps on both the quantity and types of weapons systems
available to Iran, but that changed during President Richard Nixon’s admin-
istration beginning in 1969. By 1972, the shah could order virtually any type
of military technology in whatever quantities he wished. This set a significant
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new precedent, as both the U.S. Defense Department and the U.S. State
Department had previously sought to limit Iranian weapons purchases. The
results were immediate and dramatic. Iranian military purchases from the
United States skyrocketed from $500 million per year in 1972 to $2.5 billion
in 1973. By 1976, Iran had purchased $11 billion in new weaponry from
American suppliers. Weapons acquisitions included helicopters, jet fighters,
antiaircraft missiles, submarines, and destroyers. These acquisitions con-
tinued until 1977, when President Jimmy Carter’s administration reimposed
limits on such sales.

The 1970s also marked significant importations of Western technical
assistance. Large numbers of military advisors, technicians, and logistics and
maintenance personnel arrived in Iran, primarily from the United States. As
long as military matériel and spare parts arrived from the West, to be used
by nonnative technicians, the military functioned smoothly. If that flow of
goods and expertise were to be halted, as it was after 1979, the Iranian mili-
tary’s ability to function would be seriously compromised.

In early 1979 the shah was forced to abdicate and depart the country.
The monarchy was replaced by a conservative, Islamic republic. Less than
two years later, in September 1980, Iraq attacked Iran. It was a diminished
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military, augmented by and sometimes competing with nonprofessional Rev-
olutionary Guard units, that met the first assaults. They performed poorly.

In terms of personnel, upon the creation of the Islamic republic the offi-
cer corps of all three Iranian armed services had been purged, followed by a
rash of desertions. One estimate holds that 60 percent of the army deserted in
1979 alone. The numbers of qualified pilots and technicians in the air force
plummeted, as did the number of naval personnel. One significant exception
was an increase in the number of marines, at least until the mid-1980s.

The departure of foreign advisors and technicians who had serviced air-
craft, radar, missile, and ground systems had a dramatic effect on the Iranian
armed forces. One example of the dangers of relying on technology created
and supported by outsiders was the air force’s computer-based logistics
system. Without the proper technical support, the system was unusable. Pro-
curing spare parts, which grew increasingly scarce, was a slow and laborious
process.

At the beginning of the Iran-Iraq War, Iran could still field an army pos-
sessing tanks, aircraft, and the mobility they conferred against an often inept
foe. As the war progressed, however, the boycott on Iranian oil, which de-
pleted government funds, forced the Iranians to continually cannibalize their
own equipment. This took a heavy toll.

During the 1980–1988 war with Iraq, Iran was forced to seek weapons
from sources other than the United States and Western Europe. Iran re-
ceived war matériel from the People’s Republic of China (PRC), Brazil, the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea), and Israel. It
also secured some Soviet equipment, usually purchased through third par-
ties. Most bizarre was the supply of American equipment, especially air-to-
ground and antitank missiles. These weapons systems were furnished by the
United States in return for cash used to finance U.S. government actions
against the Sandinistas in Nicaragua in what came to be known as the Iran-
Contra Affair.

At the end of the war with Iraq, Iran sought to both rebuild its military
arsenal and correct problems of standardization that had arisen because of its
variegated sources of supply. Iran subsequently purchased substantial quan-
tities of weapons from Russia and manufactured its own armored weapons
systems and, according to some sources, sought to develop nuclear weapons.

Robert N. Stacy
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Political scandal in President Ronald Reagan’s administration involving the
illegal sale of weapons to Iran, the proceeds of which were used to illegally
fund Nicaraguan Contra rebels. As its name implies, Iran-Contra was the
linkage of two otherwise vastly different foreign policy problems that bedev-
iled the Reagan administration at the beginning of its second term in 1985:
how to secure the release of American hostages held by Iranian-backed kid-
nappers in Lebanon and how to support the Contra rebels fighting against
Nicaragua’s Cuban-style Sandinista government. In both cases Reagan’s
public options were limited, for he had explicitly ruled out the possibility of
negotiating with hostage takers, and Congress refused to allow military aid
to be sent to the Contras.

In August 1985 Reagan approved a plan by Robert McFarlane, National
Security Agency (NSA) advisor, to sell more than 500 TOW antitank missiles
to Iran, via the Israelis, in exchange for the release of Americans held by ter-
rorists in Lebanon. (Reagan later denied that he was aware of an explicit link
between the sale and the hostage crisis.) The deal went through, and as a
follow-up, in November 1985, there was a proposal to sell HAWK antiaircraft
missiles to Iran. Colonel Oliver North, a decorated Marine attached to the
NSA’s staff, was put in charge of these and subsequent negotiations. A num-
ber of Reagan’s senior cabinet members, including Secretary of State George
Shultz, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger, and White House Chief of
Staff Donald Regan, began to express reservations about this trade with Iran,
for it was not only diametrically opposed to the administration’s stated policy
but was also illegal under U.S. and international law.

Nonetheless, Reagan continued to endorse arms shipments throughout
1986, and in all more than one hundred tons of missiles and spare parts were
exported to Iran by the end of the year. The policy’s success in hostage re-
leases proved limited, however, because while some Americans were set free
as acts of quid pro quo, others were quickly taken captive in their turn.

Meanwhile, North had begun secretly funneling the funds from the mis-
sile sales to Swiss bank accounts owned by the Nicaraguan Contra rebels,
who used the money in part to set up guerrilla training camps run by agents of
the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). All this was in direct violation of the
Second Boland Amendment, a congressional law passed in October 1984 that
specifically forbade the U.S. government from supporting any paramilitary
group in Nicaragua. To what extent North’s superiors knew of the Contra
connection at this stage remains unclear, as is the final amount of money sup-
plied to the Nicaraguans, although it is thought to have been on the order of
tens of millions of dollars. Later investigations suggested numerous account-
ing irregularities by North, but these were never proven.

On 3 November 1986, the affair became public when a Lebanese maga-
zine, Ash-Shiraa, revealed that the Americans had been selling missiles to the
Iranians. Reagan responded with a televised statement in which he denied
any arms-for-hostages deal, and U.S. Attorney General Edwin Meese was
ordered to conduct an internal inquiry. North and his secretary, Fawn Hall,
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immediately began shredding incriminating documents, but on 22 Novem-
ber Meese’s staff discovered material in North’s office that linked the Iranian
shipments directly to the Contras. Meese informed Reagan, and on 25 No-
vember the U.S. Justice Department announced its preliminary findings to
the press. North was fired, and National Security Advisor John Poindexter,
who had replaced McFarlane, promptly resigned.

The following month, Reagan appointed an independent commission
to investigate the affair, chaired by former Texas Senator John Tower. The
commission’s March 1987 report severely criticized the White House for fail-
ing to control its NSA subordinates, which led to the resignation of Regan.
An apparently contrite President Reagan admitted to having misled the pub-
lic in his earlier statements, although he pled sins of ignorance rather than
design. A subsequent congressional inquiry lambasted the president for fail-
ings of leadership but decided that he had not known about the transfers of
money to the Contras.

In 1988 independent prosecutor Lawrence Walsh indicted North, Poin-
dexter, and twelve other persons on a variety of felony counts. Eleven were
convicted, but North and Poindexter were later acquitted on Fifth Amend-
ment technicalities. At the end of his term in office in December 1992,
President George H. W. Bush pardoned six other persons implicated in the
Iran-Contra scandal, including Weinberger and McFarlane.

Alan Allport
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Diplomatic confrontation between Iran and the United States that lasted 444
days (4 November 1979–20 January 1981) and involved the seizure and cap-
tivity of U.S. embassy personnel in Tehran by radical Iranian students. The
Iran Hostage Crisis was perhaps the gravest diplomatic standoff of the 1970s.
It crippled President Jimmy Carter’s administration, led to a second energy
crisis (the first having occurred in 1973–1974), and contributed to the elec-
tion of Ronald Reagan as U.S. president in 1980. The genesis of the crisis was
internal turmoil in Iran and a popular backlash against the regime of Shah
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Muhammad Reza Pahlavi, which began in earnest in 1978. By January 1979,
mass protests and violence threatened to plunge the country into chaos.

In 1953, Shah Pahlavi (who had ruled from 1941 to 1952) had been re-
turned to power by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in a bloodless
coup against nationalist Prime Minister Mohammed Mossadegh. Mossadegh
had sought to end foreign control of Iranian oil. Ever since, U.S. policy-
makers viewed the shah as their greatest ally in the Middle East. Accord-
ingly, the United States sold the shah’s government billions of dollars of
weaponry in return for an Iranian pledge to keep its oil flowing and to pre-
vent destabilization in the region. But the shah’s regime was riddled with
cronyism and corruption. In spite of his repeated promises to reform Iranian
society, government, and politics, little changed in Iran between 1953 and
1979. While the shah purchased billions of dollars worth of military weaponry
and lived in luxury, many Iranians were destitute. Opposition encountered
a heavy-handed response, as in 1963 when the shah’s forces cracked down
against protesters, resulting in scores of deaths and deportations. The shah’s
secular regime was also bent on Westernizing Iran, an Islamic nation. Such
efforts did not sit well with conservative Islamic opponents.
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This photo, taken on the first day of occupation of the U.S. embassy in Tehran, shows the American hostages being
paraded by their militant Iranian captors, 4 November 1979. (Bettmann/Corbis)



In early January 1979, nationwide protests against the shah forced him
to flee the country. He departed Iran on 16 January, never to return. A new
interim government was established, but it did not win the support of right-
ist Islamic leaders who hoped to establish an Islamic regime in Iran. Among
the most popular of the Islamic fundamentalists was the Ayatollah Ruhollah
Khomeini, who had spent many years in exile in France.

In February 1979, Khomeini returned to Iran. He refused to cooperate
with the interim government and began to stir up popular resentment against
the United States. The situation in Iran continued to deteriorate as anti-
Western demonstrations—encouraged by Khomeini and his supporters—
convulsed the country and rendered the interim government impotent.
Gradually, Khomeini’s supporters began to act as the de facto government,
giving him the power to engage in major policy decisions.

In October 1979, the Carter administration permitted the gravely ill shah
to come to the United States for medical treatment. Carter’s decision to let
the shah enter the country sparked renewed anti-American protests in Iran.
Declaring the United States as the “Great Satan,” Khomeini incited his fol-
lowers and other protesters to demonstrate their antipathy toward American
interests. On 4 November 1979, a mob of angry protesters, many of them
young college students, stormed the U.S. embassy in Tehran, took control
of it, and held some seventy embassy workers hostage. The seizure of the
embassy and the taking of hostages were deemed a gross violation of inter-
national law, as it is understood that a nation’s foreign embassies are exten-
sions of its national sovereignty.

Although Khomeini probably did not order the taking of the embassy,
he clearly supported the action as it unfolded and refused to negotiate in
good faith with the United States. Thirteen women and nonwhite hostages
were released during 19–20 November, and one more was released in July
1980 for health reasons. In return for the release of the remaining hostages,
the Iranians demanded that the shah be returned to Iran for trial, that the
assets he took with him be immediately returned, and that the United States
apologize for its meddling in Iranian affairs. The Carter administration re-
fused the conditions, and a long stalemate ensued. Carter incited more anti-
American protests in Iran when he froze several billion dollars of Iranian
assets and halted the importation of Iranian oil to the United States. The
moratorium on Iranian oil precipitated a full-blown oil crisis in the United
States that drove gasoline and fuel oil prices to historic highs and wrecked an
economy that was already teetering on the edge of a meltdown. When Carter
left office in January 1981, inflation was 13-plus percent, and interest rates on
certain consumer loans had skyrocketed to 18 percent or more. Further com-
plicating the Iran hostage crisis was the Soviets’ December 1979 invasion of
Afghanistan, which put Soviet-American relations on hold and upped the ante
in superpower control over the Middle East.

Many Americans were deeply frustrated with the hostage crisis, which
seemed to showcase American weakness despite its mighty military resources.
They were also chagrined at the resultant energy crisis and deep economic
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recession. Carter spent much of his time trying to defuse and resolve the
crisis, but to no avail. Given the world situation and the worsening relations
with the Soviet Union, the United States could ill afford to prompt a war in
the Middle East. Indeed, to do so might have resulted in a confrontation
with the USSR. In April 1980, a secret operation to free the American hostages
ended in disaster when a helicopter developed engine problems in the Iran-
ian desert and two military planes collided in the ensuing chaos, killing eight
servicemen.

The aborted mission was made public and served only to deepen U.S.
pessimism toward the Carter administration and the ongoing crisis. As Amer-
icans placed yellow ribbons around trees in remembrance of the hostages,
the 1980 presidential election swung into high gear. Republican nominee
Ronald Reagan lambasted Carter’s handling of the crisis and his foreign and
domestic policies in general. Many Americans, fed up with the long hostage
crisis, saw in Reagan an answer to the nation’s emasculation. To his consid-
erable credit, Carter chose to greatly limit his campaign appearances to give
his undivided attention to the unfolding crisis. Reagan went on to win a rel-
atively narrow victory in November 1980, due in no small measure to the Iran
Hostage Crisis.

The shah died in July 1980 in Egypt. That September, Iran invaded Iraq,
touching off the Iran-Iraq War. These two events may have been enough to
nudge the Iranians into serious negotiations. But the advent of the Reagan
administration also helped. Perhaps fearful of what a new administration
might do, the students seemed willing to bargain for the hostages’ freedom.
By early January 1981, Carter had reached an agreement whereby the U.S.
hostages would be freed. The United States promised to return some $8 bil-
lion in frozen Iranian assets and to lift trade sanctions against the country.
Approximately twenty minutes after Reagan was sworn in as president, he
announced that the hostages were free and on their way to a U.S. military
base in the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany). The long
affair was over, but its impact on American and international politics contin-
ues to play out to the present.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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The Iran-Iraq War began with the invasion of Iran by Iraqi forces on 22 Sep-
tember 1980 and lasted until a United Nations (UN) brokered cease-fire on
20 August 1988 that restored the status quo ante bellum. The issues involved
extended back centuries to struggles between the Sunni Ottoman Empire
and the Shiite Safavid Empire of Persia. The conflicts were territorial, ethnic,
and religious. The territorial issue involved a dispute over the Shatt al-Arab,
the waterway that delivers the waters of the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers.
Ethnic controversies included the large Arab and Kurdish populations on
both sides of the border. The religious conundrum centered on the fact that
there are Shia Muslim Arabs in both nations.

By the 1970s both sides were locked in a dispute over the Shatt al-Arab
boundary between the two nations. Iraq was also angry over Iranian support
for a revolt by Kurds in northern Iraq against Baghdad. Finally, although the
Shia population in southern Iraq constituted a majority of the national popu-
lation, the minority Sunni Arabs controlled the life of the country. The Shia
were restive and hoped for support from fellow Shias in Iran.

Tensions between Iraq and Iran led to the Algiers
Accord of 1975 by which Shah Reza Pahlavi II of Iran
agreed to end support for Kurdish dissidents in Iraq in
return for establishing the navigational center of the Shatt
al-Arab as the international border between the two nations.
Before this the Iraqi border was the eastern shore, which
complicated trade from the Persian port of Abadan on the
Shatt to the Gulf. At the same time, Iraq secured control of
the waterway from its port of Basra farther up the Shatt.
The United States backed Iran, while the Soviet Union had
become a major supporter of Iraq.

Any hopes that the Algiers Accord might stabilize the
region were soon dashed. Saddam Hussein was expanding
his power in Iraq while, despite U.S. support, the shah’s
hold over Iran was weakening. In 1978 at the request of
the shah, Iraq agreed to expel his most fervent opponent,
the Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini (who had been living in
exile in Iraq since 1964). Khomeini moved to France, from
where he orchestrated a rebellion against the shah that
was successful only a year later. Now dominating Iran,
Khomeini nursed deep grievances against Iraq not only for
his expulsion but because of the secular nature of the Iraqi
regime. The 1975 agreements became moot.

Hussein also believed that he saw an opportunity to
regain complete control of the Shatt as well as the Arab
portions of Iran, increasing his oil reserves and ending any
possibility of Iranian disruption of the transport of oil to
the Gulf. He believed that the decimation of the Iranian
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military following the 1979 revolution and the termination
of American military aid as a consequence of the recent Iran-
ian Hostage Crisis with the United States would bring easy
victory. On 18 September 1980, Iraq abrogated the Algiers
Accord.

At the outset of the war, Iran had 240,000 men under
arms, of whom 150,000 were ground forces. Iraq matched this
with 243,000 men, of whom 200,000 were ground forces. Iraq
had 2,750 tanks to Iran’s 1,735. Iraq also had a slight advan-
tage in artillery pieces (1,240 to 1,000) but about 100 fewer
aircraft (332 to 445 for Iran).

Iraq began military operations with four divisions totaling
about 45,000 men. The Iraqi Army invaded Iran on three
fronts, ranging from the Shatt al-Arab in the south to points
east and northeast of Baghdad in order to provide cover for

the capital and approaches to Kirkuk. Hussein expected a quick, decisive
victory. Although the Iraqis seized some territory east of the Shatt, the Iran-
ian Army simply withdrew into urban areas. Iraq’s navy was of little impor-
tance and could do little to contest an Iranian naval blockade of the limited
Iraqi access to the Gulf; nor could the Iraqi Navy do much offensively against
Iranian offshore oil installations. The Iraqi Air Force’s attempted preemptive
strike was unsuccessful, and Iran retained a credible air capability.

Although Hussein expected to avoid heavy casualties, this was not the
case. Taking Khorramshar in the early part of the war cost the Iraqis 7,000
men and 100 tanks. Declining to directly assault Abadan, Hussein decided
to lay siege to that important Iranian oil-producing area.

Iran refused to capitulate, and the war settled into a conflict of attrition.
This should have been to the benefit of Iran, which was much larger in terri-
tory and had three times the population, sizable oil reserves, and an extensive
frontage on the Gulf. Iran, however, suffered from poor leadership resulting
from ideological purges, serious logistics problems from its international iso-
lation, and a poorly trained if fanatical army.

The attrition phase of the war began in late 1980 and persisted until
1987. During this phase, both sides employed chemical weapons, including
both World War I–era mustard gas and post–World War II blood and nerve
agents. They were only marginally effective but elicited much condemna-
tion internationally.

This phase also saw improvement in Iraqi military capabilities, espe-
cially in the air, where it often achieved superiority at critical times. Hussein
also raised the number of his army divisions from twelve to more than forty.
On the other hand, Iran was successful in mobilizing and motivating massive
numbers of young men in human wave attacks. Iran also had considerable suc-
cess in reconstituting an effective command structure and securing weapons
from abroad, including spare parts to revitalize its U.S.-supplied arsenal. The
Iran-Contra Affair was a small part of this, as the administration of President
Ronald Reagan secretly diverted Iranian oil money to the U.S.-backed insur-
gency in Nicaragua in return for critical U.S.-made equipment.
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The war also saw two other incidents involving the United States. In
the first, on 17 May 1987, Iraqi aircraft attacked in the Persian Gulf the U.S.
Navy frigate Stark, evidently by mistake, resulting in 37 U.S. dead. In the
second, on 3 July 1988, the crew of the U.S. cruiser Vincennes mistook an Iran-
ian airliner for an attacking military aircraft and shot it down with a missile,
killing all 290 people aboard.

The attrition phase ended in early 1988 with an Iraqi offensive designed
to force Iran into negotiations. It included a naval and air attack on Iranian oil
transportation facilities and missile attacks on such targets as Tehran, Isfahan,
and Qum. A concentrated offensive on the al-Faw Peninsula at the mouth of
the Shatt al-Arab also included the use of chemical weapons. Hussein was
less motivated by decisive victory than by preservation of his rule after years
of war and sacrifice. He succeeded, and both sides accepted a UN-negotiated
cease-fire on 20 August 1988. The long war brought exhaustion to both sides
and finally resulted in the realization that further military action was not
likely to turn the tide for either side. No peace treaty has ever been signed.

Casualties were high on both sides, including large numbers of civilians.
Even approximate numbers are difficult to come by, but estimates place the
number of military and civilian dead at around 300,000. Wounded and cap-
tured bring the number of casualties to between 1 and 2 million. Apart from
this vast human cost, the war wreaked havoc on the economies of both
nations. Some estimates place the total cost of the war at about $1 trillion.

In 1991, the UN Security Council declared Iraq to have been the aggres-
sor in the war, something the Iraqi government publicly admitted only in
May 2005.

Daniel E. Spector
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Middle Eastern nation covering 168,753 square miles, slightly smaller than the
U.S. state of California, with a 1945 population of some 4.6 million people.
Iraq borders on Saudi Arabia to the west and south, Kuwait and the Persian
Gulf to the south, Iran to the east, and Syria and Turkey to the north. Iraq’s
geographic position in the Middle East and its large reserves of oil made it a
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vital strategic interest for both the United States and the Soviet Union during
the Cold War. However, volatile domestic politics made it an unreliable ally.

The British received a mandate over Iraq following World War I, work-
ing through King Faisal ibn Husayn, one of the key leaders of the Arab revolt
against the Ottomans during the war. Faisal established a Westward-focused
Iraqi government that dominated Iraqi politics until 1958. This orientation
to the West was in conflict with strong Iraqi nationalism beneath the surface,
generating constant friction between the government and its opposition.

Iraq achieved independence from Britain in 1932. Faisal’s Sunni Muslim–
dominated government, backed by the British-trained and -equipped Sunni-
dominated military, maintained order. The large Kurdish minority and Shia
Muslim majority were, however, sufficiently powerful to threaten the gov-
ernment. Unfortunately for national stability, Faisal, an adroit politician who
understood well the challenges of ruling Iraq, died of a heart attack in Sep-
tember 1933. His twenty-one-year-old son, Ghazi, succeeded him. In the first
three years of Ghazi’s rule the government changed three times: a powerful
civilian prime minister was replaced by a Western-oriented military leader-
ship, which in turn was replaced by an Arab nationalist military leadership.
When Ghazi died suddenly in April 1939, there was another power strug-
gle between nationalistic military officers and a civilian faction led by the
appointed royal regent, Abd al-Ilah. Efforts by the military to wrest control
from the regent resulted in Britain’s reoccupation of Iraq in 1940, which
lasted until 1945.

Iraq emerged from World War II led by the pro-British al-Ilah and Prime
Minister Nuri al-Said. Despite economic strides made in the immediate
post–World War II period, the political climate in Iraq remained as unstable
as ever. The 1948 defeat of Arab forces by Israel, the overthrow of the pro-
Western Egyptian King Fahd in 1952, and the rise of the anti-Western Mo-
hammed Mossadegh government in Iran all encouraged anti-Western factions
in Iraq. In 1955, Iraq joined the pro-Western Baghdad Pact, allying itself
with Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan in a mutual defense agreement sponsored by
the United States.

The Baghdad Pact was one factor setting in motion the forces that drove
Cairo and Moscow closer together. More important for Iraqi history, the pact
was a direct affront to the long-simmering nationalist sentiments within the
Iraqi Army officer corps. It became the catalyst that ignited the 1958 revolu-
tion—the first in a string of coups and countercoups that would plague Iraq
until the Baathists consolidated power in 1968.

The 1958 coup was led by a secret nationalist organization known as the
Free Officers Movement. On 14 July 1958 its members seized control of
Baghdad and executed King Faisal II and al-Said. The revolutionaries then
abolished the monarchy, proclaimed Iraq a republic, and sought closer ties
to the Soviet Union.

Colonel Abd al-Karim Qasim had led the coup, but his policies created a
great many internal and external enemies, and in February 1963 a faction of
army officers allied with the Baath Party overthrew Qasim. He was replaced
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by his former partner, Abd al-Salam Arif, as president. A Baathist officer,
Colonel Ahmad Hassan al-Bakr, became premier.

Again, internal dissension among the revolutionaries prevailed. By 1964,
Arif had removed the Baathists from positions of authority and had many of
them arrested. In September 1965 he appointed as premier the distinguished
civilian diplomat and lawyer Abd al-Rahman al-Bazzaz, who formed a new
government. His reformist policies were short-lived, however. When Arif
was killed in a helicopter crash in 1966, army leaders quickly forced the new
president, Arif’s elder brother Abd al-Rahman Arif, to oust al-Bazzaz.

In July 1968, a final coup occurred in Iraq. The Baath Party, resurgent
after being brushed aside by Arif, joined with a small group of key army offi-
cers and laid siege to the Arif regime. Arif was allowed to leave the country
in exile. The Baath Party then took over, led by al-Bakr, who had briefly
been premier in 1963. His ruthless lieutenant, Saddam Hussein, assisted
him. After establishing control of the country, the Baathists eliminated their
army rivals by posting them outside of Iraq and threatening their lives. Chal-
lenges from the Shia and the Kurds precluded the party from aggressively
pursuing domestic social reforms, although it did not stop the leaders from
continuing the strong friendship with the Soviet Union. In 1972 the relation-
ship with the Soviets culminated in a treaty of friendship.
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Vice Premier Abd al-Salam Arif addresses a crowd in An Najaf, Iraq, explaining the objectives and reforms of the new
government on 9 August 1958. Colonel Arif and General Abd al-Karim Qasim overthrew the ruling monarchy in a coup
d’etat and took control of the new Iraqi republic. (Bettmann/Corbis)



In 1979, Iraq underwent the first change of leadership in two decades
that was not directly associated with a coup or revolution. Al-Bakr retired and
was replaced by Hussein. Hussein’s assumption of power was accompanied by
a purge of dozens of top party officials; twenty-two members of the leader-
ship were summarily executed. Although the structure of the Baath Party did
not fundamentally change, after the events of July 1979 the Baathist rule of
Iraq became much more the personal rule of Hussein. The party was reduced
to being an extension of his personal power.

The first major test of Hussein’s leadership was Iraq’s relations with
Iran. The new Iranian revolutionary government had become a major source
of anti-Baathist agitation and propaganda. The propaganda was particularly
effective among Iraq’s Shia majority. Border clashes between the two coun-
tries increased, and on 17 September 1980 Hussein announced that he was
reassuming control of the Shatt al-Arab and abrogating the 1975 agreement
with Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, the shah of Iran. On 21 September, Iraqi
forces invaded Iran. Iran’s fundamentalist leader, the Ayatollah Ruhollah
Khomeini, viewed the war in theological and personal terms and was there-
fore unwilling to compromise. This intransigence resulted in a prolonged
war with immense costs in terms of capital and casualties on both sides. An
Iranian counteroffensive eventually won back most of the invaded territory,
and Iranian forces made significant gains into Iraq. The Iraqis, however,
were successful on the diplomatic front. In addition to continued and strong
support from their Soviet allies, the Iraqis also managed to build support
among the other Persian Gulf states as well as in Western Europe and the
United States. The United States and other nations contributed intelligence
support, weapons, financing, and technology to the Iraqi war effort.

In 1988, allied help, Iraqi battlefield success, and the deepening isola-
tion of Iran forced the Iranians to agree to a cease-fire. The war effectively
ended with a return to the borders and conditions of the 1975 treaty with the
shah of Iran. With the conclusion of the war, Iraqi prestige was running high.
Its military was formidable, but its economy had been severely damaged by
the war, and the country was deeply in debt to many of its Arab neighbors.

Hussein’s decision in 1990 to invade Kuwait would lead to appalling liv-
ing conditions in Iraq and ultimately to the destruction of his regime thirteen
years later. He used several pretexts for going to war. The return of the Shatt
al-Arab to dual ownership after the Iran-Iraq War effectively denied its use
by Iraq. This in turn caused Iraq to renew the traditional dispute over bor-
ders and access to the Persian Gulf with Kuwait. In addition, Iraq was facing
huge financial deficits, as Hussein’s economic and military programs plus the
war debt cost much more than Iraqi oil revenue brought in. These conditions
caused the Hussein regime to develop an elaborate theory that connected
Israel, the United States, and Kuwait in a scheme to thwart Iraq’s ability to
achieve its goal of economic prosperity and regional military dominance. The
solution to this conspiracy was to use Iraq’s military capabilities to remove
the alleged source of its economic woes by invading and occupying Kuwait.
Iraq also accused Kuwait of driving down the price of oil by excessive pro-
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duction and of slant-drilling into Iraqi fields. In addition, Iraq claimed Kuwait
as a runaway province.

Iraqi forces invaded Kuwait on 2 August 1990. The invasion was a demon-
stration of Hussein’s fundamental misunderstanding of the basic changes
that had recently occurred internationally. The Cold War was ending and
with it the ability of a regional power such as Iraq, with close ties to the
Soviet Union, to act with some expectation of protection from its ally. In the
face of Iraqi ignorance and intransigence, U.S. President George H. W. Bush
obtained United Nations (UN) support, forged an international coalition,
and deployed an unprecedented multilateral military force to the region. In
January 1991, the U.S.-led force launched a comprehensive military effort
with a strategic air campaign that targeted Iraq’s command and control, infra-
structure, and ground forces. The air campaign was followed by a short and
decisive one hundred–hour ground war that not only liberated Kuwait but
destroyed the bulk of Hussein’s military capability.

Subsequent to the war, Hussein sought to reestablish Iraq as a regional
power. This required that he subvert and avoid UN sanctions placed on Iraq
as a result of the war. He also ruthlessly suppressed uprisings by both the
Kurds and Shiite Muslims. Ultimately, Hussein’s miscalculations, disingenu-
ous relations with the United States and the UN, and another change in the
international situation caused by the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks in
the United States resulted in a second U.S.-led invasion, the destruction of
the Baathist regime in March 2003, and the execution of Hussein in Decem-
ber 2006.

Louis A. DiMarco
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Iraqi armed forces at the beginning of the Cold War were equipped and
organized on the British model. In the years following, especially from the
late 1950s on, other influences shaped their equipage, organization, and doc-
trine. In addition to external supply and doctrinal influences, Iraq’s partic-
ipation in several wars during 1948–1988 and internal politics profoundly
affected military operations, planning, and leadership. While the Iraqi forces
were generally well equipped, they displayed serious flaws in all of their per-
formances, even in those instances in which they emerged victorious.
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Iraq’s first conflict in the Cold War era was the 1948 Arab-Israeli War.
Deployed in western Jordan and fighting in Palestine alongside Jordanians
whose training and organization were similar, Iraqi troops did not fare well.
The Iraqi force, which eventually grew to about 15,000 men, proved ade-
quate in defensive situations but performed poorly otherwise. One strength
was a high standard of unit cohesion that served it well when it was under
attack but that it could not translate into efficacious offensive action.

Following the 1948 conflict, the Iraqi government, then still a king-
dom, signed the 1955 anticommunist Baghdad Pact, a military alliance that
included the United States, the United Kingdom, Turkey, Pakistan, and
Iran. Iraq assumed an active role in this organization until its departure in
1959.

In 1958 all British forces left Iraq (although they had effectively ceded
their air bases in the country in 1955 with the signing of the Baghdad Pact).
This departure marked the end of British involvement and influence in Iraqi
military affairs, a relationship dating back to 1919. That same year, a military
coup resulted in the overthrow of the monarchy, a change in government, and
a significant shift in foreign policy that now tilted heavily toward the Soviet
Union. Not long after the change in government, new defensive arrangements
resulted in the Iraqis receiving military equipment, including tanks and air-
planes, and advisors from the Soviet Union.
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Iraqi soldiers head to the Abadan front during the Iran-Iraq War (1980–1988), Basra, Iraq, October 1980. (Francoise de
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During 1961–1970, the Iraqi military was engaged in the suppression of
Kurdish rebels in what has been referred to as the First Kurdish War. There
was no Iraqi participation in the 1967 Six-Day War. The Iraqis did, however,
participate in the October 1973 Yom Kippur War. Fighting mainly on the
Golan Heights, their performance has been cited as the worst of any of Israel’s
opponents in that conflict.

In the 1980s the Iraqi military fought two wars. The first began in Sep-
tember 1980 when Iraqi forces attacked Iran. In the same decade, Iraqi gov-
ernment forces fought an internal war in which they brutally suppressed the
Kurds in what has been called the Second Kurdish War. Both wars were
notable for the extensive use of chemical weapons, in one case against an
external enemy and in another case against a domestic civilian population.

In terms of equipment and basic military doctrine, the Iraqis were obvi-
ously tied to the Soviets, their mentors and suppliers. During the war with
Iran, however, they were aided significantly by American intelligence (mostly
through aerial reconnaissance photos) that supported strategic planning
and target identification. In 1988, after eight long years of fighting, the Iraqis
restored the status quo ante bellum with Iran, although this result can be at-
tributed more to Iranian exhaustion rather than Iraqi brilliance. Even though
the Iran-Iraq War wrought significant destruction on Iraqi infrastructure and
civilian centers, Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein believed that his forces had
been battle-hardened and were quite formidable at war’s end.

On the eve of the Persian Gulf War, Iraq’s armed forces were quite large
and, on paper, very impressive. Only two years away from its war with Iran,
the Iraqi Army boasted approximately 900,000 soldiers, almost 6,000 tanks,
5,000 armored personnel carriers, and nearly 4,000 pieces of artillery. This
force was, however, easily and decisively defeated in a one hundred–hour
ground offensive during Operation DESERT STORM in February 1991. Despite
its impressive numbers going into the war, the Iraqi military establishment
performed very poorly. It was plagued by outdated and substandard equip-
ment, generally poor leadership, low morale, and little unit cohesiveness. In
fact, many Iraqi soldiers chose to desert or surrender rather than face the brunt
of a massive, well-trained, and technologically advanced American-led multi-
national contingent of 500,000 soldiers.

Robert N. Stacy
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A part of the United Kingdom, Northern Ireland comprises six counties in the
northern part of Ireland. The six counties that make up Northern Ireland,
also referred to as Ulster, include Antrim, Armagh, Down, Fermanagh, Lon-
donderry, and Tyrone and cover 5,452 square miles—about the size of the
U.S. state of Connecticut. The 1945 population of Northern Ireland was 1.3
million people. More than 60 percent of those inhabitants were Protestant,
with a majority being Presbyterian. Throughout much of the twentieth cen-
tury, Northern Ireland witnessed violence between its Protestant and Cath-
olic populations, especially after 1968 when the Irish Republican Army (IRA),
a militant group of Catholics advocating a union with the Republic of Ire-
land, launched a terror campaign in Ulster.

The conflict between the Catholics and Protestants stretches back for
centuries. In the early seventeenth century the British effectively conquered
Ireland and began sending mainly Scottish Protestants to settle in Ulster.
For the next three centuries, Catholics in Ireland agitated for independence.
In the twentieth century the British began the process of allowing a mod-
icum of home rule for some of Ireland. When the British partitioned Ireland
in 1920 under the Government of Ireland Act, six of the nine Ulster coun-
ties in the northeastern section were made a separate political entity, with a
parliament at Stormont. During 1921–1939 Northern Ireland struggled eco-
nomically, and unresolved tensions between Catholics and Protestants con-
tinued to plague the region.

Northern Ireland became important to the Allied cause during World
War II. When hostilities began, the Irish Free State, under the leadership of
Prime Minister Eamon De Valera, announced that it would be a neutral
power and denied the British the right to use its ports. In Ulster, however,
Britain and the United States established bases for the transport of troops
and war matériel. Beginning on 15 April 1941 the Germans launched an
attack on Belfast. This aircraft bombing campaign extended over several
months, killing more than 1,000 people and destroying significant amounts
of property.

When the Irish Free State declared itself a republic in 1949, the British
responded by passing the Ireland Act, stipulating that Northern Ireland would
only leave the United Kingdom by consent. This act also guaranteed the
Irish in Ulster the social benefits enjoyed by people in England, Scotland,
and Wales. The majority of Northern Ireland’s population was Unionist and
wished to remain part of the United Kingdom. The opponents, the Repub-
licans, desired the unity of Ireland under one government. This political
division was abetted by the Protestant-Catholic feud and economic tensions
(Protestants tended to be better off economically).

Tensions between the two sides continued, but in the two decades fol-
lowing World War II there was little violence. During the same period,
Northern Ireland experienced unrest because of a stagnant economy and
persistently high unemployment. Problems also arose with London over the
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cost of social legislation and fears that the British government might agree to
Ireland’s unification (in which the majority Protestants of Ulster would be
subsumed by a largely Catholic Ireland) if the Irish Republic agreed to join
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).

During the 1960s civil rights groups, in particular the Northern Ireland
Civil Rights Associations (NICRA), began to demonstrate in Northern Ire-
land for equal rights for Roman Catholics. Discrimination there against
Catholics was widespread, and many professions were closed to them. Mod-
eling their effort after the American civil rights movement, these protestors
adopted nonviolent means to achieve their goal of equality for all.

Prime Minister Harold Wilson’s Labour government (1964–1970, 1974–
1976) in Britain favored improvements for the Catholic population of Ulster,
which put pressure on the government at Stormont to establish measures to
alleviate the discrimination and poverty faced by many Catholics. Terence
O’Neill, Northern Ireland’s prime minister during 1963–1969, introduced
several measures to aid the Catholic population. These were insufficient to
satisfy the Catholics and went too far for many Protestants. Soon, Catholics
and Protestants were fighting one another, especially in Londonderry and in
the streets of Belfast, Northern Ireland’s capital. The bloodshed reached its
zenith in 1969, and the Ulster government requested that the British send
troops to augment its police forces.

In 1969 Catholic extremists formed the Provisional IRA. Pledged to unit-
ing Ireland by force, the Provisional IRA waged a terror campaign in Ulster.
Militant Protestants, the Ulster Volunteer Force (UVF) and the Ulster De-
fense Association, fought back against the IRA.

During 1969–1972 violence in Northern Ireland escalated, culminating
in an event that became known as Bloody Sunday. On 30 January 1972, mem-
bers of NICRA planned to march in the city of Derry to protest the arrest
of hundreds of Republicans who were being held without trial. However,
authorities banned the march. When the protestors went ahead with their
plans, British paratroopers opened fire on the crowd, killing thirteen and
wounding fourteen others.

The British government responded to the massacre by closing down the
Northern Ireland government and assuming control of Ulster. In 1973 the
Provisional IRA began launching terrorist attacks in England. In the ensuing
violence during the next twenty years, thousands of people were killed and
tens of thousands wounded. The British maintained a military presence in
Northern Ireland during the 1970s and 1980s and found strong support from
the United States, particularly during President Ronald Reagan’s adminis-
tration (1981–1989), which supported the British hard line against the IRA.

In the 1990s peace talks between the warring parties yielded some results,
and in 1998 the IRA issued a declaration renouncing violence. On 10 April
1998, all parties signed the Good Friday Agreement, establishing a Northern
Ireland Assembly and opening up the possibility for a peaceful solution to
the sectarian problems of Ulster.

Justin P. Coffey
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Island nation in the northern Atlantic. Separated from England by the Irish
Sea to the east, the Republic of Ireland comprises twenty-six counties and
covers 27,135 square miles. It had a 1945 population of approximately 2.9
million people. Ireland was a neutral nation during the Cold War and never
joined any military alliances.

From the time of the Great Potato Famine of 1845–1849, which deci-
mated Ireland, the country’s population remained below 5 million people.
That figure declined throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries as
many Irish left the country for England and the United States. For centuries
the British had controlled Ireland, but in the nineteenth century Irish nation-
alist groups fought for independence. The conflict between the Irish and the
British, often a very deadly one, not only focused on the control of the island
but also involved religion. The overwhelming majority of the Irish popula-
tion was Roman Catholic, while the British population was largely Protestant
united under the Church of England. One of the dilemmas confronting the
British concerned the Irish Protestants, who lived mostly in the northern part
of the island. The Protestants did not wish to live in a united Ireland with a
Catholic majority. Thus, by the summer of 1914 civil war loomed, but the
outbreak of World War I temporarily halted any further violence.

In 1916 Irish nationalists launched the Easter Rebellion in Dublin, an
attempt to overthrow English rule by armed force. The revolt was quickly
crushed. Following World War I, however, violence resumed as Catholics
and Protestants battled each other, primarily in the north. In an effort to help
stem the violence, the British Parliament passed the 1920 Home Rule Bill
granting separate legislatures to the southern twenty-six counties and the six
northern counties. But the Irish Republicans rejected the bill, and the fight-
ing continued. A year later, in December 1921, the British government
signed a treaty with Irish representatives that resulted in the creation of the
Irish Free State. As part of the agreement, however, the six counties in the
north with Protestant majorities could opt out of home rule. They eventually
became part of the United Kingdom.

During World War II Ireland remained neutral. Prime Minister Eamon
De Valera announced the government’s position early in 1940. Irish neutral-
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ity sparked a great deal of controversy, but De Valera maintained this policy,
arguing that Ireland was best served by staying out of the conflict. In 1949,
Irish Prime Minister John Costello withdrew from the British Common-
wealth and declared Ireland a republic. The United Nations (UN) formally
granted the Republic of Ireland membership in 1955.

During the Cold War the Republic of Ireland maintained its traditional
neutrality. In 1949 the founding members of the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO) invited Ireland to join the organization. The invitation
touched off a fierce debate in the country over whether joining NATO should
be linked to an end of the partition of Ireland. The Irish Republicans, or
those who supported a united Ireland, believed that an appeal could be made
to the United States that might lead to a unification of the six northern Irish
counties with the Republic. However, the U.S. State Department informed
the Irish government that the dispute was not a matter for the collective
security pact. The Americans were worried about offending the British, and
President Harry Truman’s administration also expressed concern about the
Irish government’s refusal to allow the Allies to use its ports during World
War II. Nevertheless, the United States considered Irish membership in the
collective security agreement important because of Ireland’s strategic loca-
tion and the potential of locating military bases there. Ultimately, Ireland
elected not to join NATO.

Although the Irish Republic did not formally join the defense pact, Ire-
land for the most part sympathized with the West in its struggle against the
Soviet Union. The people of Ireland, an overwhelmingly Roman Catholic
nation, looked unfavorably upon the antichurch policies of the communist
governments in Eastern Europe. The U.S. Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA) established a liaison with Irish intelligence networks in the mid-1950s,
and Irish governments supplied the United States with intelligence infor-
mation throughout the Cold War. In the UN, the Irish delegation generally
voted with the United States and the rest of the Western bloc. Ireland also
received financial assistance totaling nearly $150 million from the United
States through the Marshall Plan.

Because Ireland did not join NATO, defense of the nation fell solely to
its own army. Sean MacBride, the minister of external affairs, visited both
Great Britain and the United States in 1950 in hopes of gaining some military
assistance, but his efforts were rebuffed. The armed forces of Ireland were
relatively small because the government could not afford to pay for a large
military establishment. Government expenditures were modest, as Ireland
was one of the poorest nations in Europe. The nation had never industri-
alized and lacked many key natural resources, leaving its economy stag-
nant until the 1970s. Ireland joined the European Union (EU) in 1973 and
thereafter began receiving subsidies from the EU, which helped expand its
economy.

Irish support of U.S. policies toward the Soviet Union helped Ireland
secure from Washington a commitment in the late 1970s that the United
States would ensure Ireland’s central role in the peace talks concerning
Northern Ireland. As the Cold War wound down in the late 1980s, Ireland
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began to prosper economically and also took on a greater role in international
affairs.

Justin P. Coffey
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Irish paramilitary organization whose aim was to force home rule and national
unity, often linked with Sinn Féin. The Irish Republican Army (IRA)
descends from the Irish Volunteers, a militia group founded by Irish nation-
alists during the Home Rule Crisis of 1912–1914. In 1914, the nationalists
and the Irish Volunteers split over the issue of the recruitment of Irishmen
for the British Army. A small group of Volunteers, who had strong ties to
the radical Irish Republican Brotherhood, rejected cooperation with Britain
and, in 1916, organized the Easter Rebellion. The rebellion failed, but
Britain’s heavy-handed reaction and, later, its plans to introduce conscription
in Ireland eventually gained for republicanism and its political and military
institutions—Sinn Féin and the Irish Republican Army—the popular sup-
port that the revolt did not generate.

By 1919, Sinn Féin claimed to be Ireland’s legitimate government, while
the IRA openly challenged the forces of the British Crown. In 1921, the
war-weary British began negotiations with Sinn Féin that produced the 1921
Anglo-Irish Treaty, granting dominion status to an Irish Free State that would
govern Ireland except for six Ulster counties. Die-hard republicans, however,
led by Sinn Féin leader Eamon De Valera, rejected the treaty as a surrender
of republican principles and declared themselves Ireland’s only legitimate
government. In the consequent civil war (1922–1923) the IRA, loyal to De
Valera, was defeated but nonetheless refused to surrender.

The IRA’s fortunes then began a precipitous decline. De Valera aban-
doned Sinn Féin in 1926 to form Fianna Fail (Soldiers of Destiny), a political
party dedicated to advancing republicanism through conventional political
arrangements. In 1932 Fianna Fail formed a government under De Valera,
who rewarded republicans who accepted his constitutionalism and punished
those who did not. He banned the IRA in 1936, and two years later the mori-
bund Sinn Féin ceded its political authority to the IRA leadership. Respond-
ing to IRA actions in 1939, governments in Dublin, Belfast, and London
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adopted strong security measures that, by 1945, had pushed the IRA to the
verge of extinction.

Over the next decade, strong leadership revived the IRA, but the offen-
sive launched in Northern Ireland in 1956, the so-called Border Campaign,
ended ignominiously in 1962. Afterward, a coterie of IRA leaders steeped
in revolutionary Marxist theory and attracted to political, not military, action
took control of the organization and ousted many of those responsible for the
Border Campaign.

The outbreak of sectarian violence in Northern Ireland during the sum-
mer of 1969 created another breach in Irish republicanism, yet the IRA’s
leadership chose to continue in their political direction. In response, those
favoring the IRA’s traditional military approach—the majority of the IRA,
as it turned out—formed the Provisional IRA and Provisional Sinn Féin in
December 1969. The Provos, as they came to be called, almost immediately
came to dominate republicanism; for its part, the official IRA dumped its arms
in 1972 and faded into relative obscurity by the decade’s end. After the split,
the term “IRA” actually referred to the Provos.

The Provisional IRA launched a far-reaching campaign of violence in
the hopes of forcing a British withdrawal from Northern Ireland, although
a lack of modern weapons and a strong British response hampered this effort.
Consequently, the IRA adopted the long-war strategy in the mid-1970s;
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thereafter, The Troubles, as the conflict in Ireland and Britain was known,
settled into a dispiriting pattern of terrorism, failed negotiations, military
operations, and reprisals. In the early 1980s, the IRA adopted a bullet-and-
ballot strategy, thrusting Sinn Féin into conventional politics in Ireland and
Northern Ireland while continuing its military operations. This shift eventu-
ally caused another split in the republican movement, with the Continuity
IRA and Republican Sinn Féin breaking away in 1986.

By the early 1990s, the IRA–Sinn Féin leadership acknowledged that
a military victory was unattainable. Encouraged by Sinn Féin’s political
successes on both sides of the border, the leadership announced a formal
cessation of military operations in 1994. In February 1997, the IRA broke the
cease-fire but resumed it after only five months. The 1998 Belfast Agree-
ment guaranteed Sinn Féin a place in Northern Ireland’s government and
provided for numerous governmental reforms. The IRA, however, refuses to
disarm completely, and thus the shadow of the gunman still falls across Irish
politics as it has for more than ninety years.

Scott Belliveau
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Japanese journalist, editor, Liberal Democratic Party politician, and prime
minister of Japan (December 1956–February 1957). Born in Tokyo on 25 Sep-
tember 1884, Ishibashi Tanzan studied philosophy at Waseda University.
He became an editor of the To myo mKeizai Shinpo m (Oriental Economic Journal)
in 1911 and eventually president of the publishing house of To myom Keizai
Shinpo m. As a journalist deeply committed to liberalism and influenced by
Keynesian economic theory, he steadfastly opposed Japan’s expansionism
and its growing militarism.

1024 “Iron Curtain” Speech

“Iron Curtain”
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In May 1946 Ishibashi became finance minister in the first Yoshida
Shigeru cabinet. During his tenure Ishibashi promoted expansionary fiscal
policies, which were consequently criticized by the Allied occupation Gen-
eral Headquarters (GHQ) as promoting inflation. Conflict with the GHQ led
to his absence from public office during May 1947–June 1951.

Meanwhile, in the face of the 1950–1953 Korean War, Ishibashi advanced
the idea of limited Japanese military rearmament. While out of office, his
opposition to Yoshida brought him into close association with Hatoyama
Ichirom, and in December 1954 Ishibashi was appointed minister of inter-
national trade and industry in the Hatoyama cabinet. In this capacity, Ishi-
bashi promoted trade expansion with the People’s Republic of China (PRC)
by encouraging private trade relations.

After Hatoyama’s 1956 retirement, Ishibashi was elected president of the
Liberal Democratic Party and formed his own cabinet in December 1956. As
prime minister, he proposed further trade with the PRC, with the ultimate
aim of normalizing bilateral relations. After only two months in office, how-
ever, he resigned because of illness.

Ishibashi continued to maintain his interest in improving Japan’s rela-
tions with the PRC and the Soviet Union. He visited Beijing in 1959 and
1963 and traveled to the USSR in 1964. In his later years, he advocated a
peace alliance that would include China, Japan, the Soviet Union, and the
United States. Ishibashi died in Tokyo on 25 April 1973.

Tomoki Kuniyoshi
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Middle Eastern state covering 8,019 square miles, slightly larger than the
U.S. state of Massachusetts. With a 1948 (the year of its founding) population
of approximately 1.2 million people, Israel borders on Egypt and the Mediter-
ranean Sea to the west, Syria and Jordan to the east, and Lebanon to the
north.

Modern Israel dates from the end of World War I and the resulting defeat
of the Ottoman Empire. Based on the secret wartime Sykes-Picot Agree-
ment between Britain and France to partition Turkish Middle Eastern ter-
ritory, France was to secure control of Lebanon and Syria, with Britain
receiving Palestine and Iraq. Following the Allied victory, the Paris Peace
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Conference awarded these areas as mandates under the new League of
Nations, envisioning their ultimate independence.

The war also prompted the Zionist movement of Jews seeking a nation-
state in Palestine. In order to enlist the support of international Jewry during
the war effort, the British government issued the Balfour Declaration in
1917. The declaration announced London’s support for the creation of a
“national home for the Jewish people” in Palestine. The parameters of this
home were not spelled out. In 1922 Britain split Palestine into Transjordan
east of the Jordan River and Palestine to the west. The Jewish homeland
would be in Palestine. There were several schemes for achieving this while
balancing the interests of the Arab population with those of the Jewish
minority and the goals of the Zionist movement. Contradictory British assur-
ances to both sides failed to satisfy either the Zionists or the Arabs, however.
Meanwhile, increasing numbers of European Jews arrived in Palestine and
purchased land there, leading to Arab-Jewish rioting that the British author-
ities were not always able to control.

Events immediately before and during World War II accelerated the
Jewish migration to Palestine. Adolf Hitler’s persecution of the Jews in Ger-
many as well as anti-Semitism in Poland and elsewhere led to increasing
Jewish migration and interest in a Jewish state. Once the war began, Hitler
embarked on a conscientious effort to exterminate world Jewry. During the
Nazi-inspired Holocaust an estimated 6 million Jews perished. Late in the
war and afterward, many of the survivors sought to immigrate to Israel. The
great lesson of World War II for Jews was that they could not rely on other
nations; they would require their own independent state. The Holocaust
also created in the West a sense of moral obligation for the creation of such a
state. At the same time, however, the Arabs of Palestine were adamantly
opposed to the implantation of a large foreign population in their midst.

After World War II, Jewish refugees and displaced persons streamed into
Palestine, many of them only to be turned away by British naval ships
patrolling Palestine’s Mediterranean coast just for this purpose. At the same
time, the British authorities wrestled with partitioning Palestine into Arab
and Jewish states. Jews and Arabs proved intransigent, and in February 1947
after both rejected a final proposal for partition, Britain turned the problem
over to the United Nations (UN). In November the UN General Assembly
passed its own resolution to partition Palestine, with Jerusalem to be under
a UN trusteeship. While the Jews accepted this arrangement, the Arabs
rejected it.

In December 1945 the Arab League council announced that it would halt
the creation of a Jewish state by force. The Arabs then began raids against
Jewish communities in Palestine. The United States, with the world’s largest
and wealthiest Jewish population, became the chief champion and most reli-
able ally of the Jews. This position would, however, cost the United States
dearly in its relations with the Arab world and would also influence Cold War
geopolitics.

In January 1948 London announced its intention to withdraw from Pales-
tine. This precipitous British policy led to war. The British completed the
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pullout on 14 May 1948, and that same day David Ben-Gurion, executive
chairman and defense minister of the Jewish Agency, declared the existence
of the independent Jewish state of Israel. Ben-Gurion became the first prime
minister, a post he held during 1948–1953 and 1955–1963.

At first, the interests of the United States and those of the Soviet Union
regarding the Jewish state converged. U.S. recognition of Israel came only
shortly before that of the Soviet Union. Officials in Moscow found common
ground with the Jews in their suffering at the hands of the Nazis in the war
and also identified with the socialism espoused by the early Jewish settlers
in Palestine as well as with their anti-British stance. The Cold War, the re-
emergence of official anti-Semitism in the Soviet Union, and Moscow’s desire
to court the Arab states by supporting Arab nationalism against the West
would soon change all that.

The Israeli independence proclamation led immediately to fighting. In
the first Arab-Israeli War of 1948–1949, hard-pressed Israeli forces managed
to stave off the far more numerous and better-equipped but poorly organized
and inadequately trained Arab forces. In the process, many Palestinians liv-
ing in Israel either fled or were forced out of the territory.

1028 Israel
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Soviet military support for Egypt and Syria led to increased U.S. military
support for Israel. The rise of Egypt’s President Gamal Abdel Nasser only
exacerbated the situation. Trumpeting Arab nationalism, Nasser blockaded
Israeli ships in the Gulf of Aqaba and Israel’s access to the Indian Ocean.
Egypt also supported cross-border raids into Israeli territory by fedayeen, or
guerrilla fighters. Nasser’s turn to the Soviet Union for arms led to the with-
drawal of U.S. support for his pet project of constructing a high dam at Aswan
on the Nile. This led him to nationalize the Suez Canal. British Prime Min-
ister Anthony Eden was determined to topple Nasser, and a coalition of
Britain, France, and Israel then formed. Leaders of the three states devel-
oped secret plans whereby Israel would invade Egypt’s Sinai Peninsula and
move to the canal. Britain and France would then use this as an excuse to
introduce military forces into the canal zone.

At the end of October 1956, Israeli forces swept into the Sinai, easily
destroying Egyptian forces there. When Nasser’s response to French and
British demands proved unsatisfactory, their forces also invaded Egypt from
Cyprus. Although the Soviet Union threatened to send volunteers, it was the
strong opposition of the United States and heavy economic
pressure brought to bear on Britain that proved decisive.
All three powers subsequently withdrew their forces,
greatly strengthening Nasser despite the abysmal showing
of his armed forces. Israel was one of the chief winners of
the 1956 war. It had cleaned out the fedayeen bases and
secured a buffer of UN observers in the Sinai. It also ended
the blockade of the Gulf of Aqaba.

The Soviet Union made good on Egyptian material
losses from the war and, over the next decade, sent con-
siderable quantities of additional arms to the Arab states,
including Egypt, Syria, and Iraq. In May 1967, Nasser
moved Egyptian troops into the Sinai and ordered out the
UN observers who served as a buffer with Israel. Believing
that they would soon be attacked, Israeli leaders ordered
a preemptive strike. On 5 June 1967, the Israeli Air Force
wiped out most of the Egyptian Air Force on the ground
and then struck the Syrians. Although Israel made a bid for
Jordan to stay out of the war, that country joined the fight-
ing against Israel and paid a heavy price for it. The Israelis
won the so-called Six-Day War and, in the process, seized
the Sinai Peninsula from Egypt, the West Bank of the Jor-
dan River along with Jerusalem from Jordan, and the Golan
Heights from Syria.

On 6 October 1973, at the start of the Jewish holy days
of Yom Kippur, Egypt, now led by Anwar Sadat, launched
a surprise attack on Israel. Joined by Syrian forces, the
Egyptians caught the Israeli government of Prime Minister
Golda Meier (1969–1974) by surprise and crossed over the
Suez Canal, then took up defensive positions to destroy
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much of the counterattacking Israeli armor with Soviet-supplied antitank
missiles. Ultimately, however, the Israelis beat back the Arab attacks. Having
recrossed the canal, the Israelis were in position to drive on to Cairo. Both
sides then agreed to a cease-fire.

Israel appeared menaced on all flanks except the Mediterranean. But in
1979 Sadat, dismayed by the inability of Washington to pressure Israel into
concessions, took the unprecedented step of traveling to Israel in November
1977, eventually leading to the Camp David Agreement of September 1978
and a peace settlement between Egypt and Israel. Begun in 1979, Israel com-
pleted a withdrawal of the Sinai Peninsula in 1982. Syria, meanwhile, had
moved closer to the Soviet Union, and the Syrians then moved into Lebanon
in support of Palestinians there and the Lebanese Muslims. This produced
civil war in Lebanon, and following the shelling of Israeli settlements from
southern Lebanon, Israeli forces invaded Lebanon in 1982. In September
1983, Israeli forces withdrew to the Awali River. During 1987–1991, Israeli
security forces had to deal with a wide-scale uprising by Palestinians known as
the Intifada within Israeli-occupied territory in the West Bank and Gaza. The
end of the Cold War brought a large influx of hundreds of thousands of Jews
from the Soviet Union. Despite peace between Egypt and Israel, at the end of
the Cold War a general Middle Eastern peace agreement remained illusive.

Domestically, the Israeli state was organized along the British parliamen-
tary model, with the executive (cabinet) selected by the Knesset (parliament)
and subject to it. Israel also had a system of proportional representation in
which seats in the Knesset were based on the percentage of votes received.
Even parties receiving relatively few votes had representatives in the Knesset.
Such parties included those representing the Arab population, those espous-
ing various degrees of Jewish orthodoxy, the communists, and Revisionist
Zionist groups.

Until 1977 the Mapai-Labor Party controlled the Knesset. It had deep
roots in the socialist movements in Eastern Europe. Mapai-Labor assumed
that the party and state were coterminous. Through control of the kibbutz
movement of socialist communes, the massive social welfare system of the
Histadrut, the powerful military and paramilitary organizations that became
the Israel Defense Forces (IDF), the leadership of the Jewish Agency before
independence, and sufficient seats in the Knesset, Mapai-Labor leaders such
as Ben-Gurion, Meir, and Moshe Dayan dominated Israeli politics for three
decades after independence. The party was strongly secular in orientation.
IDF chiefs of staff often became prime ministers, and it was common for
Mapai-Labor leaders to rotate from military command to seats in the Knes-
set, leadership posts in the Histadrut, and cabinet ministries.

The chief opposition party in these years was the Likud. It supported a
Greater Israel and had strong roots in Zionists opposed to the British man-
date. It also espoused capitalism over socialism and was a voice for the grow-
ing Jewish immigrant population, including those from the Soviet Union. The
religious Jewish parties were the wild cards in Israeli politics. Their agendas
included introduction of orthodox Jewish traditions as the basis for Israeli
law. These ranged from determinations of who could be defined as Jewish
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and thus were entitled to settle in the state, the strict observation of the Sab-
bath, and such issues as marriage and divorce and exemption from military
service. Such parties exercised undue influence because proportional repre-
sentation required any party with a plurality of seats in the Knesset to obtain
the support of smaller parties. Until 1977 Mapai-Labor was able to form gov-
ernments by making concessions to the religious parties and those farther to
the Left. When the Likud Party took control in 1977, it had to form coalitions
with minority parties in much the same fashion as had Mapai-Labor. This
allowed the religious parties to continue to influence policy. Mapai-Labor
continued to be a force as, at times, the Likud had to include Mapai-Labor in
its coalition governments.

Israel’s international relations did not change much when power passed
from Mapai-Labor to Likud to coalition governments. Israel consistently
relied on the United States, which regularly made the Jewish state its largest
foreign aid recipient. Ironically, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG,
West Germany) was an important support for Israel in its early years. Chan-
cellor Konrad Adenauer’s government extended billions of dollars in assis-
tance in recognition of the crimes that Nazi Germany had committed against
world Jewry during World War II. France, which had been a chief supporter
and arms supplier to the Jewish state, became estranged from Israel following
the 1967 War when an angry President Charles de Gaulle withdrew French
military assistance as a consequence of the preemptive Israeli attack.

From an internal perspective, the chief issues for Israel have been dis-
putes over whether Israel should be a secular or religious state (in the West
Bank, Jews may soon well be a minority) and over the makeup of Israeli ter-
ritory. There has also been a continuing war against terrorism and suicide
bombers. The 2005 Israeli withdrawal from the Gaza Strip by a government
led by the expansionist Likud Party reflects these ongoing debates and con-
cerns. Israeli voters remained keenly interested in such issues as the role of
the Orthodox minority, the rights of Israeli Arabs, the fate of Israeli settle-
ments in Gaza and the West Bank, and the ups and downs of the economy.

Daniel E. Spector and Spencer C. Tucker
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Since 1948, the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) has become one of the most
effective and respected military forces in the world. Israel claimed to have
no territorial ambitions, and its military strategy during the Cold War was
essentially defensive, supported by offensive tactics. The IDF consisted of a
regular tactical air force, a regular coastal navy, and a small standing army with
a large and well-trained reserve, an early warning capability, and efficient
mobilization and transportation systems.

The IDF’s approach to war-fighting was based on the premise that Israel
could not lose a single war. Given Israel’s experience and the intentions of
its more hostile neighbors, there can be little doubt of the validity of that
assumption. Israel tried to avoid war through a combination of political en-
gagements and the maintenance of a powerful military deterrent.

In six major wars beginning with the 1948 War of Independence and
during seemingly never-ending occupation duty and counterterrorist actions
into 2005, 21,951 Israeli military personnel have been killed in the line of
duty. During that same time period the IDF, always fighting outnumbered,
inflicted many times more that number of casualties on its enemies. The
IDF continually strove to maintain an advantage in advanced weapons sys-
tems, many of which were developed and manufactured in Israel. The IDF’s
major strategic advantage, however, has always been the quality and disci-
pline of its soldiers.

The IDF was the backbone institution of Israel. Most Israelis were in-
ducted into the IDF at age eighteen. Unmarried women served for two years,
while men served for three years. Following initial service, men remained
in the reserves until age fifty-one and single women until age twenty-four.
Most reservists served for thirty-nine days a year, except during emergencies.
More than 10 percent of Israel’s gross domestic product (GDP) went to mil-
itary expenditures.

IDF officers who retired or otherwise left active duty retained reserve
commissions and were subject to recall in time of war. Ariel Sharon, for
example, commanded a division in the 1967 Six-Day War, retired as a major
general in 1973, and was recalled only a few months later and put in com-
mand of a division in the Yom Kippur War. IDF general officers were a major
force in Israeli society. Many went into politics after retirement. Indeed,
several Israeli prime ministers have been IDF generals.

Although Israel never formally admitted to having nuclear weapons, most
of the world assumed that it did. With French support, Israel constructed its
first nuclear reactor in 1960. The IDF probably acquired nuclear weapons
capability in the late 1960s. Most estimates place Israel’s nuclear stockpile
at between 100 and 200 weapons, including warheads for the Jericho-1 and
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Jericho-2 mobile missiles and bombs for longer-range delivery by Israeli
aircraft.

Immediately following the establishment of the State of Israel on 28 May
1948, the government issued the Defense Army of Israel Ordinance No. 4,
establishing the IDF and merging all Jewish fighting organizations under
it. Immediately thereafter, David Marcus, a U.S. Army Reserve colonel and
World War II veteran, received a commission as Israel’s first aluf (general).

Although the IDF essentially absorbed the General Staff and combat
units of the Haganah (the self-defense militia of the Jews in Palestine), the
integration of other more radical militias was difficult and protracted. The
Stern Gang, also known as Lehi, dissolved itself, and its members joined
the IDF individually. Some battalions of the Irgun (also called the IZL)
joined the IDF, while others fought on independently. The turning point
came when Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion ordered the IDF to sink the
IZL’s arms ship Altalena as it approached Tel Aviv in June 1948. It was a
defining moment for the new State of Israel and established the authority of
the central government. The remaining IZL battalions finally disbanded in
September 1948.

The IDF recognizes six major wars for which it awards campaign ribbons.
The 1948 War of Independence started immediately after the declaration of
statehood, as Egypt attacked from the south, Syria and Lebanon attacked
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from the north, and Jordan—backed by Iraqi and Saudi troops—attacked from
the east. Outnumbered almost sixty to one in population, Israel’s prospects
looked bleak. By the time of the cease-fire in July 1949, however, the IDF
had managed to secure all of its major objectives, with the exception of East
Jerusalem.

In 1956 the second of Israel’s major wars began when the IDF launched
a full-scale attack into the Sinai Peninsula. French and British forces then
invaded Egypt, having secretly planned the operation with the Israelis to
take back control of the Suez Canal from Egypt and topple Egyptian Presi-
dent Gamal Abdel Nasser. In the operation, the IDF captured Gaza and the
entire Sinai Peninsula but later withdrew under international pressure.

In 1967 Egypt massed 100,000 troops in the Sinai and closed the Straits
of Tiran to Israeli ships. In response, the IDF launched a preemptive strike
on 5 June, virtually destroying the Egyptian Air Force on the ground. The
Israeli Air Force then attacked Syria and Jordan. During the Six-Day War,
the IDF again captured the Sinai and Gaza. The Egyptians lost some 15,000
soldiers, while only 338 Israelis died. The IDF also captured the strategic
Golan Heights from Syria and captured East Jerusalem and the rest of the
West Bank from Jordan. Following the Six-Day War, the war of attrition
ground on with the Egyptians along the Suez Canal and with the Syrians
along the northern borders.

The Yom Kippur War began on 6 October 1973 when Egypt and Syria
launched a surprise attack on the eve of the most important Jewish religious
day. Just prior to the start of the war, the active IDF numbered some 75,000
troops, with one-third being regulars and the rest conscripts and reservists
undergoing training. The ground forces could field fifteen brigades, but not
all were at full operational strength.

Upon mobilization, total IDF strength grew to 310,000, with the army
capable of fielding more than thirty brigades, which were combined into
divisional task forces for combat. In the Golan Heights, the IDF deployed
three divisions consisting of eleven brigades. In the Sinai, it fielded four divi-
sions with seventeen brigades. The combined force of the attacking Arab
armies totaled more than 820,000 troops.

The IDF’s mixture of major weapons systems was a logistician’s night-
mare. Almost half of its 2,000 tanks were British Centurions. Another 600
were a combination of more modern American M-60s and older M-48s that
had been locally modified and up-gunned. Another 250 were old World
War II–era American M-4 Shermans that the Israelis had completely rebuilt
and up-gunned to create the Super-Sherman. The IDF also fielded some
250 Soviet T-54s and T-55s, captured from the Arab armies in 1967. The IDF
had only 100 antitank guided missiles. The Arab armies had almost 2,100,
including the Soviet AT-3 Sagger.

The IDF’s 4,000 armored personnel carriers were a mixture of World
War II–era half-tracks, modern American M-113s, and various Soviet APCs
captured in 1967. The IDF’s weakest link was its artillery, which consisted
of only 575 tubes (as opposed to 6,700 Arab guns). The IDF mainstay was
the 155mm howitzer, either the American self-propelled M-109 or the locally
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produced Soltam, mounted on a Sherman tank chassis. The IDF also had
captured Soviet pieces plus a few American-built self-propelled, long-range
175mm M-107s.

The IDF had 1,000 air defense guns against 6,000 for the Arab armies.
More significantly, the Arabs had almost 5,000 Soviet shoulder-fired SA-7
antiaircraft missiles, while the IDF had no equivalent weapon system. The
Israeli Air Force possessed about 500 combat aircraft, including 130 American-
built F-4 Phantoms, 170 A-4 Skyhawks, and an assortment of older French
Mirages. The Arabs had more than 1,600 combat aircraft. The Israeli Navy
at the start of the Yom Kippur War had 5 submarines, 21 coastal patrol boats,
and 10 heavy landing craft.

Initially the IDF took heavy losses, but after U.S.-airlifted weapons and
supplies started arriving on 14 October, the tide turned. The IDF pushed
the Egyptians and Syrians back to their original lines. On the Golan Heights,
some 150 Israeli tanks stopped more than 1,400 Syrian armored vehicles. By
the time the war stopped under international pressure, the IDF had suffered
2,700 dead while inflicting more than 15,000 deaths on its enemies.

The IDF’s most famous special operation came on 3–4 July 1976 when
the elite Sayeret Matkal (also known as General Staff Reconnaissance Unit
269) rescued Israeli passengers held hostage at the Entebbe airport in Uganda
after their plane was hijacked by Palestinian terrorists. The complex opera-
tion managed to save eighty of the eighty-three passengers. The only IDF
casualty was the operational commander, Colonel Jonathan Netanyahu, whose
brother Benjamin Netanyahu later became prime minister.

On 7 June 1981 the Israeli Air Force destroyed Iraq’s Osirak nuclear
reactor. Although almost universally condemned in international circles at the
time, this preemptive strike almost certainly neutralized Saddam Hussein’s
nuclear weapons program.

The IDF’s most recent major war during the Cold War era came in 1982
when, in Operation PEACE FOR GALILEE, the IDF invaded southern Lebanon
on 6 June in retaliation for Palestinian terrorist and rocket attacks launched
from Lebanon’s territory against Israeli civilian targets in the north. Although
the IDF neutralized the Palestinian threat, it became bogged down in a long
and grinding occupation of southern Lebanon that only ended in September
2000. The reputation of the IDF also suffered severely from the 16 Sep-
tember 1982 massacre at the Sabra and Shatilia refugee camps, which many
international figures branded as war crimes. During 1987–1993 the IDF also
performed stability operations during the first Palestinian Intifada (uprising).

The Israeli Air Force (IAF) was one of the strongest in the Middle East,
and with much justification its pilots have been considered the best in the
world. Since the IAF began in 1948, its pilots have shot down 687 enemy air-
craft in air-to-air combat. Only 23 Israeli aircraft have been shot down in
air-to-air combat, giving the IAF an incredible 30:1 victory ratio.

The Israeli Navy, also formed in 1948, operated in two unconnected
bodies of water. Its main base on the Mediterranean was Haifa, while its
main base on the Red Sea was at Eilat. Its three principal operating units were
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the Missile Boats Flotilla, the Submarine Flotilla, and Shayetet 13, a naval
special operations force similar to the U.S. Navy’s SEALs.

David T. Zabecki
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Southern European nation. A long, boot-shaped peninsula, Italy covers
116,305 square miles, about the size of the U.S. state of Arizona, and in-
cludes the islands of Sicily and Sardinia. It is bordered by the Tyrrhenian Sea
to the west, the Adriatic Sea to the east, the Ionian Sea to the south, and by
France, Switzerland, Austria, and Slovenia to the north. Its 1945 population
was approximately 45 million people.

At the end of World War II Italy found itself in political limbo, having
entered the war as a German ally in 1940 but having switched sides after
signing an armistice with the Allies in September 1943. The collapse of fas-
cism and the chaos and civil war that followed the armistice shattered the
already fragile fabric of the Italian political system, strengthening those
forces that called for its complete overhaul. With an antiquated economic
system still heavily reliant on its agricultural sector, Italy also suffered from a
number of structural problems that the war had only compounded. In short,
at the end of the war the country was ripe for a major transformation of its
economic, political, and social institutions.

The Italian Communist Party (PCI) benefited from this situation and by
1948 had become Italy’s second largest political party. For the remainder of
the Cold War it continued to occupy an important political place, remaining
a constant source of weakness in the nation’s otherwise Western orientation.
Italy’s experience in the Cold War can thus be described as an uneasy effort
of its ruling class to make up for the defeat in World War II and restore the
country’s international status, while keeping at bay the PCI’s attempt to
influence the country’s political orientation. As in France, the communist vote
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in Italy was more a declaration of dissatisfaction with economic conditions
and endemic political instability and corruption than a statement against
Italy’s Western orientation.

In the immediate postwar years, Italy’s primary goals were to redefine its
political system and to avoid a punitive peace treaty. The first objective was
accomplished with the June 1946 referendum abolishing the monarchy and
introducing the republic. The second goal was only partially achieved, as the
1947 Paris Conference produced a treaty that Italians believed too harsh for
the nation that after September 1943 had been at war against Germany and
whose population, at least in the north, had suffered under the brutality of
Nazi occupation.

Until early 1947, the country was run by a government that rested upon
a tentative truce between centrist and left-wing political parties—almost a
small-scale replica of the antifascist alliance among the great powers. The
coalition labored to restore a shattered economy and heal the social and
political wounds of the war. By early 1947, however, Italy’s Christian Demo-
cratic (DC) Premier Alcide De Gasperi believed that his cabinet could not
fully tackle the tasks of reconstruction without a clear redefinition of its
political orientation, and by May he formed a new government without the
communist and socialist parties. His initiative, which almost overlapped the
launching of the U.S. Marshall Plan, coincided with the deepening of the Cold
War and ushered in a most serious debate over the country’s future, which
lasted until the crucial elections of April 1948.

Under pressure from Moscow, which had formed the Cominform to
galvanize resistance against the Marshall Plan, the PCI launched a wave of
protests in the fall of 1947. Rumors of a potential coup began to circulate,
and the run-up to the elections took place in a tense climate. Both Moscow
and Washington were heavily involved in the electoral campaign, providing
covert financial assistance to their Italian allies and also assisting them with
propaganda and disinformation campaigns. The 1948 elections therefore be-
came one of the main battles of the early Cold War, and the stunning success
of the DC came to be regarded in Washington as a demonstration that covert
operations were a successful tool for fighting internal Soviet subversion.

The DC victory at the polls stabilized the domestic front for a few years
but above all set the pattern of Italian relations with Washington for much
of the Cold War. The Americans came to be seen as an indispensable ally
for containing the PCI on the domestic front, providing a military guarantee
against the Soviet Union, and balancing Italian power vis-à-vis other West
European countries. Concern over a possible increase of communist influ-
ence, on the other hand, spurred Washington to retain a deep interest in Ital-
ian politics and to provide assistance to the Italian government on both the
international and the domestic levels.

After signing on to the Marshall Plan in 1948, Italy was able to enter the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in April 1949, thanks to Ameri-
can and French support and in spite of serious skepticism among the other
members. Shortly afterward, Italy also joined the Council of Europe and the
European Coal and Steel Community, and in spring 1951 De Gasperi gave
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his support to the French initiative for a European Defense
Community. NATO and European integration became the
two pillars of Italy’s Cold War foreign policy, part of an
effort to establish an overall Western identity for a country
whose society remained deeply divided. Thus, throughout
the Cold War domestic and international politics would
remain deeply intertwined, and many foreign policy initia-
tives were conceived with a keen eye toward stabilizing
the domestic scene.

In the 1950s a strong, sometimes virulent, anticommu-
nism on the domestic front was coupled with a high-profile
foreign policy that strove to reassert the country’s full
legitimacy as a Western power. This led to the decisions
to join the European Economic Community and the Euro-
pean Atomic Energy Community in March 1957 as well as
to the deployment of the NATO Southern European Task
Force (SETAF) in 1955 and to the acceptance of the
Jupiter intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) in
July 1958. These last two choices became the basis for
Italy’s nuclear policy. Faced with the challenge to its status
posed by the diffusion of nuclear weapons, Italy shunned
a possible national option and focused on acquiring some
form of control over the new weapons in the multilateral
context of the Atlantic Alliance.

Following a decade of sweeping economic growth that turned Italy into
a fully industrialized economy, in the early 1960s the domestic scenario began
to change when the DC resolved to accept the Socialist Party (PSI) as a coali-
tion partner. This occurred, however, only after a prolonged debate about
the reliability of the socialists because of their previous cooperation with the
communists. The new coalition was meant to isolate the PCI by draining it
of most of its support through the implementation of much-needed political
and social reforms, which would complete the modernization of the country
brought about by its stunning economic transformation.

The new center-leftist coalition, however, failed to enact many of the
reforms that it had been planning, and by the end of the decade the PCI was
stronger than it had been at the beginning. Besides, the new PSI-DC alliance
found it hard to adapt to the contradictions of the new international climate
of détente: the socialists were critical of the U.S. escalation of the war in Viet-
nam, while the DCs and other moderates found it difficult to accept those
aspects of détente that, like the 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, im-
plied a second-rank status for Italy in the international system.

In the 1970s the old, rigid certainties of the Cold War gave way to a much
more uncertain geopolitical situation. Détente between the superpowers
was mirrored by a guarded dialogue between the DC and the PCI, which
searched for a political formula to go beyond the shortcomings of the center-
leftist faction. They also sought to stabilize a disastrous economic situation
and to fight a wave of left- and right-wing terrorism that threatened to break
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the foundations of Italian democracy. The PCI strove to present itself as a
legitimate Western political force, but the deeply ingrained suspicions—both
domestic and international—of its intentions could not be overcome. The
so-called historical compromise between the two largest Italian political forces
never went beyond its infant stage, and with the refueling of the Cold War
in the late 1970s, Italy once again had to adapt its domestic politics to the
new exigencies of the international system. A renewed center-leftist coali-
tion based on a DC-PSI alliance and on the exclusion of the PCI as well as a
return to a high-profile foreign policy opened a new era of Italian politics.
This development was best symbolized by the decision of the Bettino Craxi
government to go ahead with the highly contentious deployment of U.S.
cruise missiles in Italy in December 1983.

Italy remained a political battleground between East and West through-
out most of the Cold War. Although its Western orientation was probably no
longer in doubt after the elections of 1948, its reliability often came under
close scrutiny because of the presence of the strongest communist party in
Western Europe and because of the government’s incapacity to reduce com-
munist influence and stabilize the political system. The difficult democracy,
however, survived most of its challenges.

Leopoldo Nuti
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The Italian military situation following World War II was problematic. The
nation had initiated hostilities in June 1940 as a member of the Axis along
with Germany and Japan, but upon signing an armistice in September 1943
Italy joined the Allies in the capacity of cobelligerent. Great Britain and the
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United States soon sought to reequip the Italian armed forces—hitherto
supplied by an extensive national armaments industry—with matériel largely
from Allied sources while undertaking an ambitious restructuring of their
former enemy’s army, air force, and navy based on their own respective mil-
itary cultures.

Italy’s postwar control over its armed forces, now limited to defending
national borders and maintaining internal security, was reestablished in No-
vember 1945. As the Allies’ ensuing troop reductions led to an increase of
their surplus stores depots in the country, some of this matériel, in turn, sup-
plied the now smaller (held to a maximum of 185,000 troops and 200 tanks)
Italian Army. The Carabinieri (the state military police corps), still outfitted
with Italian equipment, increased its ranks to 65,000 (doubling its 1938 num-
bers) in anticipation of the task of maintaining civil order. The Italian Air
Force (IAF) had received obsolete Allied aircraft as early as April 1944, and
by April 1947 it was permitted to maintain a strength of no more than 25,000
men operating 200 fighter planes and 150 unarmed aircraft of British and U.S.
manufacture.

The Italian Navy, despite its considerable wartime losses, was still re-
garded by some Allies as a potential regional threat, so its fleet was subse-
quently reduced to a total of 67,000 tons (and 25,000 men) by provisions of
the February 1947 Paris Peace Treaty, which also called for the transfer of
Italian warships as reparations to France, Greece, Yugoslavia, and the Soviet
Union, plus the disposal of all Italian submarines. Its two newest remaining
battleships, the Italia (ex-Littorio) and the Vittorio Veneto, were transferred to
Great Britain and the United States, respectively, which sold them forthwith
for scrapping, carried out in Italian yards.

During 1948–1954, the Italian armed forces underwent a modest rear-
mament, facilitated by the Mutual Defense Assistance Program (MDAP)
after Italy’s 1949 inclusion as a charter member of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO). The Italian Army replaced its obsolete U.S. M-4 tanks
with the M-47 model, and British Vampire jets in 1950 replaced the Spitfires,
P-51s, P-47s, and P-38s in the air force. In 1951–1952 the United States began
supplying Italy with F-84 and F-86 fighters as well as C-119 transports. From
1948, the navy was ceded British and U.S. minesweepers and patrol craft
to augment its posttreaty leavings, and in 1952 the Americans transferred to
the Italians two destroyers, three destroyer escorts, and an assortment of
amphibious vessels.

After 1955 the Italian armaments industry began augmenting U.S.-
supplied and -shared NATO military hardware with such products as the
FIAT G 91 jet fighter and several license-built versions of the F-104 Star-
fighter, which would see frontline service with the IAF until joined in 1983
by the Tornado multirole combat aircraft. Italian shipyards by the late 1950s
once again built new submarines, destroyers, frigates, and corvettes (also
supplying some to NATO and other navies), while converting some older
indigenous warships for modern roles as antisubmarine or antiaircraft vessels
armed with U.S. launchers and missiles. By 1965 the 40,000-strong navy com-
prised some 150 units in five divisions.
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In 1958 the Italian Army joined the United States in manning Jupiter
missile emplacements in Italy, initiating a brief nuclear weapons-sharing
arrangement that ended with the withdrawal in 1962 by the United States
of the Jupiters from Italian soil. Through 1974 Italy fielded two battalions of
Honest John surface-to-surface missiles (SSMs), whose nuclear warheads
remained under U.S. control, superseded by the Lance SSM. The navy’s Alfa
Project, begun in 1971 to develop an independent nuclear ship-launched
ballistic missile (SLBM), had reached the test phase by 1973–1974, but
further development was canceled upon Italy’s 1975 signing of the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty.

By 1985 the army had reached a strength of 270,000 personnel, operating
some 1,770 tanks (500 M-47s, 300 M-60s, and 970 Leopards), and in the
same year the navy commissioned the aircraft carrier Giuseppe Garibaldi, but
negotiations to overcome erstwhile IAF proscriptions regarding shipboard
fixed-wing naval aviation delayed delivery of its complement of Harrier jets
until 1992. During the 1980s Italian warships maintained their NATO tasks
of joint operations, patrolling Mediterranean shipping lanes and escorting
the U.S. Sixth Fleet in and beyond the area.

Despite its internal political vicissitudes during the period of the Cold
War, Italy showed consistent support of U.S. policies and sustained a high
level of participation in NATO in spite of its modest defense expenditures
relative to other member nations. Italian military support for emergency relief
and international peacekeeping included airlift activities during the 1956
Suez Crisis as well as in the 1960–1964 Congo Civil War (where thirteen IAF
C-119 crew members were massacred in 1961). Since 1978 Italian troops
have been a component of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon
(UNIFIL), and in 1990, for the first time in forty-five years, IAF aircraft and
pilots deployed in military operations, joining coalition forces after the August
1990 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait.

Gordon E. Hogg
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