
U.S. Army general and commander of the U.S. Occupation forces in Japan
and of United Nations (UN) forces in the Korean War during 1950–1951. Born
on 26 January 1880 at an army post near Little Rock, Arkansas, Douglas Mac-
Arthur was the son of General Arthur MacArthur, the U.S. Army’s highest-
ranking officer during 1906–1909. In 1903, the younger MacArthur graduated
from the U.S. Military Academy, West Point, and then served as an engi-
neering officer in the United States, the Philippines, and Panama. In 1913 he
began a four-year stint at the War Department General Staff.

After the United States declared war on Germany in World War I, Mac-
Arthur went to France to fight with the 42nd Division in the Champagne-
Marne, St. Mihiel, and Meuse-Argonne operations. From 1919 to 1922,
Brigadier General MacArthur was superintendent at West Point before serv-
ing two command tours in the Philippines. Promoted to general, he became
U.S. Army chief of staff in 1930. In 1935, he accepted a position as military
advisor to the Philippine government, organizing Filipino defense forces
over the next six years.

Recalled to service with the U.S. Army in July 1941, MacArthur became
commander of U.S. Army Forces in East Asia. After Japan attacked Pearl
Harbor, he commanded the defense of the Philippines before his departure
for Australia in March 1942. He then supervised Allied military operations in
the Southwest Pacific theater. Promoted late in 1944 to general of the army,
he became commander of U.S. Army Forces in the Pacific in April 1945. He
then became Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers (SCAP) in August
to accept Japan’s surrender and supervise the occupation. Although at times
autocratic, he efficiently enacted a series of political, economic, and social
reforms designed to eliminate Japanese militarist, ultranationalist, and feu-
dal habits before implementing the reverse course that transformed Japan
into a Cold War security partner of the United States.

In his capacity as SCAP, MacArthur presided nominally over the U.S.
occupation of Korea. He rarely played a direct role in determining policy there,
but he was a consistent advocate of early U.S. military withdrawal. Never
enthusiastic about President Harry S. Truman’s efforts to provide military
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and economic aid to the Republic of Korea (ROK, South
Korea), MacArthur outlined a strategy in 1949 excluding
it from guarantees of U.S. protection. That same year, the
general lobbied for a U.S. defense commitment to Guo-
mindang (GMD, Nationalist) Chinese leader Jiang Jieshi
after the Chinese communists forced his flight to Taiwan.
A dedicated anticommunist, MacArthur’s efforts to boost
Jiang’s Nationalist government on Taiwan against the
People’s Republic of China (PRC) intensified the Cold War
in postwar Asia.

When the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
(DPRK, North Korea) attacked South Korea in June 1950,
President Truman immediately committed ground troops
in response to MacArthur’s recommendation. Named head
of the United Nations Command (UNC), he pressed for
the full use of U.S. military power in Korea. After his con-
troversial Inchon landing succeeded in September 1950,
he enthusiastically embraced the Truman administration’s
decision to eliminate North Korea’s communist regime. But
by then MacArthur’s relations with Truman were strained
because of the general’s continued pressure for stronger
action to help the Chinese Nationalists topple the PRC.

During October 1950 as UN forces pushed northward,
MacArthur downplayed the danger of Chinese involve-
ment. At the Wake Island Conference, he assured Truman
that the PRC’s threat was a bluff and even if carried out
would not impede achievement of U.S. war aims. After
China’s massive intervention in late November, MacArthur
blamed the retreat and other battlefield problems on restric-
tions against attacking China, while rejecting the wisdom

of seeking an armistice. But in March 1951, the front stabilized near the
prewar border along the 38th Parallel. Informed of Truman’s impending
cease-fire initiative, MacArthur torpedoed it by issuing a public demand that
Chinese forces surrender or face attacks upon their homeland. Then came
release of his letter to a congressman characterizing Truman’s policy in Korea
as appeasement. MacArthur’s insubordination and attempts to undermine
Truman’s conduct of the war prompted the president to relieve him of his
command on 11 April 1951.

Politically ambitious, MacArthur already had increased Cold War tensions
when he sought the Republican presidential nomination in 1948. After Tru-
man fired him, MacArthur looked for vindication and took his case directly
to the American public. Despite broad popular affection for the general as a
war hero and frustration regarding Korea, neither average citizens nor most
civilian and military officials favored a wider Asian war. During the U.S. Sen-
ate’s investigation of MacArthur’s firing, the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) voiced
opposition to his plan to escalate the war. In 1952, when the American people
elected a general as president, it would not be MacArthur but rather Dwight D.
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General Douglas MacArthur enjoyed a long and distin-
guished army career but was also one of the most contro-
versial soldiers in U.S. history. MacArthur commanded the
Southwest Pacific Theater during World War II. President
Harry S. Truman appointed MacArthur to head the
United Nations Command during the Korean War but
then dismissed him for insubordination, a decision that
was correct but widely unpopular at the time. (National
Archives and Records Administration)



Eisenhower. MacArthur then dropped out of public life, making only occa-
sional public appearances. He died at Walter Reed Medical Center in Wash-
ington, D.C., on 5 April 1964.

James I. Matray
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Machine guns are relatively heavy, rapid-firing small arms that can provide
continuous or frequent bursts of automatic fire until their ammunition is ex-
pended. Firing rounds of 15mm or less in diameter, machine guns, unlike
automatic cannon, do not shoot explosive shells, but their high rates of fire
make them ideal for suppressing an enemy unit’s movements or fire. That
enables them to dominate infantry combat except in the presence of tanks
or artillery fire, and they can be found in virtually every tactical military unit
and on nearly all combat vehicles. It also made them a key component in the
tactical doctrines of both the Western and Soviet blocs.

During the Cold War, both sides equipped their combat vehicles with
machine guns. Their infantry doctrines differed slightly in machine gun em-
ployment, however. The West used machine guns as platoon- to company-
level fire support weapons, while the Soviet bloc deployed them down to
squads, the lowest tactical infantry component.

All modern machine guns are air-cooled, that is, their barrels are ex-
posed to the air and designed to be swapped out with a cooler barrel if the
installed barrel becomes overheated. Many older machine guns had a water
jacket around the barrel so that the weapon could be fired continuously
without interruption. Few water-cooled machine guns remain in service
today, but they were found in most Soviet bloc militaries to the very end of
the Cold War.

Machine guns are categorized by their caliber, method of employment,
or construction. The three categories of machine gun are heavy, medium,
and light. Heavy machine guns (HMGs) fire the .50-caliber (12.7mm) car-
tridge and, when not mounted on a vehicle, require at least two people to
operate them. Those not mounted on a vehicle are mounted on a carriage or
tripod. The world’s most commonly employed HMG is the .50-caliber M-2

Machine Guns 1241

Machine Guns



Browning HMG, which entered service in 1933, although its basic design
dates back to 1918. Built in the United States and under license in a dozen
other countries, the M-2 is found in many infantry units as tripod-mounted
battalion weapon but is more commonly seen mounted on military vehicles,
tanks, and naval vessels. Its primary counterpart is the Soviet-designed
Degtyarev DShK 1938/46 HMG. The DShK 1938/46 also uses a 12.7mm
cartridge and can be mounted on a wheeled carriage but is more commonly
mounted on military vehicles.

The Soviets introduced the heaviest machine gun to see service during
the Cold War, the 14.5mm KPV HMG, which employed the same round as the
Soviet Draganov antitank rifle of World War II. This heavy and very power-
ful weapon proved deadly against unarmored vehicles and most buildings
and was fairly effective as an antiaircraft weapon when employed in quad
mountings as the ZPU-4. It was the standard armament for the BTR-50 and
BRMD armored vehicles and can now be seen mounted on trucks and other
vehicles in such combat zones as Afghanistan, Iraq, Somalia, Sudan, and
Angola. Soviet satellite countries imported large numbers of DShK 1938s and
KPVs and manufactured thousands under license. They remain in service
with the Russian, Chinese, and many Middle Eastern militaries today.

Medium machine guns (MMGs) and light machine guns (LMGs) fire
the much smaller, traditional rifle ammunition, that is, less than .50-caliber
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A U.S. Army soldier, wearing goggles and carrying an M-60, 7.62mm machine gun, runs with his comrades through
blowing sand during a joint U.S.-Egyptian military training exercise in 1988. (U.S. Department of Defense)



(12.7mm). MMGs are crew-served, tripod or carriage mounted, air-cooled
weapons intended to provide continuous suppression fire. They largely have
been removed from service because their weight, which equals that of an
HMG, inhibits their mobility in heavy terrain without providing the pene-
trating firepower of HMGs. The Chinese and Vietnamese armies are the
only militaries that use these weapons today.

MMGs were replaced in most Western armies by LMGs that fire the
same rifle-caliber round and can be mounted on a vehicle or tripod or
equipped with a bipod. Those that could be easily adapted to so many uses
and platforms were often called general-purpose machine guns to separate
them from those employed only as squad-level weapons or coaxial machine
guns on armored vehicles. Tripod-mounted LMGs employ a crew of three,
while the same machine gun, equipped with a bipod, is worked by a crew of
two to three men, varying in different armies.

The tripod provides a more stable firing platform, enabling the gunner
to engage targets more accurately at longer range than can be achieved by fir-
ing from the prone position with a bipod. Squad automatic weapons (SAWs)
essentially are LMGs that fire the same short rounds as modern assault rifles.
Most modern armies center their smallest tactical units, the fire team (United
States) or squads (most other countries), around SAWs.

Both sides entered the Cold War equipped with weapons developed or
produced during World War II. However, by the mid-1950s, both sides intro-
duced machine guns derived from the lessons learned in that war and the
lesser conflicts that followed. By 1954, Western nations centered their vari-
ous machine gun models on the standard 7.62 × 51mm cartridge ammuni-
tion of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). They derived their
machine gun designs from the German MG-34 and MG-42 of World War II,
however. The U.S. M-60, West German MG-3, Swiss SIG MG-710, and Bel-
gian FN MAG are all descendants of those German weapons. The Ameri-
can M-60 saw the widest service during the Cold War, followed by the FN
MAG. In Western nations, the bipod-equipped variants were used as platoon
weapons, while company weapons platoons mounted the same machine guns
on tripods for longer-range support.

In Soviet doctrine, machine guns were found at every level of infantry
unit, down to the squad level. Their equivalent to the NATO M-60/Belgian
FN MAG was the PK, which used the same long 7.62mm cartridge as the
Draganov sniper rifle. Like its Western counterparts, it came in both tripod
(PKMB) and bipod (PK) versions. The Soviets also designed an LMG around
the Soviet Union’s shorter-range 7.62 × 39mm (M-43) cartridge, the same
cartridge as the AK-47 assault rifle. The resulting Degtyarev RPD became
the most produced LMG of the Cold War era. Found in every squad of every
Soviet bloc ground and internal security unit as well as virtually all insurgent
forces, it was widely imported and manufactured under license. Romania,
the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany), the People’s Re-
public of China (PRC), and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
(DPRK, North Korea) copied and manufactured the gun. It was replaced in
the early 1960s by the RPK, which uses the same round as the then-new AKM
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assault rife. The RPD’s and RPK’s effectiveness as squad-level weapons trig-
gered the Western development of SAWs.

One of the most notable developments in small arms during the Cold
War was the 1963 introduction of the Stoner 63 system. An American, Eugene
Stoner, assembled a weapons kit, or set of weapons parts that can be used to
transform one basic weapon to perform six different tasks. By exchanging
barrels, stocks, and magazines, the basic weapon can be changed into an
assault rifle, an LMG, an MMG, and a vehicle-mounted machine gun. The
U.S. Stoner 63A first utilized the 7.62mm NATO cartridge and later the
5.56mm NATO as well as the Belgian FN M-246 (M-1N1N1). His weapons
system never saw widespread service, but it was highly prized by U.S. Navy
Special Forces units during the Vietnam War.

Michio Asakawa and Carl Otis Schuster
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British spy and member of the Cambridge Five spy network. Born on 25 May
1913 in London, Donald Duart Maclean was to become legendary as a mem-
ber of a group of five Cambridge University students who converted to Marx-
ism in the 1930s and then spent all or a portion of their professional lives
spying for the Soviet Union. Maclean excelled at the Greshams School, and
in 1931 he enrolled at Trinity Hall, Cambridge University, and studied for-
eign languages. There he became associated with the fellow students who
would come to be known as the Cambridge Five. In the midst of the Great
Depression of the 1930s, he saw communism as the remedy for the plight of
the British working class and was more than willing to spy for the Soviet
Union. Taking first-class honors from Cambridge in 1934, that same year he
immediately joined the British Foreign Office, where he remained for sev-
enteen years. In 1951 he was appointed head of the American Department
of the Foreign Office.

Maclean’s Foreign Office career abruptly ended in 1951. British MI5
had recently concluded that the Venona decrypts indicated that the coded
messages sent under the cryptogram “Homer” had come from Maclean. Kim
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Philby, another of the Cambridge Five, was working in the United States as
a liaison with the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and learned that Maclean
was to be interrogated by MI5. Philby manipulated the recall to London of
fellow British spy Guy Burgess, then at the British embassy, in order to warn
Maclean that his cover had been blown. Maclean, accompanied by Burgess,
fled to the Soviet Union in May 1951. In contrast to Burgess, Maclean ac-
cepted his new Soviet life and worked within it. In fact, he cooperated with
Soviet officials, became a Soviet citizen, was made a colonel in the Komitet
Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB), and worked as a foreign policy analyst
under the name of Mark Frazer until his death in Moscow on 6 March 1983.

Ernie Teagarden
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British Conservative Party politician, minister of housing (1951–1954),
minister of defense (1954–1955), foreign secretary (1955), chancellor of the
exchequer (1955–1957), and prime minister (1957–1963). Harold Macmillan,
half-American by parentage, was born on 10 February 1894 in London into
the prosperous Macmillan publishing family. He was educated at Eton and
Balliol College, Oxford, but wartime service prevented him from finishing
his degree. He saw combat in World War I as a captain and was wounded
three times. He then worked for the family firm.

Elected to Parliament from Stockton-on-Tees in 1924, Macmillan held
his seat until 1929 and again from 1931 to 1964. His reading of Britain during
the 1930s led him to a progressive, mildly statist form of conservatism, the
philosophy of which was expressed in his book The Middle Way (1937). In
1942, Prime Minister Winston Churchill appointed Macmillan resident min-
ister at Allied Forces Headquarters in the Mediterranean, where he formed
a friendship with U.S. General Dwight D. Eisenhower.

Beginning in 1951, Macmillan served as a successful minister of housing
before moving to defense in 1954 and then the foreign office in April 1955.
He moved to the treasury in December 1955, a post he held until 1957. As
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chancellor of the exchequer during the 1956 Suez Crisis,
Macmillan had to convey to Prime Minister Anthony Eden
the severity of the economic pressure being applied to the
United Kingdom by the United States, which had furiously
condemned Britain’s role in the crisis.

Despite having prevaricated during the crisis—initially
he was very hawkish—Macmillan ascended to the pre-
miership upon Eden’s forced resignation in January 1957.
Macmillan’s most immediate task was to mend fences with
the United States, and he traveled to meet his old friend
Eisenhower, now president of the United States, in Ber-
muda later in 1957.

Decolonization, particularly in Africa, was a major
theme during Macmillan’s premiership, and in 1960 he
toured that continent, delivering his famous “Wind of
Change” speech in South Africa, a formal acknowledg-
ment of the growth of African national consciousness. He
also developed a generally cordial relationship with U.S.
President John F. Kennedy. During the 1962 Cuban Mis-
sile Crisis there were frequent phone calls between the
White House and 10 Downing Street, with Kennedy osten-
sibly seeking advice although in reality seeking affirmation
for his policies. Yet at the December 1962 Nassau meeting
with Kennedy, the two principals engaged in robust diplo-
matic exchanges as Macmillan pressed the Americans to
provide Polaris missiles to Britain. Perhaps his greatest for-
eign policy triumph came in the summer of 1963, when he
signed the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty with the Americans
and Soviets.

In 1963 Macmillan was greatly embarrassed by the Pro-
fumo Affair, when his defense minister, John Profumo,
confessed to lying to Parliament about having shared the

same mistress as the Russian defense attaché in London, Evgeny Ivanov.
That same year French President Charles de Gaulle rather capriciously
vetoed Britain’s belated application to join the Common Market (European
Union).

During Macmillan’s successful 1959 election campaign, he had declared
that “most of our people have never had it so good,” yet in the early 1960s
there were indeed serious economic problems, which Macmillan addressed
with improvised institutional initiatives including the dismissal of seven cab-
inet members in the so-called Night of the Long Knives in 1962. With his
popularity waning and the economic scene not much improved, Macmillan
became ill in the summer of 1963 and resigned as prime minister in October.
Made Earl of Stockton in 1984 during the Margaret Thatcher government,
he took great pleasure in criticizing her policies. Macmillan died on 29 De-
cember 1986 in Chelwood Gate, Sussex.

Paul Wingrove
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Harold Macmillan served as prime minister of Great
Britain from 1957 to 1963. During that time, he helped to
rehabilitate the reputations of both the British Conserva-
tive Party and Great Britain following the debacle of the
1956 Suez Canal Crisis. (Library of Congress)



See also
Cuban Missile Crisis; Decolonization; De Gaulle, Charles; Eden, Sir Anthony, 1st

Earl of Avon; Eisenhower, Dwight David; Kennedy, John Fitzgerald; Missiles,
Polaris; Profumo Affair; Suez Crisis; Thatcher, Margaret; United Kingdom

References
Ball, Simon. The Guardsman: Harold Macmillan, Three Friends and the World They Made.

London: HarperCollins, 2004.
Catterall, Peter, ed. The Macmillan Diaries: Cabinet Years, 1950–1957. London: Pan

Books, 1957.
Horne, Alistair. Macmillan, 1894–1957. London: Macmillan, 1988.
———. Macmillan, 1957–1986. London: Macmillan, 1989.
Turner, John. Macmillan. London: Longmans, 1984.

President Richard M. Nixon’s plan to bluff the government of the Demo-
cratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) into ending the Vietnam
War. Nixon had been vice president under President Dwight D. Eisenhower
and as president sought to utilize Eisenhower’s 1953 tactic in Korea. Shortly
after he had become president, Eisenhower had let it be known that if the
Korean stalemate continued, he would seek to win the war militarily, even
with nuclear weapons. An armistice was concluded three months later.

Nixon ignored other factors leading to the armistice, including the death
of Soviet dictator Josef Stalin. Nixon believed that Eisenhower’s bluff, which
he called the Madman Theory, had been instrumental in the armistice. As he
told his aide Bob Haldeman, “I want the North Vietnamese to believe I’ve
reached the point where I might do anything to stop the war. We’ll just slip
the word to them that, ‘for God’s sake, you know Nixon is obsessed about
communism. We can’t restrain him when he’s angry—and he has his hand on
the nuclear button’—and Ho Chi Minh himself will be in Paris in two days
begging for peace.”

Nixon’s strategy did not work with Hanoi, and ultimately Nixon fell back
on, and intensified, the same failed policies of President Lyndon Johnson’s
administration, especially the use of airpower. As Nixon’s national security
advisor, later secretary of state, Henry Kissinger noted in his book, White
House Years, “unfortunately, alternatives to bombing the North were hard to
come by.”

Spencer C. Tucker
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Filipino politician, secretary of national defense (1950–1953), and president
of the Philippines (1953–1957). Born the son of a schoolteacher on 31 August
1907 in Iba, Zambales Province, Ramon Magsaysay in 1927 enrolled at the
College of Liberal Arts at the University of the Philippines and went on to
obtain a bachelor’s degree in commerce from Jose Rizal College in 1932. After
graduation, he joined a bus company in Manila as a mechanic and rose to be
the company’s manager.

Magsaysay fought against the Japanese following their invasion of the
Philippines beginning in December 1941 and became a captain in the Philip-
pine Army’s 31st Division. In April 1942 he joined a group of U.S. Army offi-
cers who continued guerrilla warfare against the Japanese and became known
as the Zambales Guerrillas. The Japanese military listed Magsaysay as
Japan’s “Enemy Number One.” He led his followers in liberating Zambales
ahead of the arrival of American forces on 29 January 1945, and he became
the military governor of Zambales the next month.

Intelligent and a dynamic speaker and debater, Magsaysay was elected
to the Philippine Congress from Zambales on the Liberal Party ticket in
April 1946 and was reelected in 1949. In 1950, President Elpidio Quirino
appointed him secretary of national defense. Magsaysay helped improve army
morale and played a leading role in the defeat of the communist Hukbalahap
(Huk) guerrilla insurgency and in the capture of its entire politburo within a
month of assuming office. In combating the Huk insurgency, Magsaysay
worked closely with U.S. Army Colonel Edward Lansdale. Magsaysay’s land
program is also credited with playing an important role in disarming a num-
ber of the guerrillas.

A man of great conviction, Magsaysay fought corruption in politics. He
resigned his cabinet post after a falling out with Quirino in 1953 and switched
to the Nacionalista Party. Magsaysay then won the 1953 presidential elections
against Quirino.

In foreign policy, President Magsaysay’s staunch anticommunism won
him American support and led ultimately to the formation of the 1954 South-
east Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), with Manila as its headquarters. On
the home front, Magsaysay embarked on major land reform initiatives and
began governmental restructuring. His career was abruptly ended when he
was killed in a plane crash near Cebu in the Philippines on 17 March 1957.

Udai Bhanu Singh
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Last premier of the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany).
The career of Lothar de Maizière is perhaps the most unusual of any Soviet
bloc politician. Born in Nordhausen, Germany, on 2 March 1940, he started
off as a violinist, studying at the College of Music in Berlin and earning a
position with the Berlin Symphony Orchestra. He then entered law school at
Humboldt University. In 1957, he joined the Christian Democratic Union,
one of the five bloc parties allowed to operate in the GDR, as well as the
Synod of Protestant Churches. He became vice president of the latter organ-
ization in 1985.

When Erich Honecker’s regime collapsed on 9 November 1989 and
Hans Modrow formed a new communist reform cabinet, Maizière became
minister for religious affairs and the deputy premier. He resigned both posts
in January 1990, however, advocating the union of the two Germanies. Cam-
paigning on a reunification platform, he won election to the East German
parliament in the first and only free elections held in that state. He became
premier of a coalition government, succeeding Modrow. Within months, he
negotiated the end of the GDR.

Assigned to the post of minister without portfolio in the unification gov-
ernment of Helmut Kohl, Maizière once again resigned, this time over alle-
gations that he had worked earlier in his career for the East German Ministry
of State Security (Stasi). Maizière never faced any formal charges, however.
He currently resides in Berlin.

Timothy C. Dowling
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Archbishop of the Orthodox Church of Cyprus and first president of Cyprus
(1959–1977). Born the son of a shepherd in Pano Panayia, Cyprus, on 13
August 1913, Makarios III’s birth name was Mikhail Khristodolou Mouskos.
He became a novice monk in the Kykkos monastery, adopting the name of
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Makarios, and studied theology at the University of Athens
and Boston University. Ordained in 1946, he was elected
bishop of Kition in 1948. In 1950 he organized a plebiscite
among Greek Cypriots, who represented 80 percent of the
island’s population, which indicated strong support for
union with Greece (enosis). Makarios was elected arch-
bishop of Cyprus on 18 October 1950 as Makarios III and
became known as a champion of enosis.

In February 1954 Makarios III met with Greek Prime
Minister Alexander Papagos, who tacitly supported enosis.
In April 1955 Makarios lent his support to General Geor-
gios Grivas, leader of the terrorist National Organization
of Cypriot Fighters (EOAK), to begin an armed campaign
against British forces, which still controlled the island.
Makarios III’s support of terrorism led British authorities
to exile him in 1956 to the Seychelles. In 1957 he left the
Seychelles and took up residence in Athens, where he kept
up his enosis campaign.

In 1958, however, Makarios seemed to change his atti-
tude toward enosis and suggested in an interview that he
was prepared to accept Cypriot independence. After the
Greeks and Turks decided to move forward with Cypriot
independence in February 1959, he was elected president
on 13 December 1959, with a Turkish Cypriot as vice
president. Makarios initially tried to unite the Greek and
Turkish communities, but his efforts were stymied by deep-
seated ethnic hostilities and individuals who still wished
to go forward with enosis. In November 1963 Makarios
sought amendments to the constitution, a request that led
to violent clashes between Greeks and Turks on the island.

In December 1967 he was forced to accede to a Turkish Cypriot Provisional
Administration in charge of Turkish affairs.

In February 1968 Makarios won reelection to the presidency of Cyprus,
but in 1973 the three other Cypriot bishops asked him to resign. Makarios
refused, standing successfully for a third term in 1973. His time in office was
marked by repeated assassination attempts by enosis supporters who claimed
that he had betrayed the cause.

In July 1974 a Greek-sponsored coup deposed Makarios, and he was
forced to flee the country, first to Malta and then to London. Turkey used
this as a pretext to invade the northern third of Cyprus, proclaiming a sepa-
rate state in the north. Makarios returned to Cyprus as president in Decem-
ber 1974 and died on 3 August 1977 in Nicosia.

Lucian N. Leustean
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Archbishop Makarios III headed the Cypriot Orthodox
Church from 1950 to 1977. Although he sought to unite
Cyprus with Greece, the proposed partitioning of the
island between the Greek and Turkish communities
prompted him to sign an agreement that made Cyprus 
an independent nation in 1959. Makarios was president 
of Cyprus from 1959 to 1977. (Library of Congress)
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Afrikaner nationalist politician and first prime minister of the apartheid
government of South Africa (1948–1954). Born on 22 May 1874 in Riebeeck
West, South Africa, Daniel Malan earned an undergraduate degree at Victo-
ria College, Stellenbosch, and a doctorate in theology from the University of
Utrecht, Holland, in 1905. Upon his return to South Africa a decade later, he
was ordained a minister in the Dutch Reformed Church in 1905 and joined
the new National Party in July 1915. Malan then went on to edit the party’s
newspaper, De Burger, and entered parliament in 1918.

When the National Party first came to power in 1924, Malan became
minister of internal affairs, education, and public health. However, he refused
to follow the leader of the National Party into a merger with the South African
Party, and in 1934 he took the lead in creating a new “purified” National Party,
which won the 1948 general election on a platform that included apartheid,
a comprehensive system of rigid racial segregation.

Malan, a strong anticommunist, became prime minister in May 1948 and
took advantage of the Cold War fears of South Africa’s Western allies, none
of whom came out strongly against the new apartheid policies that his gov-
ernment introduced. In 1950 Malan’s government pushed through parliament
the wide-ranging Suppression of Communism Act, which was to be used to
suppress opposition to apartheid. Before the act became law, the Communist
Party of South Africa had dissolved itself, to emerge some years later as the
underground South African Communist Party.

Although the apartheid laws embarrassed many Western nations, Britain
and the United States nevertheless saw South Africa under Malan as a rela-
tively strong state friendly to the West. In addition, the West took advantage
of South Africa’s bountiful natural resources, most notably its supply of ura-
nium, and realized that the country occupied a strategic position on the sea
route around the African continent. In the Cold War context, therefore, the
leading Western powers tolerated South Africa’s apartheid regime because of
its geopolitical importance.

Malan left office and retired from politics in November 1956. He died in
Stellenbosch on 7 February 1959.

Christopher Saunders
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Twelve-year guerrilla war that began on 18 June 1948. The conflict was an
indigenous attempt by the Malayan Communist Party (MCP) to overthrow
British colonial rule. Expected to last no more than a few months, the insur-
gency continued until 31 July 1960, three years after Malaya had gained its
independence. The Malayan Emergency was Britain’s longest colonial con-
flict and turned out to be far more costly in human and material terms than
anyone could have foreseen.

The war’s immediate catalyst was the murder of three rubber plantation
managers in Perak, Malaya, on 16 June 1948. Two days later the British high
commissioner, Sir Edward Gent, declared a state of emergency. The MCP
guerrillas in the mobile corps committed the murders three months after the
party had called for an armed insurrection against British rule. The conflict
was called an “emergency” for economic reasons, as London insurance com-
panies would only cover property losses to Malayan rubber and tin estates
during riot or commotion in an emergency but not in an armed insurrection
or civil war.

The Malayan Emergency was rooted primarily in postwar economic and
political dislocations in Malaya. Despite the importance of these local fac-
tors, however, the predominant explanation for both the origins of the insur-
gency and the British determination to defeat it was the Cold War paradigm
of communist containment. The inaugural conference of the Cominform
in September 1947 and the Calcutta conference of the Indian Communist
Party in February 1948, which adopted Andrei Zhdanov’s two-camps thesis,
were presumed to be linked to the armed rebellions against colonial rule in
Burma, Indonesia, Malaya, and the Philippines.

Britain coveted its role in Southeast Asia, as it relied on the region for
both economic and strategic reasons. Britain’s massive military commitment
to defeat the insurgency (by October 1950 nearly 50,000 British troops were
deployed) at a time of severe postwar fiscal austerity had a significant eco-
nomic dimension. After the Japanese defeat in 1945, the British were deter-
mined to return to Malaya, and Malaya’s dollar-earning potential made British
control over its colonial possession absolutely essential. In dollar terms, rubber
sales exceeded in total value all other domestic exports from Great Britain to
the United States. Interruption of that supply would inflict significant dam-
age to the British economy. When the insurgency commenced, Britain was
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struggling to maintain the value of its currency. This made earnings from the
Sterling Area, of which Malaya was the linchpin, all the more vital. Crushing
the insurgency would ensure the maintenance of British economic interests.

But the insurrection was not easy to quell. Initially, the British response
was fitful, uncertain, and inept. Not until 1950, when Lieutenant-General Sir
Harold Briggs became director of operations, did the British initiate a more
systematic and coordinated approach to the crisis. Britain’s new program, in
which the insurgents were detached from their supply sources and their sup-
port bases, provided a key breakthrough in the rebellion. Through a major
relocation process, which prefigured the American policy of strategic hamlets
in the Republic of Vietnam (ROV, South Vietnam), more than half a million
Chinese squatters living near guerrilla areas were moved into 450 so-called
New Villages. The villages hampered MCP operations and increased their
vulnerability to the military operations of British-controlled security forces.

This population control, initiated by Briggs, was harsh but effective. It
was prosecuted even more vigorously by General Sir Gerald Templer, who
was appointed high commissioner with full powers over the military, police,
and civilian authorities in early 1952. Templer also fought the counterinsur-
gency on other fronts. He developed an efficient, synchronized, and expanded
intelligence apparatus; invented and implemented the concept of hearts and
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A Malayan man showing a soldier his identity card, which all locals must carry, 1949. This was during the twelve-year
Malayan Emergency (1948–1960), when the Malayan Communist Party attempted to end British colonial rule. (Bert
Hardy/Getty Images)



minds; enlarged the intelligence budget so that informers could be paid; and
coordinated the use of sophisticated black propaganda and psyops by MI6
personnel.

Aerial warfare was refined as well. Safe conduct passes accompanied by
promises of monetary rewards were air-dropped to encourage or accelerate
defections. Aerial drops of millions of strategic leaflets, such as handwritten
letters and photographs from surrendered guerrillas, were used in conjunc-
tion with voice aircraft to personalize propaganda. British aircraft also dropped
1,000-pound bombs, chemical defoliants, and napalm on MCP jungle camps.

By 1954, when Templer departed, these measures had transformed the
conflict. The insurgents had been forced back into the jungle, where they
struggled to sustain themselves. In 1955 the MCP offered, in vain, to nego-
tiate a settlement. In 1957, upon Malaya’s independence, the insurgency lost
its motive as a war of colonial liberation. In 1958, after mass defections, the
MCP demobilized, and by 1960 the movement was limited to a small nucleus
hiding on the Malayan-Thai border, from which it conducted hit-and-run
raids along the northern Malay Peninsula for the next twenty-five years. A
final peace settlement was signed on 2 December 1989.

The Malayan Emergency cast a long shadow over the new nation. Its
mythology has come to dominate the modern history of Malaya, and it be-
came a benchmark of the Cold War in Southeast Asia. For Americans embark-
ing on military involvement in Vietnam and wishing to apply successful
British strategies, the Malayan Emergency became the quintessential counter-
insurgency primer.

Phillip Deery
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Southeast Asian nation on the Malay Peninsula and also including Sarawak
and Sabah in the northern portion of Borneo. Malaysia comprises 127,316
square miles, making it slightly larger than the U.S. state of New Mexico.
Malaysia is bordered by Thailand to the north, the South China Sea to the
east and south, and the Strait of Malacca to the west. In 1945, Malaysia had
a population of some 6 million people. As with many other Southeast Asian
states, Malaysia gained independence during the Cold War. Its multiethnic
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and religiously diverse population complicated development of a truly Malay-
sian identity, and like other countries in the region it endured revolution and
internal conflict. But unlike some Southeast Asian nations, Malaysia emerged
from its troubled past as one of the most stable, economically advanced coun-
tries in Asia.

The Malay Peninsula was for centuries the crossroads of Eastern and
Western civilizations. Independent sultanates interacted with Portuguese,
Dutch, British, and Siamese (Thai) interests in the region for nearly 300 years.
It was not until the late nineteenth century, however, that most sultanates
were united under British rule as the Federated States of Malaya. Within the
so-called residential system, the British controlled government administration,
while Malay rulers retained sovereignty. In effect, this co-opted the sultans
into the British Empire.

Although anticolonial movements existed before, it was not until World
War II that nationalism swept Malaya. The Japanese conquest of Malaya
in early 1942 signaled the decline of the British Empire in Asia, and radical
Malay nationalists heralded the Japanese as liberators from colonial rule.
The Japanese generally respected Islam, the predominant religion in
Malaya, by allowing clerical councils considerable latitude. Sultans retained
their authority and in many instances openly cooperated with the Japanese
authorities.

However, many Chinese and Indians in Malaya were killed, forced into
slave labor, or starved to death by the Japanese. The radically different treat-
ment that these groups received only aggravated ethnic tensions in Malaya,
and the Chinese and Indians considered the Malay population complicit with
Japanese occupation policies. Some, mainly Chinese, joined the Malayan
Communist Party (MCP) and resisted the Japanese. The MCP was loosely
allied with the Western powers but was also anticolonial and opposed to the
restoration of British rule.

Even before the war had ended, Britain began reorganizing Malayan
states to better suit ethnic and religious divisions in the territories. In April
1946 the Malayan Union was formed, joining the peninsular states with the
Straits Settlements of Penang and Malacca, while Singapore, Sarawak, and
North Borneo became Crown colonies. All were under the authority of a
governor-general. Malay leaders initially opposed this reconfiguration, but
the British convinced them that Malay-dominated independence would be
granted. Moreover, the British promised economic recovery premised on
Malaya’s rubber and mineral wealth.

In July 1946 the British government began constitutional talks with the
newly formed United Malays National Organization (UMNO). Debate cen-
tered on the authority of sultans and on British proposals to extend citizen-
ship to all ethnic groups in a multiracial union. The talks produced the
Federation of Malaya, inaugurated in February 1948. Britain maintained its
colonial administration, while Malay rulers kept control of individual states.
Citizenship was restrictive and heavily favored the Malays, but through this
collaboration the British hoped to avoid a more radical nationalist movement
as witnessed in Indochina, Burma, and especially Indonesia.
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The restoration of Dutch rule in Indonesia after World War II had pro-
voked violent revolution there, which the British feared would lead to Pan-
Malay nationalism. After Indonesia won independence in 1949, the worry
became communism, which gained support among its Chinese population.
Both British and Malay rulers feared that with a large Chinese population of
its own, the federation could face a communist insurgency such as Indonesia
had experienced.

In fact, the MCP was composed mostly of Chinese and opposed both
British rule and Malay domination. Few Malays joined the movement, but
there were recruits from Indonesia. Beginning in June 1948 with the murder
of three estate managers, the MCP launched a widespread insurgency
through its armed wing, the Malayan Races Liberation Army (MRLA). For
the British, this began a twelve-year period of conflict known as the Malayan
Emergency.

There is debate over whether the insurgency was part of an international
campaign of revolutions orchestrated by the Soviet Union and China or was
stimulated by the marginalization of Malaya’s Chinese population and poor
economic conditions. There are also questions about how and why the
Malayan Emergency lasted so long, especially considering that MCP leader-
ship was notoriously divided. Clearly, British officials failed to anticipate the
insurgency and were slow to react, but international pressures were also a
factor. Britain was hard-pressed economically after the war, and it abandoned
large parts of its empire, including India and Burma. And defense spending
rose sharply after the June 1950 outbreak of the Korean War. In short, the
problem in Malaya revealed the larger limitations of Britain’s imperial power.

At first, British and Commonwealth forces struggled against the insur-
gency. The October 1951 assassination of Henry Gurney, Britain’s high com-
missioner in Malaya, marked a particularly low point. But the approach that
Gurney and his successor, Sir Gerald Templer, took in fighting the Malayan
Emergency was ultimately successful. Economic and social progress was
seen as the key to undermining communism’s appeal, so Templer embarked
on major socioeconomic reforms. The resettlement of Chinese squatters also
disrupted the MRLA’s network. Above all, reforms to citizenship law helped
integrate non-Malays, easing Chinese alienation. Multiracial political parties,
rather than those based strictly within communities, were encouraged. But
doubtful that this would actually happen, British administrators supported the
Malayan Chinese Association (MCA) and Malayan Indian Congress (MIC),
anticommunist groups that wrestled away from the MCP the hearts and
minds of non-Malays.

By 1953 counterinsurgency operations were proving successful, and by
mid-1954 the strategy of political cooperation also seemed to be working.
In July 1954, the Alliance Party—uniting UMNO, the MCA, and the MIC—
was born. It dominated national elections in July 1955, committed fully to
fight the insurgency, and moved quickly with the British to plan Malaya’s
independence. The communist strategy had clearly backfired. Rather than
dividing Malaya, the Malayan Emergency brought ethnic groups together
in a staunchly anticommunist alliance linked to Britain. With the signing of
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the Anglo-Malayan Defence Agreement in 1957, Britain continued counter-
insurgency efforts while moving toward Malayan independence, which was
finally achieved on 31 August 1957.

There was only slight support for the MCP from the Soviet Union and
China, as Indonesia and Indochina received the most attention from Mos-
cow and Beijing. Conversely, the United States supported Britain’s counter-
insurgency efforts, which furthered the Anglo-American special relationship.
This was particularly the case with one of the leaders of the counterinsurgent
strategy, Sir Robert Thompson, who held a variety of posts in Malaya, includ-
ing secretary for defense (1959–1961), and later advised the United States
in Vietnam. With the disintegration of the MRLA, the Malayan Emergency
ended in 1960. Malaya had survived the communist threat.

In 1963 Britain yielded Singapore, Sabah, and Sarawak to the renamed
Federation of Malaysia. It then backed Malaysia in its confrontation with
Indonesia, which opposed the federation’s acquisitions of Sabah and Sarawak
in Borneo. As part of his Crush Malaysia campaign, Indonesia’s Presi-
dent Sukarno broke off diplomatic relations and withdrew from the United
Nations (UN). War seemed a real possibility, but Britain stood fast behind
Malaysia, clearly sobering Indonesia. In this Britain retained some of its
imperial glory in Southeast Asia while allowing for a relatively peaceful pro-
cess of decolonization.
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The Chinatown area in Kuala Lumpur on 17 May 1969, following days of racial rioting between Chinese and Malay
mobs that left one hundred persons dead. (Bettmann/Corbis)



There were, however, other problems facing Malaysia. Secessionist move-
ments in Penang, Johor, and Kelantan complicated the federation. Singa-
pore, largely Chinese in population, withdrew from the federation to become
an independent country in 1965 because of disputes involving revenue shar-
ing and political representation. As always, the balance of power between
Malays and non-Malays remained a constant worry. Malaysia’s first prime
minister, Tunku Abdul Rahman (1957–1970), survived these challenges by
maintaining the multiracial Alliance Party. Malaysia even managed consid-
erable foreign policy successes, such as gaining an elected seat to the UN
Security Council (1965) and helping to form the 1967 Association of South-
east Asian Nations (ASEAN).

Following the May 1969 elections, however, violent race riots broke out,
and Rahman was accused of abandoning Malay constituencies in favor of the
Chinese and Indians. UMNO was seriously divided, with some members
defecting to the opposition Parti Islam se Tanah Malaya (PAS, Pan-Malayan
Islamic Party). Many Chinese joined the Democratic Action Party (DAP),
which became the main vehicle for political participation by non-Malays.
The Alliance Party quickly fell apart. Rahman resigned as prime minister
in September 1970 and as UMNO president in June 1971.

The 1969 riots did, however, force examination of government and legal
structures in Malaysia. Parliament was temporarily disbanded and replaced
by the National Operations Council, a sixty-seven-member body represent-
ing the major ethnic groups, trade unions, professions, and religious bodies.
The council worked to secure the rights and representation of non-Malays
while guaranteeing the special position of Malay language, culture, and the
Islamic faith. Economic prosperity was considered the key to combating
racial and ethnic tensions. Yet urban centers, where most Chinese and Indi-
ans lived, were better off than rural areas, where the Malay majority resided.
The council therefore adopted policies to advance the bumiputra (sons of the
soil), the predominantly Malay lower classes.

Under Prime Minister Mahatir Mohammad (1981–2003), economic devel-
opment for Malays became the overriding concern. This focus, however, came
at the expense of the non-Malay community, which was checked by the dom-
ination of UMNO. Thus, although ostensibly a democracy, in effect Malaysia
emerged in the 1980s as a unitary state. Behind the veneer of a multiracial
federation, Malaysia had become a predominantly Malay country. Through
the draconian 1960 Internal Security Act (ISA), a vestige of British law from
the Malayan Emergency, Mahatir undermined all opposition. Human rights
violations against non-Malay activists, particularly during the late 1980s, went
largely ignored by the world community. Instead, Malaysia’s moderate Islam,
economic prosperity, and leading role in ASEAN lent it credibility as one of
Southeast Asia’s most economically successful and developed countries.

Arne Kislenko
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African American nationalist leader who became a militant champion of
civil rights in the 1960s and greatly influenced black militant and separatist
groups, including the Black Panthers. Born on 19 May 1925 in Omaha,

Nebraska, the son of a black itinerant minister, Malcolm
Little moved with his family in 1929 to East Lansing,
Michigan. In 1942 he dropped out of school and moved to
Boston. In the years that followed, he became involved in
criminal activities and in 1946 was sentenced to ten years
in prison for burglary.

While in prison, Little became an adherent of the reli-
gious teachings of the Nation of Islam, a black nationalist
sect that preached black power and denounced whites as
“devils.” After his release from prison in 1952, Little
dropped his surname and adopted “X,” which signified the
lost name of his African ancestry. Malcolm X soon became
the Nation of Islam’s most successful spokesman and
organizer. As the civil rights movement gained momentum
in the early 1960s, he repeatedly attacked the nonviolent,
civil disobedience philosophy of civil rights leader Martin
Luther King Jr.

In December 1963 Nation of Islam leader Elijah Mu-
hammad suspended Malcolm X from the organization after
a period of growing antagonism between the two men.
Muhammad believed that the outspoken and charismatic
Malcolm X was attempting to push him aside. This sus-
pension resolved Malcolm X to found his own organization,
the Muslim Mosque, in March 1964. Unlike Muhammad,
Malcolm X believed that the civil rights struggle should be
transformed into an international Pan-African struggle for
human rights, an idea that he further developed during a
pilgrimage to Mecca, Saudi Arabia, in April 1964. Upon his
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Malcolm X was a militant African American leader and
chief spokesman for the Nation of Islam. He is shown
here during a press conference in 1964. (Library of
Congress)



return, he took a far more conciliatory stance toward whites and intended
to bring the plight of African Americans to the United Nations (UN) in an
attempt to coax African nations to indict the United States for human rights
violations. This plan was ultimately unsuccessful. On 21 February 1965,
Malcolm X was assassinated in New York City by three black gunmen whose
identities remain unknown.

Simon Wendt
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Soviet politician and premier. Born in Orenburg, Russia, on 13 January 1902,
Georgy Malenkov served in the Red Army from 1918 to 1921 and joined the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) in 1920. After graduation from
technical school in 1925, he worked as an administrator for the CPSU Cen-
tral Committee and in the Moscow party apparatus until 1941. During this
period he handled personnel matters and the implementation of the Stalinist
purges of the 1930s. Elected to the Central Committee and its secretariat in
1939, he became a candidate member of the Politburo by 1941.

During World War II, Malenkov served as a member of the Council of
State Defense and as senior political officer. In 1943 he supervised economic
recovery efforts in liberated Soviet territory, serving in this capacity until his
election as a full Politburo member and deputy chairman of the Council of
Ministers in 1946. He also helped engineer the purge of his rival and CPSU
chief ideologist Andrei Zhdanov in 1948.

As Malenkov’s political fortunes continued to rise during the next five
years, he was named chairman of Council of Ministers (premier) and, briefly,
first secretary of the Central Committee after Josef Stalin’s death in March
1953. Malenkov was, however, soon compelled by his Politburo colleagues to
surrender the post of first secretary to Nikita Khrushchev, although the two
cooperated in opposing the attempted seizure of power by Deputy Chief of
the Council of Ministers Lavrenty Beria in June 1953, which led to the exe-
cution of Beria. Nevertheless, rivalry between Malenkov and Khrushchev over
economic and other policy issues became a struggle for power. Khrushchev
gained the upper hand in the end, and Malenkov was forced to resign as pre-
mier in February 1955. Nikolai Bulganin replaced him as premier, although
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Malenkov remained in the Presidium (Politburo) and became a deputy pre-
mier responsible for electric power.

Following Khrushchev’s 1956 de-Stalinization speech, Malenkov joined
with fellow Stalinist Presidium members Vyacheslav Molotov, Lazar Kagano-
vich, and Dmitri Shepilov in an attempt to oust Khrushchev in June 1957.
Successful in the Presidium, the so-called Anti-Party Group failed when the
matter was taken to a plenum of the Central Committee, where Khrushchev
received vital support from Marshal Georgi Zhukov, minister of defense. In
July, Malenkov lost his seats in the Presidium and the Central Committee
and was named manager of a hydroelectric power station in Kazakhstan. In
1961, the CPSU expelled him from its ranks and forced him into retirement.
He lived in obscurity until his death in Moscow on 14 January 1988.

Steven W. Guerrier
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Soviet diplomat. Born in Ostroverkhovka, Russia, on 6 December 1906, Jacob
Malik graduated from the Kharkov Institute of Economics in 1931. He worked
as a Komsomol (Communist Youth League) activist in the Ukraine before
entering the Moscow Institute of Diplomatic and Consular Service. After
graduation in 1937, he worked for two years in the press department of the
Commissariat of Foreign Affairs before being appointed counselor at the
Soviet embassy in Japan. In 1942 he became ambassador to Japan, serving
until 1945. From May to July 1945, he was involved in negotiations con-
cerning a Japanese effort to prevent Soviet entry into the Pacific War and to
secure Soviet mediation with the Allies.

After the war, Malik served as an advisor to the Allied Control Commis-
sion for Japan and was named a deputy foreign minister in August 1946. In
May 1948 he assumed the ambassadorship to the United Nations (UN), which
he held until 1952. From January to August 1950, the USSR boycotted UN
Security Council meetings to protest the organization’s refusal to seat the
People’s Republic of China (PRC). Malik was thus unable to exercise a veto
when the United States gained approval for military assistance to the Repub-
lic of Korea (ROK, South Korea) following the South Korean invasion by the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) in June 1950.
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In 1951 Malik offered a cease-fire proposal that led to
armistice talks, and he was involved in negotiations for
a Japanese peace treaty. In 1952 he was named a candi-
date member of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
(CPSU) Central Committee, a position he would hold until
his death. He served in Moscow as first deputy foreign
minister from October 1952 until his appointment as ambas-
sador to Great Britain in March 1953. In 1960 he returned to
Moscow as first deputy foreign minister until his reappoint-
ment as ambassador to the UN in 1968. Failing health and
injuries sustained in an automobile accident led to his
retirement at the end of 1976. Malik died in Moscow on
11 February 1980.

Steven W. Guerrier
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Marshal of the Soviet Union. Born to a poor peasant family near Odessa on
23 November 1898, Rodion Malinovsky enlisted in the Russian Army at the
outbreak of World War I. Badly wounded in 1915, he spent several months
recuperating before reassignment as a machine gunner with the Russian
Expeditionary Corps in France in April 1916. He was decorated for bravery
and again wounded. His unit mutinied in the spring of 1917, however, and
Malinovksy was transferred to North Africa.

Malinovsky returned to Russia via Vladivostok in August 1919. He made
his way along the Trans-Siberian Railway to Omsk, where he joined the Red
Army and fought against the White forces. He then served as chief of staff of
III Cavalry Corps. In 1926 he joined the Communist Party and a year later
entered the Frunze Military Academy for a three-year officers’ training pro-
gram. He next served as a military advisor to the Republican forces during
1937–1938 in the Spanish Civil War. Returning to the Soviet Union, he be-
came a senior instructor on the faculty of the Frunze Military Academy.
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In March 1941 Major General Malinovsky assumed command of the
new XLVIII Rifle Corps on the Romanian border. In August, following the
German invasion of the Soviet Union, he had charge of the Sixth Army in
the Ukraine, where he had no choice but to withdraw before the advancing
Germans. Promoted to lieutenant general that November, the next month
he took command of the Southern Front. Following the ill-fated Kharkov
Offensive in June 1942 for which he shared blame, he was reassigned to rear-
echelon duty.

During July and August 1942, Malinovsky headed the Don Operational
Forces Group before being named in August to command the Sixty-Sixth
Army. He also developed a long association with Nikita Khrushchev, then a
political officer reportedly assigned by Josef Stalin to watch Malinovsky. He
next commanded the Voronezh Front in October and the Second Guards
Army in November. In the latter capacity he played a key role in the Bat-
tle of Stalingrad, in December defeating Army Group Don, the German
relief force under Field Marshal Erich von Manstein.

Malinovsky was promoted to colonel general in February 1943, com-
manding the Southern Front that month and the Southwest Front in March.
In April he was promoted to general of the army. He played a major role in
the Battle of Kursk in July 1943 and then spearheaded the drive across the
Ukraine, taking Odessa in April 1944. His command was redesignated the 3rd
Ukrainian Front in October 1943 and the 2nd Ukrainian Front in May 1944.
From the Ukraine, he led Soviet forces into Romania, Hungary, Austria,
and Czechoslovakia. In September 1944 he was promoted to marshal of the
Soviet Union.

When the war in Europe ended, Malinovsky took command of the Trans-
baikal Front in the Far East, pushing into Japanese-held Manchuria. A promi-
nent member of the Soviet military hierarchy after the war, he headed the Far
East Command during 1947–1953 and the Far East Military District during
1953–1956. He was deputy minister of defense during 1956–1957 and then
succeeded Marshal Georgi Zhukov as minister of defense. In this post Mali-
novsky introduced strategic missiles into the Soviet arsenal and oversaw
Soviet military modernization.

During the Cuban Missile Crisis, Khrushchev, now premier of the Soviet
Union, asked Malinovsky how long it would take U.S. forces to crush Cuba.
Malinovsky replied with an estimate of “two or three days,” a statement that
Khrushchev passed along to a furious Fidel Castro. Malinovsky died in office
of cancer in Moscow on 31 March 1967. Marshal Andrei Grechko succeeded
him as minister of defense.

Michael Share and Spencer C. Tucker
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French writer and cabinet minister, widely celebrated as a twentieth-century
Renaissance man. Born in Paris on 3 November 1901, Georges-André Mal-
raux from childhood suffered from Tourette’s syndrome. He took courses at
the Institute of Oriental Languages but did not graduate. At age twenty he
married Clara Goldschmidt, a German Jewish heiress; they divorced in
1946. After their marriage they traveled in Europe and to Cambodia on an
archaeological expedition. In Cambodia, Malraux was arrested and sentenced
to prison for discovering and then stealing Khmer sculptures. Influential
friends won his release.

Fascinated by Asian culture and civilization and already writing literary
reviews, Malraux published his first book, Le Temtation de l’Occident (The
Temptation of the West, 1926), in which he discussed the meeting and clash
of civilizations. Further travel and study in Indochina and China led him to
become active in leftist causes such as the Young Annam movement that was
pledged to win Indochina dominion status.

A gifted and prolific writer of novels and books on art, Malraux earned
lasting literary renown with his book La Condition humaine (Man’s Fate, 1933).
Much of his writing supported leftist politics, including
the demand for an end to colonialism. With the outbreak
of civil war in Spain in 1936, he organized an international
air unit to aid the republican cause. Although he exagger-
ated his own role, he was twice wounded in the fighting. His
novel about his experiences, L’Espoir (1937, published in
English in 1938 as Man’s Hope), was soon made into a movie.

At the outbreak of World War II, Malraux became an
officer in the French Army. Wounded and captured by the
Germans in 1940, he escaped and joined the French Resis-
tance. Taken prisoner again in 1944, he again escaped. He
ended the war leading a volunteer brigade and fighting in
Alsace and western Germany.

Following the war, Malraux, until this point sympa-
thetic with the communists, denounced alliances with them.
Greatly impressed by the role played by great men in his-
tory, he became an avid admirer of General Charles de
Gaulle, who must have appeared to have been a character
from one of his own novels. De Gaulle appointed Malraux
his minister of information, but he left office when de
Gaulle resigned in January 1946.

Now a committed Gaullist and French nationalist, Mal-
raux was active in the establishment of the Rassemblement
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du Peuple Franças (RPF, Rally of the French People), which sought the gen-
eral’s return to power. Malraux continued to write. Turning to the history of art
and aesthetics, during 1947–1949 he published the three-volume Psychologie de
l’art (Psychology of Art). He also spoke out on international issues, and the
beginning of the Algerian War in 1954 brought out his deep anticolonialism.

When de Gaulle returned to power in 1958, Malraux joined his cabinet,
first as minister of information and then as France’s first minister of cultural
affairs (1960–1969). He remained in the government until de Gaulle’s final
resignation in 1969. Malraux used his position to promote the role of the arts
in French society and, despite tight budgets, was able to accomplish a great
deal. Among his achievements were the cleaning and refurbishment of impor-
tant Paris monuments.

Following his departure from government, Malraux continued to write.
He published his Anti-Mémoires (Anti-Memoirs) in 1967. Malraux died in
Paris on 23 November 1976.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Group of five small islands in the central Mediterranean, some 60 miles
south of the southeastern tip of Sicily. Malta, with a 1945 population of some
287,000 people, covers an area of 122 square miles. Located astride major
Mediterranean shipping lanes, throughout the centuries Malta has been
strategically important.

Long a Christian outpost against the Muslim Turks, Malta came under
British rule at the beginning of the nineteenth century, and the Royal Navy
subsequently established a major naval base there. Britain granted the
islands a degree of self-government in 1887 and full responsible government
in 1921, only to take the latter away in 1933 when London feared pro-Italian
sentiment. During World War II, Malta came under heavy air attack from the
Axis powers, but the locals and British forces persevered.

In 1947, London restored self-government to Malta. In 1959, following
long and heated disagreements between Britain and the left-wing Labour
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Party in Malta headed by Prime Minister Dom Mintoff, London again sus-
pended the constitution.

Following the drafting of a new constitution in 1961, Britain granted
Malta full independence on 21 September 1964. A mutual defense treaty gave
Britain the right to retain military bases on the islands for another decade
in return for modest economic loans and grants. The North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) Mediterranean naval headquarters also remained in
Malta, having been set up there in the late 1950s.

The Maltese economy struggled despite the large naval presence and
tourism, and in 1971 Mintoff’s Labour Party returned to power. Mintoff im-
mediately insisted that Britain and/or NATO pay much more for facilities in
Malta. The prime minister employed various intimidation tactics and asserted
that the country’s dependence on Western defense was irrelevant, or even
detrimental, to its own security. In 1972, Britain and Malta managed to reach
a temporary defense agreement. However, NATO’s Mediterranean head-
quarters moved to Naples, and in 1979 British forces departed the island for
good. Malta then became an active member in the Non-Aligned Movement
and opted for neutrality to secure its independence, a policy that has been
enshrined in the country’s constitution since 1987. In May 1987, sixteen
years of Labour Party rule came to an end with the election of Eddie Fenech
Adami as prime minister. Adami also ended the close ties with Libya that had
developed earlier in the decade. Malta applied to join the European Union
(EU) in 1990 and became a member in 2004.

Gudni Jóhannesson
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Summit conference between U.S. President George H. W. Bush and Soviet
President Mikhail Gorbachev held on 2–3 December 1989 just outside Val-
letta Harbor, Malta. The summit was preceded by meetings earlier that year
between U.S. Secretary of States James Baker and Soviet Foreign Minister
Eduard Shevardnaze. In September 1989, Baker and Shevardnaze planned
a summit between Bush and Gorbachev, although Bush and Gorbachev had
also discussed a meeting earlier that year.
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In their talks, Bush pressed Gorbachev on a number of military-related
issues. In response, Gorbachev pledged to end military aid to Nicaragua,
renounced any future Soviet interests in Central America, discussed the issue
of renewed Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START), and alluded to the pos-
sibility of a Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) treaty (which was signed
in 1990). Gorbachev also reassured Bush that the Soviet Union would never
initiate a war with the United States.

The issue of Soviet involvement in Afghanistan was a particularly sensi-
tive subject. Gorbachev wanted to assist Afghanistan’s despotic Mohammad
Najibullah and opposition forces to open a peace dialogue, but the Ameri-
cans were apprehensive of further Soviet intervention. Earlier that year,
Baker and Shevardnaze had concluded that United Nations (UN) assistance
would be more helpful in Afghanistan. Despite their differences, both sides
agreed that neither superpower should impose a decision upon the Afghan
people.

Eastern Europe and economic concerns were also discussed at the meet-
ing. While Gorbachev wanted to maintain socialism in Eastern Europe, he
recognized that far too many people were disillusioned with it. In order to
maintain links—both political and economic—with Eastern Europe, however,
the Soviets needed the West’s help in stabilizing the area. Consequently,
Gorbachev told Bush that he welcomed American influence in Eastern
Europe. German reunification, for example, was accompanied by American
economic aid. Bush offered Gorbachev American economic assistance and
supported Soviet applications to join institutions such as the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank. Although no major breakthroughs
occurred at the Malta meeting, it was nonetheless symbolic of the final thaw-
ing of the Cold War.

The late 1980s was a period of fragmentation for the Soviet Union.
Communist rule was steadily eroding in many satellite states, which badly
weakened Soviet geopolitical power. By 1989, communist parties had been
irrevocably weakened in Poland, the German Democratic Republic (GDR,
East Germany), Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Bulgaria. In Romania, com-
munist leader Nicolae Ceauscescu was executed in December 1989 and the
entire Politburo was arrested. Popular military fronts had emerged in Lithua-
nia, Moldavia, the Ukraine, the Caucasus, and Central Asia. The Soviets had
also abandoned their revolutionary efforts in the developing world. The Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) and Gorbachev also faced severe
difficulties. Many political leaders feared that perestroika would fail, and
rumors were circulating about a possible coup against Gorbachev.

The Bush administration debated whether it should continue pressuring
the Soviets to make further military concessions or adopt a more accommo-
dating approach. Some, including Bush, wanted to ensure that Gorbachev
remained in power because his reforms paralleled U.S. interests. Others,
such as Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney and Deputy National Security
Advisor Robert Gates, believed that any policy deviation would be a mistake.
They expected perestroika to fail and thought that Gorbachev’s overtures
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might have been a maneuver to split the Western alliance. This view may
have had some merit. In December 1988 Gorbachev announced major troop
reductions, which in turn led to West European demands for increased diplo-
matic concessions by the United States. Western Europe, Solidarity leaders
in Poland, and reformers in Hungary wanted the Bush administration to
negotiate in areas other than arms control and criticized American aid pro-
grams for being insufficient.

Jonathan A. Clapperton
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South African antiapartheid nationalist leader and president of South Africa
(1994–1999). Born in Transkei, South Africa, on 18 July 1918, Nelson Rolih-
lahla Mandela attended the University College of Fort Hare and the Univer-
sity of Witwatersrand, qualifying in law in 1942. He subsequently set up the
first black law practice in Johannesburg with his colleague and fellow activist
Oliver Tambo. In 1942 Mandela joined the African National Congress (ANC)
and in 1944 cofounded the ANC Youth League. He became ANC national
secretary in 1948.

Initially opposed to working with other antiapartheid groups, during the
1952 Defiance Campaign Mandela changed his mind and thereafter advo-
cated united action across South Africa’s racial divides to challenge apartheid
policies. In December 1952 he was convicted under the 1950 Suppression
of Communism Act and received a nine-month suspended sentence. De-
spite government-imposed restrictions limiting his movement and banning
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him from political meetings, he continued to work as an
ANC leader and was responsible for the development of
a contingency plan under which the ANC would continue
to work clandestinely in the event of a state crackdown.
In December 1956 he was among 156 activists charged
with treason against the state. The subsequent Treason
Trial, in which Mandela and the others were charged with
plotting a revolution, lasted until 1961. Mandela was
acquitted.

After the March 1960 Sharpeville massacre in which
sixty-seven blacks were killed during an antiapartheid
demonstration, the government banned the ANC and other
dissident groups. A year later, to evade arrest, Mandela
went underground. In June 1961 the ANC launched an
armed struggle against the state, with Mandela now lead-
ing the Umkhonto we Sizwe (Spear of the Nation), the
ANC’s armed wing. Mandela coordinated a sabotage cam-
paign and planned for a guerrilla insurgency. In January
1962 he secretly left the country and traveled to Ethiopia,
Algeria, and London to solicit support and receive guerrilla
training. When he returned to South Africa that summer,
he was captured on 5 August.

In the case that followed, Mandela was convicted on
charges of incitement and illegally leaving the country and
was sentenced to five years in prison. While he was in
prison, police raided the ANC’s underground headquarters,
and many ANC leaders were arrested. This development
brought Mandela back to court in the Rivonia Treason
Trial, in which he was sentenced to life imprisonment on
12 June 1964. Mandela spent eighteen years at Robben

Island Prison, off Cape Town, before being transferred to Pollsmoor Prison
in 1982.

Amid growing external and internal pressures, South Africa’s apartheid
regime began to unravel in the late 1980s. Finally, on 18 February 1990,
Mandela was released by President F. W. de Klerk, just days after de Klerk
had lifted the ban on the ANC and other antiapartheid groups. Mandela suc-
ceeded the ailing Tambo as president of the ANC in 1991, the same year
in which the government repealed the last of the apartheid laws. For their
efforts to end apartheid, both Mandela and de Klerk shared the 1993 Nobel
Peace Prize.

In May 1994, following the country’s first national elections in which all
races could vote, Mandela became the first black president of South Africa, a
post he held until 1999.

Peter Vale
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U.S. State Department official, presidential advisor, and one of the U.S. gov-
ernment’s most important post–World War II Latin American policymakers.
Born on 11 November 1912 in Laredo, Texas, Thomas Mann graduated from
Baylor University in 1934 with BA and LLB degrees and then practiced law.
He began working for the Department of State in 1942 as a special assistant
to the U.S. ambassador to Uruguay.

In 1952 as deputy assistant secretary of state for Inter-American Affairs,
Mann argued that the disparity of wealth between the United States and
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Latin America would spur anti-Americanism and economic nationalism and
that communists would exploit these circumstances. Willing to cast aside the
U.S. nonintervention pledge, he concluded that Washington must intervene
in Latin America if communism threatened to gain a foothold there.

Although he had been one of the creators of the multilateral Inter-
American Development Bank, in 1959 Mann articulated his fears that
plans for a large U.S. aid program for Latin America would raise unreason-
ably high expectations that could not be met, resulting in disillusionment
and increased anti-Americanism in the region. Indeed, his misgivings were
largely borne out in the Alliance for Progress, launched by President John F.
Kennedy in 1961, that disproportionately benefited the wealthy.

From December 1963, under President Lyndon B. Johnson, Mann held
two important posts. He was both assistant secretary for Inter-American Affairs
and head of the Agency for International Development, which ran the Alliance
for Progress. At the same time, he was made a special assistant to the presi-
dent. In March 1965 Mann became undersecretary of state for economic
affairs. He essentially directed U.S. policy in Latin America.

Following President Johnson’s cue, the so-called Mann Doctrine shifted
the emphasis of the Alliance for Progress more in the direction of anticom-
munism and the protection of U.S. investments. In 1965 Johnson appointed
Mann undersecretary of state for economic affairs.

That same year, however, key congressmen asserted that the adminis-
tration’s April 1965 intervention in the Dominican Republic, carried out with
Mann’s strong support, had greatly overstated the communist threat. With the
1966 appointment of Lincoln Gordon as assistant secretary of state for Inter-
American Affairs, Mann’s influence over Latin American policy effectively
ended. He resigned from the Department of State in May 1966, yet many of
his policies would be adopted by future administrations.

From 1967 to 1971 Mann served as president of the Automobile Manu-
facturers Association. He died on 23 January 1999 in Austin, Texas.

James F. Siekmeier
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Finnish military officer, regent (1918–1919), commander in chief of the Fin-
nish Army (1917–1918, 1939–1944), and president of Finland (1944–1946).
Born into a Swedish-speaking Finnish noble family on 4 June 1867 in
Askainen, Finland, Carl Mannerheim was determined to become a military
officer. He entered the Nicholas Cavalry School in St. Petersburg, Russia, in
1887 and was commissioned in the Russian Army in 1889. He served until
1917, seeing action in the Russo-Japanese War (1904–1905) and World War I
and rising to the rank of lieutenant general by 1917.

The Russian Revolution of 1917 estranged Mannerheim, who returned
to newly independent Finland in December, at which time he became com-
mander in chief of Finnish forces fighting the Red Army and led his forces to
victory in 1918. Elected regent in December 1918, he toyed with the possi-
bility of attempting to oust from power Russian leader Vladimir Lenin’s Bol-
shevik government, but his plans never materialized. Mannerheim withdrew
from politics in 1919 after being defeated in the presidential elections.

During 1931–1939 Mannerheim served as chairman of the Finnish
National Defense Council. He was commander in chief of the Finnish Army
during both the Winter War (1939–1940) and the Continuation War (1941–
1944) against the Soviet Union. He was advanced to the rank of field marshal
in June 1942.

On 4 August 1944, as Finland was being defeated by Soviet Army forces,
Mannerheim became president of Finland. The new president concluded
an armistice with the Soviet Union in September 1944. He then turned his
attention to German troops remaining on Finnish soil, waging the so-called
Lappland War against them. Mannerheim worked diligently to redeem his
nation’s reputation with the Soviet Union and to preclude a communist take-
over of his country. As such, he carried out Finland’s armistice obligations to
the letter, including the dismantlement of his beloved Defense Corps and
the timely payment of war reparations. Reluctantly, Mannerheim appointed
J. K. Paasikivi prime minister on 17 November 1944, marking the beginning
of a decline in the president’s influence.

The 1944 armistice had obligated the Finns to hold trials for those
responsible for the Continuation War. In all, fourteen Finnish leaders were
tried and convicted. Recognizing Mannerheim’s popularity and his diligence
in carrying out the terms of the armistice, the Kremlin did not demand that
he be brought to trial. In poor health, Mannerheim resigned on 4 March 1946
and retired to Switzerland. He never returned to Finland and died on 28 Jan-
uary 1951 in Lausanne, Switzerland.

Silviu Miloiu
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Chairman and cofounder of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) and
founder and chairman of the People’s Republic of China (PRC). Born in
Shaoshan, Hunan Province, on 19 November 1893, Mao Zedong graduated
from the Hunan First Normal School in 1918. He then went to Beijing to
work in the Beijing University Library, where he learned Marxist ideology
and developed his revolutionary plan to save China. Mao helped found the
CCP in Shanghai in 1921. In 1924, following the Comintern’s instructions,
Mao joined the Guomindang (GMD, Nationalist) party, forming the first
United Front aimed at Chinese national unification. In so doing, he bought
time for the infant CCP to grow under the GMD shield. However, the
United Front broke down in mid-1927 when GMD leader Jiang Jieshi de-
cided to purge the Chinese communists, thereby beginning the CCP-GMD
power struggle that lasted for two decades.

Following the breakdown of the United Front, Mao
and other frustrated Chinese communists worked on their
own to develop a unique Chinese path to carry out the
socialist revolution. In January 1935 Mao became the CCP
chairman, a post he held until his death. His ascension to
power is attributed to his ideological and tactical pragma-
tism, which rejected the rigid application of Soviet ortho-
dox thinking and instead emphasized the uniqueness of
Chinese history and culture. After expelling Jiang’s GMD
government from the mainland, Mao proclaimed the
establishment of the PRC on 1 October 1949, officially
ending the Chinese Civil War. Mao’s reign can be divided
into three periods: 1949–1957, 1958–1965, and 1966–1976.

The first period was characterized by imitation of the
Soviet model in reconstructing China and consolidating
the CCP’s power. On foreign policy matters, Mao coined
the three principles of make another stove, clean the house
and then invite the guests, and lean to one side. Accord-
ing to the first two principles, Mao was determined to start
anew by pursuing an anticolonial and anti-imperialist policy
to eliminate China’s century-old semicolonial status, im-
posed by imperial powers since the mid-nineteenth cen-
tury. Because the PRC’s birth coincided with the Cold War,
Mao’s policy of lean to one side signaled a pro-Soviet and
anti-American stance. His first foreign policy initiative was
a visit to Moscow in December 1949, culminating in the
Sino-Soviet Treaty of February 1950.

The PRC’s anti-American stance was vividly show-
cased over the question of Taiwan, where Jiang’s GMD
government still retained power, as well as in the Korean
War, the Geneva Conference, the first and second Taiwan
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Strait crises, and the Bandung Conference, at which Mao attacked America
for its “imperialist” designs in the Taiwan Strait.

Domestically, Mao selectively transplanted the Soviet model. Politically,
he preferred a democratic dictatorship, along the principles of democratic cen-
tralism and coexistence with other revolutionary parties and noncommunist
classes, to the Soviets’ proletarian dictatorship. Mao wished to avoid the Soviet
political purges of the 1930s. Yet he ensured that real power and leadership
rested in the hands of the CCP, as the terms “dictatorship” and “centralism”
suggested.

In economic matters, Mao strictly adhered to the Soviet model, with
Soviet technical and material assistance. In early 1950, he ushered in land
reform, which involved government confiscation and the redistribution of
agrarian land to peasants. This stage was completed in late 1953 and was
succeeded by collectivization aimed at boosting agricultural production. In
1953, Mao launched the First Five-Year Plan, which strove to develop heavy
industries and was completed a year ahead of schedule.

To consolidate his control over the country, Mao adopted mass socializa-
tion by encouraging the formation of numerous mass organizations in the early
1950s to mobilize the population to participate in such movements as the
Resist-America Aid-Korea Campaign, the Three-Anti Movement to combat
corruption and wasteful bureaucracy, and the Five-Anti Movement against
bribery, tax evasion, fraud, theft of government property, and leakage of state
economic secrets.

The second period of Mao’s rule demonstrated his determination to es-
tablish a unique brand of Chinese socialism, designed to wean China from
Soviet aid. The year 1958 began with the Second Five-Year Plan, which was
much more ambitious than the first. To accelerate China’s industrialization,
Mao launched the three-year Great Leap Forward program at year’s end, a
radical measure designed to catch up with and surpass British industrial output.
To this end, he ordered the establishment of nationwide People’s Com-
munes, which was also an essential step in facilitating the socialist transfor-
mation of China.

The Great Leap Forward, however, was doomed to failure, as the PRC
was not ready for such a radical transformation. The results were measured
in massive manpower and property losses. Another adverse impact was the
growing division within the PRC leadership. Realizing his miscalculation
and hoping to avoid becoming the scapegoat for further losses, Mao gave up
his PRC chairmanship to Liu Shaoqi in April 1959 while retaining the chair-
manship of the CCP. In September 1959, Mao relieved Peng Dehuai of his
post as defense minister because of his opposition to the Great Leap For-
ward. The failure of the Great Leap Forward convinced moderate leaders
such as Deng Xiaoping and Zhou Enlai that socialization should be slowed
down, a view that made both men targets of the Cultural Revolution in later
years. To compensate for the economic dislocation and destruction of the
Great Leap Forward, Mao reluctantly agreed to relax economic socialization
by dismantling the communes and using material incentives to revive the
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Chinese economy, cures proposed by Liu and Deng. By the mid-1960s,
China’s economy had been restored to its 1957 level.

Mao’s drive for independence also resulted in the collapse of the Sino-
Soviet alliance. His insistence on proceeding with the radical Great Leap For-
ward alarmed Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev, who decided to stop assisting
the PRC’s national reconstruction in 1958. This forced Mao to pursue a lone
course in implementing both the Second Five-Year Plan and the Great Leap
Forward.

Mao’s unilateral initiation of the Second Taiwan Strait Crisis in Septem-
ber 1958 prompted Khrushchev to withhold nuclear information. The Sino-
Soviet split became official after Mao passed the chairmanship to Liu, who
intensified the ideological attack against Soviet revisionism and Khrushchev’s
advocacy of de-Stalinization and peaceful coexistence with the West. By
1963, Sino-Soviet unity had all but disappeared. To compensate for the loss of
Soviet aid, Mao promoted closer PRC ties with Asian and African countries.
His success in this enabled the PRC to become an influential leader in the
developing world, transforming the bipolar Cold War world into a tripolar one.

The decade-long Cultural Revolution constituted the third period of
Mao’s era, during which the PRC experienced violent chaos and disorder.
Determined to reassert his personal authority and monolithic leadership
over the country, Mao launched the Cultural Revolution in 1966 through his
wife Jiang Qing. By reviving the class struggle and Marxist-Leninist teach-
ings, he purged all potential opponents, including old comrades, from both
the government and the CCP. To ensure his personal control, Mao packed
the party and the government with his supporters, such as his wife and Hua
Guofeng, both of whom were made Politburo members. Outside the gov-
ernment, Mao incited the Red Guards, radical youths indoctrinated with
Maoism, to criticize old customs and practices by employing such means as
violence, public trials, and mass rallies. The Red Guards were also sent into
the countryside to encourage the so-called cult of Mao. This ten-year period
constituted the darkest days of the PRC’s history, characterized by a reign of
red terror that badly bruised Mao’s revolutionary legacy.

The Cultural Revolution also had a direct bearing on the PRC’s foreign
policy. On the one hand, the revolution aroused grave hostility and suspicion
from the PRC’s allies, who either severed diplomatic relations with the PRC
or recalled their foreign service delegations. Combined with the Sino-Soviet
split, the Cultural Revolution almost completely isolated the PRC within the
international community. On the other hand, the Cultural Revolution made
possible the normalization of U.S.-Chinese relations because of their mutual
desire to enhance each other’s bargaining position vis-à-vis the Soviet Union.
In February 1972, Mao received U.S. President Richard M. Nixon in Beijing,
which culminated in American diplomatic recognition of the PRC in 1979.
This rapprochement marked the end of China’s diplomatic isolation.

Mao died in Beijing on 9 September 1976. Shortly after his death, in
October 1976, Hua, now the premier, seized power and ended the Maoist era
by officially terminating the Cultural Revolution.

Law Yuk-fun
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Filipino politician and authoritarian president of the Philippines (1965–1986).
Ferdinand Marcos was born on 11 September 1917 in Sarrat, Ilocos Norte
Province. His father was a politician, his mother a teacher. In December
1938, while a student at the University of the Philippines College of Law,
Marcos was arrested for the 1935 assassination of his father’s political rival,
Julio Nalundasan, and found guilty of murder. Marcos, considered a brilliant
law student, composed an 830-page brief for the Supreme Court while in
prison. Citing trial errors, the Supreme Court reversed the conviction, and
Marcos left prison in October 1940. He fought against the Japanese occupa-
tion of the Philippines but was captured and imprisoned by the Japanese.

Following the war, Marcos began his political career as an aide to Presi-
dent Manuel Roxas during 1946–1947. In 1949 he won election to the Philip-
pine House of Representatives as a Liberal Party candidate. In 1959 he was
elected a senator. Abandoning the Liberal Party for the Nationalist Party, he
was elected president of the Philippines in November 1965.

The Americans saw in Marcos a potential ally in the escalating Vietnam
War. Marcos in fact agreed to send some Filipino forces to the Republic of
Vietnam (ROV, South Vietnam) as a show of support for anticommunism in
Southeast Asia. Although as a senator he had opposed earlier requests to send
troops to Vietnam, as president he agreed to send 2,000 noncombat soldiers,
claiming that he could send no more because of Filipino opposition to the
war. In return, the United States increased its financial aid to the Philippines.

In 1969 Marcos launched simultaneous campaigns to crush the ongoing
communist Hukbalahap insurgency and the Muslim Moro uprising in Min-
danao. In November that same year he became the first president of the
Philippines to win reelection, although his second term was marked by in-
creasing civil unrest. In September 1972 he imposed martial law following a
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series of bombings in the capital city of Manila, the dis-
covery of an assassination plot, and an alleged communist
conspiracy to seize power.

Although Washington undoubtedly knew of the ram-
pant government corruption and the president’s exaggera-
tion of the threat of a communist coup, it continued to
support the regime in order to ensure Filipino support of
its own Cold War aims, including endorsement of the con-
tinued lease of important U.S. military bases in the islands.
U.S. officials hoped, vainly as it turned out, that Marcos
would implement reforms to reduce the grinding poverty
of millions of Filipinos, which the United States believed
was fueling the resistance movements. Although Marcos
ended martial law in 1981, he carried on his increasingly
autocratic rule.

In the early 1980s, President Ronald Reagan’s admin-
istration continued to back Marcos, despite his dictatorial
ways and abuse of human rights. The 21 August 1983
assassination of Marcos’s political rival Benigno Aquino,
however, united the anti-Marcos opposition and marked
the beginning of the end for his rule.

In the snap election of February 1986, Aquino’s widow,
Corazon Aquino, ran against Marcos. Marcos claimed a

dubious victory amid widespread accusations of electoral fraud, which em-
boldened his opponents to drive him from power. In February 1986, as angry
mobs converged on the presidential palace, Marcos and his wife Imelda fled
to Hawaii. In October 1988, a U.S. federal court indicted the Marcoses on rack-
eteering charges. Ferdinand Marcos died in Honolulu on 28 September 1989.

Donna Alvah
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Mass exodus of Cuban refugees to the United States occurring between
April and September 1980. The Mariel Boatlift, the product of more than
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two decades of hostility between the United States and Cuba, brought more
than 125,000 Cubans from the Cuban port of Mariel to southern Florida.

After the United States severed diplomatic relations with the commu-
nist island-nation of Cuba in 1961, travel and migration between the two
countries essentially stopped. When U.S. President Jimmy Carter assumed
office in January 1977, he sought to improve relations with Latin America,
and Cuban leader Fidel Castro responded to the overture.

In 1979, Castro permitted Cuban Americans to return to Cuba. After wit-
nessing the abject poverty in which many Cubans lived, however, many of
these visitors returned to the United States with a determination to do some-
thing about it. Meanwhile, Castro faced growing dissent sparked by housing
and job shortages as well as a stagnant economy.

On 4 April 1980, presumably to get rid of troublemakers, Castro ordered
guards removed from the Peruvian embassy in Havana, and within hours
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throngs of Cubans requested political asylum. This move should have served
as a warning to Washington, but the signal went largely unnoticed.

Soon afterward, the United States found itself in the midst of a major
refugee crisis when Castro allowed any person wishing to leave Cuba free
access to depart from the port of Mariel, located about 28 miles west of
Havana. On 19 April 1980, the Cuban government announced that Cuban
Americans could travel to Cuba to pick up refugees, going so far as to contact
Cuban Americans directly to encourage them to make the journey. Cuban
Americans immediately set sail for their relatives in virtually any vessel that
appeared even marginally seaworthy. Thousands of fishing boats, yachts, and
other small craft departed from Key West and Miami, Florida, for Mariel.

The vessels were typically loaded up with more refugees than they were
designed to carry safely. The first refugees arrived on 21 April. By the time the
boatlift came to an end, more than 125,000 Cubans had made the journey to
the United States. Miraculously, only 27 people perished at sea, due chiefly
to search and rescue efforts of the U.S. Coast Guard.

The vast majority of the Cuban immigrants entered the United States
in violation of American law, as they were undocumented. But President
Jimmy Carter’s administration refused to return the refugees for humanitar-
ian as well as legal and political reasons. The decision not to interdict boats
meant that the United States had little choice but to accept the Mariel
Cubans. Castro also required boats to accept additional passengers, some of
whom had been recently released from prison or mental asylums. More than
23,000 of the arriving Marielitos admitted previous criminal convictions,
although many of those convictions were for offenses that would not have
warranted detention under U.S. law. Only 2 percent, or 2,746 Cubans, were
classified as criminals under U.S. law and were not granted citizenship. Still,
reports that criminals and the mentally ill were among those thousands ar-
riving daily fueled a major public backlash. By the time Castro stopped the
Mariel Boatlift, the Carter administration, already under great duress because
of the Iranian Hostage Crisis, appeared to have botched the situation. It had
failed to capitalize on the propaganda value of Cuba’s internal problems and
seemed entirely unable to control immigration. The Mariel Boatlift certainly
added to the American public’s frustration with Carter’s administration and
indirectly led to his November 1980 electoral defeat by Ronald Reagan.

Caryn E. Neumann
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Market socialism is a hybrid economic system combining elements of a
socialist, command-style economy with a capitalist, free-market economy.
Debates over the implementation of market socialism began as a theoretical
construct, but it gained acceptance with the introduction of market elements
in Yugoslavia after 1948. More recently, economic reform in one-party commu-
nist states, particularly in the People’s Republic of China (PRC), Vietnam,
and Laos, has been labeled market socialism.

When traditional Marxists proposed the nationalization or collectivization
of the means of production, adherents of market-driven economies claimed
that an economy without free markets would be unable to perform the fore-
most task of an economy, namely the optimal allocation of resources. In 1908
the Italian economist Enrico Barone introduced the so-called socialist cal-
culation debate by describing a process in which a minister of production, by
solving a set of equations, could achieve the same end as that of a market-
driven economy. Other Marxist economists argued that socialism would
surpass capitalism because it would not be subject to business cycles and
economic downturns. However, Ludwig von Mises, one of the famed Aus-
trian School economists, argued that socialist states’ attempts to calculate
correct prices for goods would be distorted, since there would effectively be
no market for capital goods, that is, means of production.

Other socialist economists refuted the von Mises argument by describ-
ing a socialist pricing system in which prices for capital goods would be fixed
by authorities as if they were market prices, based upon a reiterative process
of tatonnement, or the synchronization of supply and demand. Centrally
planned economies later used this reiterative process, matching plans at dif-
ferent levels of planning. But a more general critique of socialist economies
emerged from the work of another Austrian economist, Friedrich August von
Hayek, who became one of the greatest defenders of market economies
throughout the Cold War. He argued that while in theory the socialist state
could simulate the mathematical equations of a market-driven system, it
would be virtually impossible for a state to collect information on millions of
prices and consumer preferences, such as market economies provide auto-
matically. Hayek’s work on the economics of information was never satisfac-
torily refuted by proponents of socialism.

The debate over market socialism became politically relevant when
Yugoslavia’s leader Josip Broz Tito broke with the Soviet Union in 1948. After
World War II Yugoslavia had introduced a centrally planned economy. But in
1950 the Basic Law on the Management of State Economic Enterprises by
Working Collectives was introduced to encourage workers’ input. Thus,
collectivization continued, but planning became decentralized via so-called
labor-managed collectives. Tito also abandoned agricultural collectivization.
Yugoslavia subsequently enjoyed a much higher living standard than other
socialist states. Yugoslavian economic success also depended on greater open-
ness, which allowed for economic aid from the United States and assistance
from the International Monetary Fund (IMF).
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In July 1965 another major Yugoslavian reform reduced state influence
over investment, taxes, and prices. Nevertheless, the Yugoslavian system of
market socialism did not solve the more intractable problems of socialist
economies, such as the soft budget constraint (soft taxes, soft subsidies,
and soft credit) and the virtual absence of corporate bankruptcy or the dis-
mantlement of unprofitable companies. In truth, labor-managed firms were
more fiction than fact, as the persistent influence of state-mandated decision
making rendered decentralization unattainable. Additionally, the influence
of workers on decision making spawned problems of inequality, since it cre-
ated a strong position for insiders interested in maximizing productivity per
employee rather than overall profit.

The breakdown of socialist economies in the late 1980s led to the aban-
donment of market socialism by Yugoslavian successor states. Other states
with nominal market socialism, such as Hungary, also abandoned the system
in favor of free-market economies, although the former Soviet Union’s early
stage of transition to capitalism was termed market socialism.

The early 1980s witnessed the emergence of new economic variants in
which economic transition under communist one-party systems was carried
out, notably in the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and Vietnam. These
new systems were also labeled market socialism. In lieu of the dismantlement
of state-owned enterprises (SOEs), these economies permitted the growth of
a private sector alongside the SOEs, producing a dual economy. While these
economies achieved quite spectacular successes as measured by their robust
growth rates, special problems still persisted. These included low levels of
new development and unresolved difficulties in functioning of the SOEs.

Bernhard Johannes Seliger
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Political and military commander of the communist National Liberation Front
during the Greek Civil War (1946–1949). Born in Theodosia, now Tosia,
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Anatolia (present-day Turkey), on 28 January 1906, Vafiades Markos did not
receive a formal education. He worked at a succession of manual labor jobs
and immigrated to Greece during the war between Greece and Turkey fol-
lowing World War I.

Markos joined the Greek Communist Party in 1927 and was arrested
several times for organizational activities on behalf of the Federation of
Greek Communist Youths (OKNE). Markos escaped internal exile following
the German invasion and occupation of Greece in 1941 and quickly rose to
a leadership position in the communist-led guerrilla resistance movement,
becoming commander of the Greek Popular Liberation Army (ELAS).

General Markos played a minor but nonetheless crucial role in the early
history of the Cold War. With the withdrawal of Axis forces from Greece at
the end of World War II, civil war broke out between the Democratic Revo-
lutionary Army (DSE), commanded by Markos, and the rightist Greek gov-
ernment that returned from exile, supported by the British.

The imminent threat of a successful communist takeover in Greece
raised the specter of a domino effect in the region, with the potential to de-
stabilize Turkey and the Middle East. When the British government informed
Washington that it could no longer maintain economic and military support
for the rightist Greek regime of Georgios Papandreou, the United States
stepped in and, under the 1947 Truman Doctrine, extended $400 million in
aid to Greece and Turkey.

In December 1947 Markos became both president and minister of war
in the Temporary Democratic Government (known as the government of
the mountains). The DSE collapsed in 1949 after the withdrawal of Yugosla-
vian support and a disastrous shift in tactics away from guerrilla operations.
Denounced by DSE leader Nikos Zachiariadis, Markos was relieved of his
duties. In October 1950 he was expelled from the party and placed under
house arrest in Albania and then in Moscow. After thirty-five years in exile,
he returned to Greece in 1985. Markos died in Athens on 22 February 1992.

Michael Kilburn
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U.S. Army general, chief of staff of the army (1939–1945), secretary of state
(1947–1949), and secretary of defense (1950–1951). Born in Uniontown, Penn-
sylvania, on 31 December 1880, George Marshall graduated from the Virginia
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Military Institute in 1901 and was commissioned a second lieutenant of
infantry the following year. His assignment to the Philippines was followed
by postings within the United States, including from 1906 to 1910 at Fort
Leavenworth Infantry and Cavalry School, first as a student and then as an
instructor. From 1913 to 1916 he served once more in the Philippines.

After American intervention in World War I, in June 1917 Marshall went
to France as a training officer to the 1st Division. Promoted to lieutenant
colonel in 1918, he became the First Army’s chief of operations, winning
general admiration for his logistical skills in arranging for the movement
of hundreds of thousands of troops across the battlefront. After working on
occupation plans for Germany, in spring 1919 he became aide to General
John J. Pershing, then army chief of staff.

Between the wars Marshall spent three years in Tianjin, China, with the
15th Infantry Regiment and five years as assistant commandant in charge of
instruction at the Infantry School in Fort Benning, Georgia. He won pro-
motion to colonel in 1932, holding assorted commands in the continental
United States.

In 1938 Marshall became head of the War Plans Division in Washington,
in quick succession rising to deputy chief of staff with promotion to major
general and then, in spring 1939, chief of staff of the army. He was promoted
to temporary general that September. With war raging in Europe, Marshall
threw himself into rebuilding the American defense establishment. Increas-
ingly assisted by pro-Allied civilians such as Secretary of War Henry L. Stim-
son, Marshall instituted and lobbied for programs to recruit and train new
troops; expedite munitions production; assist Great Britain, China, and the
Soviet Union to resist their enemies; and coordinate British and American
strategy. He presided over an increase in the U.S. Army from a mere 190,000
men in September 1939 to more than 8.157 million men and women by April
1945. His personal knowledge of American officers, many of whom he had
trained, helped him select numerous commanders for both the European
and Pacific theaters.

Marshall was a strong supporter of opening a second front in Europe, a
campaign ultimately deferred until June 1944. Between 1941 and 1945 he
attended all the major wartime strategic conferences, including those at Pla-
centia Bay, Washington, Quebec, Cairo, Tehran, Malta, Yalta, and Potsdam.
President Franklin D. Roosevelt and his successor President Harry S. Tru-
man relied heavily on Marshall’s advice. Marshall’s greatest disappointment
was perhaps that he never received field command of the European invasion
forces. Roosevelt gave him that choice but also told him that he would prefer
that Marshall remain chief of staff, a post he continued to hold throughout
the war. He was not only highly effective in supervising the massive Ameri-
can war effort but also enjoyed excellent relationships with key senators and
congressmen, who almost without exception admired and respected his pro-
fessional abilities and personal integrity.

In 1945 Marshall participated in discussions as to whether to drop the
newly developed atomic bomb. Eager to end the Pacific war expeditiously,

1284 Marshall, George Catlett

Marshall’s personal
knowledge of
American officers,
many of whom he
had trained, helped
him select numerous
commanders for both
the European and
Pacific theaters.



he supported its use. When the war ended, Marshall pub-
licly advocated that in the interests of national security,
his country needed to maintain a far larger, more profes-
sional, and better-equipped permanent defense establish-
ment than in the past. He clearly anticipated that the
United States would in the future play a far greater inter-
national role and might have to do so almost anywhere in
the world.

Marshall retired in November 1945, whereupon Presi-
dent Truman promptly dispatched him to China, where he
spent a year unsuccessfully attempting to mediate the civil
war between the Nationalist government and communist
rebels. In January 1947 Marshall became secretary of state.
Soviet-American relations were then on a steep downward
trajectory. Shortly afterward, in February 1947, Truman
delivered his famous Truman Doctrine speech, calling for
aid to help Greece and Turkey resist internal and external
communist threats and placing this in the context of an
all-embracing U.S. commitment to oppose communism
throughout the world, the expression of what would soon
become known as the strategy of containment.

Marshall and his aides, including Undersecretaries of
State Dean G. Acheson, William L. Clayton, and Robert A.
Lovett, developed and lobbied Congress for policies that
would put this strategy into practice. Marshall’s most visible
accomplishments were the European Recovery Program
(Marshall Plan), a coordinated $13 billion five-year strategy
to rehabilitate the economies of Western Europe that he
announced in June 1947, and American membership in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the first per-
manent security pact the United States had ever entered.

Marshall left office in January 1949, shortly afterward heading the Amer-
ican Red Cross. At the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, Truman
persuaded him to accept the position of secretary of defense, in which capac-
ity Marshall again built up American manpower and war production and
pushed for selective service legislation. He also strongly supported Truman’s
dismissal for insubordination of General Douglas MacArthur, commander of
United Nations (UN) forces in Korea, a decision that later exposed Marshall
to vehement and politically motivated accusations of procommunist sympa-
thies from Senator Joseph R. McCarthy and his followers, as did his failure to
preserve China from a communist takeover in 1949.

Marshall again left office in September 1951, succeeded as secretary of
defense by Robert A. Lovett, his protégé and disciple. In December 1953
Marshall’s efforts for European recovery won him the Nobel Peace Prize. He
died at Walter Reed Hospital in Washington, D.C., on 16 October 1959. An
architect of the American century of U.S. international dominance, Marshall
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epitomized the intimate links between his country’s diplomatic and military
policies.

Priscilla Roberts
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During December 1945–January 1947 former U.S. Army Chief of Staff Gen-
eral George C. Marshall traveled to China as a special U.S. emissary on the
instructions of President Harry S. Truman. Marshall’s mission was to medi-
ate a truce between the Guomindang (GMD, Nationalist) government of
Jiang Jieshi and the insurgent communist forces of Mao Zedong, thereby
establishing peace and forming a workable government comprised of both
parties, which had been intermittently engaged in a civil war since 1927.
Marshall’s efforts were not motivated by humanitarian peacemaking alone.
They aimed to avert further civil war that might culminate in a communist
victory and thereby obviate the need for U.S. military intervention by estab-
lishing a stable government to prevent Soviet intervention in China. Yet
neither the Nationalists nor the communists turned out to be sufficiently
committed to the success of Marshall’s efforts.

Their long-term goals simply did not embrace mutual accommodation,
and in the short term they each used the cover of the Marshall mission to their
advantage. Marshall arrived in China on 20 December 1945 and initially
achieved impressive results, as a cease-fire was established on 10 January
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1946. That same month, a Political Consultative Council, with representa-
tives from all of China’s warring parties, agreed to the outlines of a new, more
democratic political system that would be discussed further via the National
Assembly. Finally, in February, the communists agreed to merge their mili-
tary with the Nationalist army on the condition that military and political re-
organization proceeded simultaneously.

The fly in the ointment, however, turned out to be North China and
Manchuria. U.S. policy was to transport Jiang’s troops there to take over from
the defeated Japanese and establish order. Understandably, Mao viewed this
with considerable suspicion. Moreover, Soviet forces had entered Manchuria
to fight the Japanese in August 1945 but had withdrawn in April 1946, leav-
ing behind a vacuum into which the warring factions expanded. When the
communists captured Changchun on 18 April 1946, Jiang expanded the con-
flict, and despite Marshall’s efforts to secure a cease-fire, China was once again
engaged in civil war. Early victories against the communists emboldened
Jiang, and he laid down unacceptable political terms as the price for reestab-
lishing the cease-fire. A brief lull in June offered some hope, but by July
Marshall had concluded that Jiang was not interested in a long-term cease-
fire; rather, he was set on wiping out the communists.

Marshall sought to rescue the mission from complete collapse with the
assistance of U.S. Ambassador to China John Leighton Stuart, who was
trusted by the communists, and by cutting off U.S. arms shipments to Jiang.
Simultaneously, President Truman called for progress, without which U.S.
policy toward China might change. On 30 September 1946, however, Jiang
announced an attack on Kalgan, a town in Inner Mongolia held by the com-
munists. Nationalist forces captured it in October, conceding to a cease-fire a
month later. On his own terms, Jiang also summoned the National Assembly.
The communists, understandably, stayed away.

By October, Marshall had concluded that a political solution was impos-
sible. He had also concluded that U.S. military intervention was not a viable
solution. American diplomacy in China had reached the end of the road.
Marshall returned to the United States in January 1947 as the Chinese Civil
War continued.

Paul Wingrove
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Massive U.S. economic aid program for Western Europe begun in 1947 and
designed chiefly to rebuild war-torn economies and serve as a bulwark against
communist encroachment. In the wake of World War II, Europe experienced
a severe economic crisis because of the crippling effects of nearly six years of
war. The United States had attempted to promote European recovery through
limited reconstruction loans, relief assistance, German war reparation trans-
fers, and new multilateral currency and trade arrangements. By the winter of
1947, however, it was apparent that these piecemeal stabilization efforts
were not working. Millions of West Europeans were unemployed, inflation
and shortages were rampant, and malnutrition had become a widespread
concern.

The central problem facing Europe was low industrial productivity.
Industrial and agricultural production lagged behind prewar levels, as the
wartime destruction or disruption of factories and equipment had led to dra-
matically decreased industrial output. Adequate funds were not available for
reconstruction and replacement, and none of the nations involved had the
wherewithal to raise large amounts of capital. To make matters worse, basic
building-block industrial materials such as steel and coal were scarce.

The growing economic troubles fed frustration, hopelessness, and despair.
And many Europeans had begun to seek out political solutions to their
troubles. Alienated from capitalism, some began turning to communism as

an alternative. In France, Italy, and Germany, the crisis had
eroded government support and lent credence to commu-
nist promises of economic stability. In Great Britain, serious
financial woes forced policymakers to reduce international
agreements that had helped resist the spread of commu-
nism. Only by eliminating the economic conditions that
encouraged political extremism could European govern-
ments withstand the influence of communism, and nobody
seemed to understand that better than the Americans.

U.S. policymakers believed that rejuvenated West
European economies would provide a strong demand for
American goods and help maintain the United States as
the world’s leading economic power. They also envisioned
Western Europe as an integral part of a multilateral eco-
nomic system of free world trade crucial to the liberal-
capitalist world order that Washington had in mind for
itself and its allies. Clearly, unity and prosperity in Western
Europe would create an economy able to generate high
productivity, decent living standards, and political stability.

The European Recovery Program, which came to be
known as the Marshall Plan in honor of Secretary of State
George C. Marshall, would serve to strengthen shaky pro-
American governments and ward off the inroads being
made by domestic communist parties and other left-wing
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A worker shovels rubble during the rebuilding of West
Berlin in front of a building adorned with a sign support-
ing the Marshall Plan. This massive U.S. financial aid
program greatly assisted in the rebuilding of Western
Europe after World War II. (National Archives and
Records Administration)



organizations sympathetic to the Soviet Union. U.S. Undersecretary of State
Dean G. Acheson, who helped formulate the plan, argued that American for-
eign policy had to harness American economic and financial resources to pre-
serve democratic institutions and to expand capitalism abroad. He also saw
the Marshall Plan as necessary for long-term national security. Thus, the plan
emerged as an all-embracing effort to revive the economies of Western
Europe. The plan was unprecedented in terms of the massive commitment
of American dollars, resources, and international involvement.

First formally proposed by Secretary of State Marshall on 5 June 1947 in
a speech at Harvard University, the plan applied to all of Europe. Aid was not
directed against communism specifically but was directed toward the elimi-
nation of dangerous economic conditions across all of Europe. Accordingly,
the United States controversially planned to reconstruct Germany as an
industrial power. Marshall had concluded that German resources, manpower,
expertise, and production were absolutely essential to European recovery.
For success, the plan had to allow full German participation but at the same
time prevent German industrial power from becoming a future threat to
peace.

Additionally complicating matters was Marshall’s belief that the objective
of the Soviet Union was to delay European economic recovery and therefore
exploit the consequent misery and political instability. Yet Marshall did not
want his nation to assume the responsibility for permanently dividing Europe.
Thus, to avoid having the plan viewed as anti-Soviet, he invited the Soviet
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Union and its East European satellite states to participate in implementation
of the plan. Nations eligible to receive economic assistance would be de-
fined by those countries that were willing to cooperate fully with the Ameri-
can proposal. All the while, U.S. policymakers fully counted on Moscow’s
rejection.

President Harry S. Truman believed that the United States should not
unilaterally devise a plan for recovery and force it upon the Europeans.
Instead, the particular aid initiatives came from the Europeans and repre-
sented not a series of individual requests but rather a joint undertaking by all
of the countries in need of American assistance. In other words, the Ameri-
cans wanted a lasting cure for Europe’s problem and not a mere quick fix.
America’s role would be to assist in the drafting of a program and to support
that program with American resources.

The Soviet Union together with Poland, Czechoslovakia, France, Great
Britain, and twelve other European nations gathered at the first planning con-
ference, convened in Paris on 27 June 1947. Soviet Foreign Minister Vyach-
eslav Molotov demanded that each country be allowed to fashion its own plan
and present it to the United States. Georges Bidault and Ernest Bevin, the
foreign ministers of France and Britain, respectively, opposed Molotov. Bi-
dault and Bevin, in line with American wishes, stressed that the Marshall
Plan had to be a continent-wide program in order to take advantage of the
economies of the continent as a whole, or, seen in another light, to take
advantage of the economies of scale rendered only through a jointly admin-
istered effort. As the United States had predicted, the Soviets quickly with-
drew, denouncing the plan as an imperialist, anti-Soviet tool. Molotov warned
that if Germany were to be revived, then the continent would be divided.
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Romania still expressed interest in
the Marshall Plan, but the Soviet Union pressured them into withdrawing.
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The Soviets left Paris chiefly because participation in the plan would
have required the disclosure of extensive statistical information about the
Soviet Union’s financial condition and also would have given the Americans
some control over Russia’s internal budget. Additionally, George Kennan,
father of the U.S. containment policy and director of the State Department’s
policy planning staff, had earlier made it clear that aid would not be advanced
to nations that refused to open their economies to U.S. exports. These
requirements were unacceptable to the Soviets, as Kennan realized. The So-
viets were not willing to abandon the exclusive orientation of their economy.

The Soviets kept their finances a well-guarded secret and set about
weakening the Marshall Plan. In response, they formed the Cominform on
6 July 1947 to help coordinate international propaganda aimed at torpedoing
the plan. On 12 July 1947, the Soviet Union negotiated trade agreements
with its communist satellites that diverted to Eastern Europe a substantial
amount of trade that had previously gone to Western Europe. Finally, later
that year, the Soviets proposed the Molotov Plan for East European recovery
as an alternative to the Marshall Plan.

Lengthy negotiations thus ensued without the Soviets or their client
states. Participating nations laid the groundwork for the recovery plans and
requested $28 billion to be spent over the course of four years. On 15 March
1948, the U.S. Senate endorsed the plan by a 69–17 vote after the House had
approved it by a 329–74 margin but only allocated $17 billion in aid. The
Marshall Plan passed despite growing conservative objections to international
agreements. The communist-led overthrow of the Czechoslovakian govern-
ment and the Soviet Union’s badgering of Finland for military bases had
apparently convinced U.S. legislators of the seriousness of the Soviet threat.

When the plans were finalized, the United States created the Economic
Cooperation Administration (ECA) and named Paul Hoffman as its head.
The ECA made the ultimate determination of specific aid and projects to be
undertaken. The fundamental way in which the Marshall Plan contributed
to increased European productivity was by furnishing capital, food, raw
materials, and machinery that would have been unavailable without Ameri-
can help. The ECA made U.S. funds available to foreign governments to buy
goods that were primarily obtained from their own private agricultural and
industrial producers. The ECA also authorized purchases in other countries,
especially Canada and Latin America. These policies also helped to reduce
excessive demand on raw materials in the United States, thereby protecting
the U.S. economy from inflationary pressures. The plan additionally benefited
non-European countries and contributed to the development of multilateral
trade. Recipients of the largest amounts of aid were Britain, France, Italy, the
Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany), and the Netherlands.

Participating European governments sold American-financed goods to
their own people. The payments received were placed in special funds that
were employed where they could best serve economic recovery and ensure
financial stability. Italy used its funds for public works projects, such as re-
placing bombed-out bridges. The British reduced government debt to check
inflation.
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During 1948–1952, approximately $13.5 billion in Marshall Plan aid went
to the revitalization of Western Europe and guided it onto the path of long-
term economic growth and integration. By 1950, industrial production in
Marshall Plan countries was 25 percent higher than 1938 levels, while agri-
cultural output had risen 14 percent from the prewar level. The volume of
intra-European trade among Marshall Plan beneficiaries increased dramati-
cally, while the balance-of-payments gap dropped significantly. Britain had
sufficiently recovered by January 1951 so that Marshall Plan aid was sus-
pended at that time, a full year and a half before the scheduled termination
of the program. It should be noted, however, that the onset of the Korean
War in June 1950 and the autumn 1950 decision to deploy American troops
to Western Europe to bolster North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
defenses also contributed to increased European productivity.
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A shipment of cornmeal arrives in Reykjavík. Bread and butter were the most urgent food needs in the Europe of 1948.
By the end of 1951, $1.5 billion worth of bread grains had been sent to Western Europe, while fats and oils accounted for
$345 million. (National Archives and Records Administration)



The Marshall Plan also advanced European unification and integration.
The Americans sought a single large market in which quantitative restric-
tions on the movement of goods, monetary barriers, and trade tariffs had
been largely eliminated. The creation of an integrated free market modeled
after the United States would encourage the growth of consumer demand
and large-scale industry. It would also permit more efficient use of materials
and labor while stimulating competition. The West Europeans removed a
number of economic barriers and established subregional agreements such
as the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). The success of the
Marshall Plan ultimately paved the way for the establishment of the Com-
mon Market in 1958.

The Marshall Plan did not cure all of Europe’s problems. Productivity
advanced considerably but leveled off by 1952, the last year of the plan.
Europe’s dollar gap had also begun to widen. The Korean War and con-
comitant rearmament program diverted resources and manpower to defense
production, thereby creating scarcities of certain commodities. As a result,
inflation became problematic.

The intensification of the Cold War and the onset of the Korean War has-
tened the end of the Marshall Plan. The Mutual Security Act of 1951, signed
in the wake of the Korean War, provided a new strategy for European recovery
that largely superseded the Marshall Plan. The act made military security
rather than economic self-reliance the major objective of American policy in
Western Europe. Aid recipients had to sign new agreements assuring the ful-
fillment of military obligations and promising to maintain European defensive
strength. The ECA was abolished in favor of a Mutual Security Agency that
was responsible for supervising and coordinating all foreign aid programs—
military, technical, and economic.

Caryn E. Neumann
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Czechoslovakian diplomat and foreign minister (1940–1948). Born in Prague
on 14 September 1886, the son of Professor Tomás h G. Masaryk, founder and
first president of Czechoslovakia, Jan Masaryk graduated from Charles Uni-
versity in Prague in 1907. He then studied at Boston University and worked
in various jobs before returning to Prague in 1913. During World War I, he
served in the Austro-Hungarian Army at the same time his father was work-
ing abroad to bring about the dismantling of the Austro-Hungarian Empire.

Following the war and the creation of the new state of Czechoslovakia,
Masaryk entered its diplomatic service, becoming chargé d’affaires in Wash-
ington, D.C., in 1919. Two years later he was appointed secretary to
Czechoslovak Foreign Minister Edvard Benes h. In 1925 Masaryk became am-
bassador to Great Britain, serving there until the 1938 Munich Agreement,
after which he resigned in protest.

In July 1940, President Benes h appointed Masaryk foreign minister of the
London-based Czechoslovak government-in-exile. During the war, Masaryk
delivered regular radio messages beamed to occupied Czechoslovakia to bol-
ster civilian morale. He also carefully pursued Benes h’s policy of cooperation
with both the Soviet Union and the Western powers.

In May 1945 Masaryk accompanied Benes h on the latter’s visit to Moscow
to meet with Soviet leaders and assure them that Czechoslovakia intended
to be a bridge between East and West. Masaryk continued as foreign minis-
ter even after the communists won a plurality of votes in the May 1946 elec-
tions and pursued his effort to retain strong ties with both the communist
bloc and the West.

In July 1947 the Czechoslovak government, then led by communist Prime
Minister Klement Gottwald, announced its intention to participate in the
U.S.-sponsored Marshall Plan. Several days later, when Gottwald, Masaryk,
and other Czechoslovak leaders visited Moscow, Josef Stalin forced them to re-
scind their decision, marking Czechoslovakia’s official entrance into the East-
ern bloc. Although disappointed and opposed to the communist-dominated
government, Masaryk remained the foreign minister, respecting the wishes
of President Benesh, even after the communist coup in February 1948.

Two weeks after the communist takeover, on 10 March 1948 Masaryk’s
body was found in the courtyard of the foreign ministry building in Prague.
Communist authorities ruled the death a suicide, but many believed that he
was murdered. During the 1968 Prague Spring, the case was reopened. Fol-
lowing the subsequent Warsaw Pact invasion, the case was again closed, but
after the 1989 Velvet Revolution another investigation was launched, which
in January 2004 concluded that Masaryk had indeed been murdered.

Gregory C. Ference
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French Army general who played an important role in the Algerian War. Born
on 5 May 1908 in Châlons-sur-Marne, France, Jacques Massu graduated
from the French military academy at Saint-Cyr in 1928 and embarked on a
series of assignments in France’s African colonies. During World War II, as a
battalion commander in the Free French Forces, he fought in North Africa
and in the 1944 campaign in France, when he participated in the liberation
of Paris.

Following World War II, Colonel Massu fought in the Indochina War
(1946–1954). He was then transferred to Algeria, where fighting had begun
in November 1954. He was promoted to brigadier general in June 1955 and
commanded the elite 10th Parachute Division in the 1956 Suez invasion.

In January 1957 French Governor-General in Algeria Robert Lacoste in-
vested Massu with full power to break a general strike proclaimed in Algiers
by the rebel National Liberation Front (FLN), part of the Battle of Algiers
that had begun on 30 September 1956 with the detonation of explosive
devices at three locations throughout the city. Massu and his men operated
with ruthless efficiency, including the use of torture, to break the general
strike and destroy the FLN terrorist cells and organization in Algiers. The
Battle of Algiers, certainly the most dramatic episode of the Algerian War
(1954–1962), ended in March 1957.

Fearful that the government in Paris was about to grant Algeria its in-
dependence, Massu took a leading role in the May 1958 coup in Algiers by
rightist European settlers and army officers that resulted in the return to
power of General Charles de Gaulle. Following Massu’s remarks to a jour-
nalist in December 1959 that the army had perhaps erred in bringing de
Gaulle back to power, de Gaulle recalled Massu to France. De Gaulle soon
forgave Massu, however, assigning him command of the French army garri-
son at Metz. Massu continued as a staunch Gaullist and refused to lend his
support to army uprisings against de Gaulle in Algeria in January 1960 and
April 1961. Massu retired from the army in July 1969 as a full general.

As with many French veterans of the Algerian War, Massu spent the
remainder of his life trying to come to terms with the tactics employed by
the French Army in the conflict. In the 1970s, he was one of his own fiercest
defenders, writing a book challenging events depicted in the influential 1966
film The Battle of Algiers. But in 2001 he struck a more conciliatory tone,
raising doubts over the effectiveness of torture in military operations and
encouraging increased openness on the consequences of France’s Algerian
occupation. Massu died in Loiret, France, on 26 October 2002.

John Spykerman and Spencer C. Tucker
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Militant indigenous social movement that sought to end British colonial rule
in Kenya during the late 1940s and 1950s. The Mau Mau emerged in the sec-
ond half of the 1940s as a response to the British colonial government’s policy
to restrict access by the African Kenyan population to fertile land. Members
of the Kikuyu tribe particularly suffered under this arrangement, and many
of them began to reject constitutional politics as a means to redress their
grievances. The growing Mau Mau movement frequently punished or killed
those Africans who remained loyal to the colonial government.

The roots of the Mau Mau lay in the early twentieth century, when
British authorities decided to provide land for white settlers in Kenya’s White
Highlands region. In the aftermath of World War II, Kikuyu peasants and
tenant farmers who had traditionally been denied access to land by white
settlers grew increasingly bitter about this trend toward privatization. During
the war years, moreover, unemployment had increased dramatically in the
area around the colony’s capital, Nairobi, adding to the growing frustration
among members of ethnic groups such as the Kikuyu, Embu, and Meru. In
the minds of many Africans, the Kikuyu-dominated Kenya African Union
(KAU), a political party that fought for an end to colonial rule, had not ade-
quately dealt with these problems. As a result, militant members of the KAU
in the Nairobi River Valley and Central Province began to advocate a more
radical plan of action, which sought land for the dispossessed, Kikuyu unity
and self-help, and an end to colonial rule by means of violence if necessary.

When British authorities first learned of this movement in 1948, they
dubbed the militants “Mau Mau,” but the origins of the term are not clear.
In fact, “Mau Mau” has no meaning in any Kenyan language. Many militants
referred to their movement as ithaka na wiathi, which means “land and moral
responsibility” or “freedom through land.” While the colonial government
considered the Mau Mau a monolithic movement, it lacked a unified leader-
ship and consisted of numerous separate groups. Nevertheless, the term “Mau
Mau” stuck and came to signify savagery and cultism for colonial authorities
and white settlers. In particular, the movement’s central initiation ritual, the
so-called oathing, worried the British, as it required members to pledge their
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lives to the putatively subversive cause of the Mau Mau. Although the Mau
Mau was officially declared illegal in 1950, the secretive movement continued
to grow and intimidated or killed white settlers and those Africans who re-
fused to take the oath. By September 1952, several hundred blacks had been
arrested for alleged membership in the Mau Mau.

The assassination of Kikuyu Chief Waruhiu on 7 October 1952 led the
colony’s governor, Sir Evelyn Baring, to declare a state of emergency and
marked the beginning of a four-year armed struggle involving Mau Mau
guerrillas, Kenyan loyalists, and British colonial troops. British efforts to sup-
press the movement also included the arrest of KAU President Jomo Keny-
atta, other nationalist leaders, and thousands of Mau Mau supporters. By early
1953, almost 18,000 Africans had been sent to trial for alleged activities in the
militant movement. Despite these repressive measures, the Mau Mau groups
continued their activities. In March 1953, Mau Mau fighters launched their
first military offensive, massacring the residents of the loyalist village of Lari.
Nevertheless, the British offensive, code-named Operation ANVIL, which
lasted from 24 April to 9 May 1954, demonstrated the superiority of British
troops, who arrested 19,000 men during large-scale raids of private buildings
in Nairobi. Sporadic fighting continued after ANVIL, but the number of Mau
Mau fighters had been reduced to approximately 5,000.

Mau Mau 1297

Kikuyu women, previously Mau Mau adherents, renouncing their Mau Mau oath during a cleansing ceremony in Nyeri,
Kenya, in 1952. (Library of Congress)



The capture of guerrilla leader Dedan Kimathi in late October 1956
marked the end of major combat operations against the Mau Mau. Although
Kenyan militants had been defeated militarily, fear of new uprisings com-
pelled British authorities to initiate political reforms during 1957–1958. In
January 1960, the state of emergency officially ended. By the end of the con-
flict, Mau Mau guerrillas had killed more than 1,800 Africans and 32 Euro-
pean settlers. Official estimates put the number of Mau Mau casualties at
10,500, while colonial and British troops lost approximately 600 soldiers.
Kenya finally gained independence in 1963.

Simon Wendt
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British physicist and one of the first Cold War spies to work for the Soviet
Union. Born in Birmingham, England, on 2 May 1911, Nunn May’s academic
prowess won him numerous school and university scholarships, including
one to Cambridge. While attending that university, from which he graduated
and gained his doctorate, he was drawn to leftist causes, joining both the
Communist Party and the Association of Scientific Workers.

Upon the outbreak of World War II, May allowed his Communist Party
membership to lapse and began working on the British atomic weapons pro-
gram, known as the Tube Alloys Project. In 1943 he relocated to the Chalk
River Laboratory near Montreal, Canada, that had become an annex of the
U.S. Manhattan Project. That same year, Soviet military intelligence recruited
him as a spy. Operating under the code name “Alek,” May supplied his han-
dler, Pavel Angelov, and controller, Colonel Nikolai Zabotin (Soviet military
attaché in Ottawa), with a range of atomic secrets, including details about the
Trinity and Hiroshima bombs, the output of plants, and microscopic samples
of Uranium-235. Historical evidence now seems to suggest, however, that
despite May’s extensive and advanced knowledge of the atomic bomb, the
information he passed on was of a general nature and therefore not particu-
larly useful to the Soviets.

In May 1945 Igor Gouzenko, a Soviet Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopas-
nosti (KGB) intelligence officer, defected to the West. During debriefings,
Gouzenko revealed the nature of the atomic spy ring, directly implicating
May. But because British intelligence hoped that May might offer further
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insight into Soviet penetration of the Allied atomic bomb program, he was
permitted to return to King’s College, London University. He was finally
arrested in March 1946 and was charged under the British Official Secrets
Act. He confessed and served six years of a ten-year prison sentence. Upon
his release in December 1952, he was blacklisted. But in 1961 he was invited
by President Kwame Nkrumah to work in Ghana. In 1978 May returned to
Cambridge, where he died on 12 January 2003.

Phillip Deery
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Polish journalist, dissident, politician, Solidarity leader, and prime minister
of Poland (1989–1990). One of the leading members of the Catholic anti-
communist opposition in Poland, Tadeusz Mazowiecki was born on 18 April
1927 in Pflock to a family of Polish intellectuals. He graduated from Warsaw
University in 1947 with a law degree and served as head of a Warsaw pub-
lishing agency during 1947–1948 but was forced out of the position because
of his Catholic views.

In 1949 Mazowiecki commenced political activity and work as a journal-
ist in the PAX organization, which tried to reconcile Catholicism with com-
munism. After a disagreement with PAX leadership, he was forced out of the
organization in 1955. In 1956 he cofounded the Catholic Intelligentsia Club
and in 1958 created the monthly magazine Wiez, one of the few independent
Polish periodicals.

During 1961–1971 Mazowiecki was a deputy in the Polish parliament. As
a member of the Catholic parliamentary club Znak (“the sign”), he became
known for his fiery speeches demanding freedom of speech, religious toler-
ance, political pluralism, and autonomy for universities. Beginning in 1976
he became associated with the democratic opposition movement, which
among other things criticized a change in the constitution that confirmed the
centrality of the Communist Party in Polish affairs.

In August 1980 Mazowiecki became the head of a group of advisors to
striking shipyard workers in Gdanask. The following year he was appointed
editor of the periodical Solidarnosc and was recognized as one of the most
important members of the Solidarity labor union. After Polish Premier Woj-
ciech Jaruzelski declared martial law in 1981, Mazowiecki was jailed in
December 1981 and released in December 1982.
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During 1983–1989 Mazowiecki was among the most prominent advi-
sors to Solidarity leader Lech Waflecsa and actively participated in the Round
Table debates during February–April 1989. In August 1989 Mazowiecki was
elected prime minister, and in September 1989 he created a coalition cabinet
dominated by Solidarity. His government initiated the final dismantling of
the communist system, a transition to parliamentary democracy, a free mar-
ket economy, and the reorientation of Polish foreign policy toward the West.

In November 1990 Mazowiecki ran for president of Poland but lost. He
then founded his own party, the Democratic Union. He served as an envoy
for the United Nations (UN) Human Rights Commission in the former
Yugoslavia in 1992. Mazowiecki retired from public life in 1995.

Andrzej Paczkowski
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U.S. political leader, U.S. senator, author, and critic of the Vietnam War. Born
in Watkins, Minnesota, on 29 March 1916, Eugene McCarthy was a former
seminarian who earned a BA in English from St. John’s University, Col-
legeville, Minnesota, in 1935 and an MA in political science at the University
of Minnesota at Minneapolis in 1939. He returned to St. John’s to teach eco-
nomics and other subjects during 1940–1943. During 1944 he worked as a
civilian in the Military Intelligence Division of the War Department. During
1946–1949 he taught at the College of St. Thomas in St. Paul, Minnesota.

Active in politics as a member of the Democratic-Farmer-Labor Party of
Minnesota, McCarthy first won election to Congress in 1948. He served ten
years in the House of Representatives (1949–1959). He took a strong stand
against the spread of communism and supported Harry S. Truman’s response
to the invasion of the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea) by the Demo-
cratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) in 1950. Elected to
the U.S. Senate in 1958, McCarthy served two terms.

McCarthy voted for the August 1964 Gulf of Tonkin Resolution that
gave President Lyndon B. Johnson authority to pursue the Vietnam War.
In April 1965, McCarthy joined the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
where he continued to support Johnson administration policies toward Viet-
nam. By 1966, however, McCarthy was openly doubting that the Vietnam
War would contain communism. Instead, he argued that the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) was intensely nationalist and
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independent of the People’s Republic of China (PRC). He
also challenged the morality of the war, especially the
bombing of North Vietnam.

On 30 November 1967, McCarthy announced his cam-
paign for the Democratic Party nomination for president,
although he tempered his criticisms with votes for war-
related authorizations and appropriations in 1967 and 1968.
He asserted that civil rights laws and social welfare legisla-
tion would strengthen the United States domestically and
globally. His antiwar stance, multi-issue platform, and tel-
evision persona led large numbers of idealistic antiwar stu-
dents to volunteer for his campaign.

Six weeks after the 1968 Tet Offensive, McCarthy
embarrassed President Johnson in the New Hampshire
Democratic Primary by winning 80 percent of the dele-
gates and 42 percent of the nonbinding presidential pref-
erence votes, although it is clear that many people who
voted for McCarthy were not opposed to the war but did so
simply to register their dissatisfaction with Johnson’s pros-
ecution of it. McCarthy’s success confirmed perceptions of
Johnson’s vulnerability and led to both Robert Kennedy’s
decision to enter the race and the president’s withdrawal.
At the 1968 Democratic Convention, McCarthy received a
fourth of the delegates.

McCarthy did not run for reelection to a third term
in the Senate in 1970. In 1972, he sought but did not
receive the Democratic Party’s presidential nomination.
In the 1976 U.S. presidential election, McCarthy received
some 757,000 votes as a write-in candidate. He subse-
quently continued to write and speak out on major issues.
McCarthy died in Washington, D.C., on 11 December
2005.

Vincent Kelly Pollard
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Eugene McCarthy’s opposition to the Vietnam War
electrified the nation’s youth and brought thousands into
active involvement in Democratic Party affairs in 1968.
(Library of Congress)



U.S. Republican politician, junior senator from Wisconsin (1947–1957), and
instigator of the anticommunist Red Scare phenomenon in the early 1950s
known as McCarthyism. Born on 15 November 1908 in Grand Chute, Wis-
consin, the son of a dairy farmer, Joseph McCarthy in 1935 earned a law
degree from Marquette University and was admitted to the bar that same
year. This legal training was, however, simply a gateway to a career in politics.

In 1939 McCarthy won election to a Wisconsin circuit judgeship in a
campaign that introduced all the ugly characteristics of his later public bat-
tles. He falsely portrayed his opponent and incumbent officeholder Edgar
Werner as senile and corrupt. With the outbreak of World War II, McCarthy
enlisted in the Marine Corps. He performed competent but unexceptional
work as an intelligence officer in the Pacific theater, a role that he later em-
bellished to include fictionalized bombing raids against strongly defended
Japanese islands. “Tail-Gunner Joe,” as he liked to be called, spun his fan-
tasies so well that he was awarded, with dubious entitlement, the Distin-
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guished Flying Cross. While still on active duty in 1944, he campaigned
unsuccessfully in the Republican primary for one of Wisconsin’s U.S. Senate
seats, but two years later he made a successful challenge for the other seat in
a barnstorming campaign across the state.

McCarthy’s first few years in the Senate were underwhelming. In search
of a cause that might win him power and celebrity, not to mention a second
term, he latched onto the Red Scare investigations that were being popular-
ized so theatrically by groups such as the House Un-American Activities
Committee (HUAC). On 7 February 1950 McCarthy made a speech to a
Republican women’s group in Wheeling, West Virginia, in which he claimed,
quite dramatically, to have a list of 205 officials in the U.S. State Department
who were either communists or communist sympathizers. As with so many
of McCarthy’s allegations, the list was bogus, and the number of those sus-
pected changed almost daily. Nonetheless, the effect was sensational. The
press gave it extensive coverage, and the ploy turned the previously obscure
senator into a household name.

McCarthy followed up his feat with a series of other lurid and spurious
charges, often changing the details without explanation or apology when
their hollowness became clear. He had mastered the use of the multiple
untruth, and before long the term “McCarthyism” had become a byword for
the sort of crude finger-pointing and false accusations at which its originator
excelled.

The peak of McCarthy’s career came in late 1952 when, after winning a
landslide reelection, he was named chairman of the Senate Committee on
Government Operations and its Subcommittee on Investigations. This gave
him a broad mandate to probe suspected communist infiltration of public
offices and invested him and his chief counsel, Roy Cohn, with sweeping
and sinister authority. However, hubris and overreach led quickly to disaster.
In late 1953 McCarthy launched a major inquiry into alleged subversive
activity in the U.S. Army, some of the hearings being nationally televised.
These led to the harassment and bullying of several high-ranking army offi-
cers. This proved too much for President Dwight D. Eisenhower, who had
long detested McCarthy personally but who had been up to that point too
timid and wary of challenging him in public.

In April 1954, on Eisenhower’s insistence, a thirty-six-day televised hear-
ing was held to investigate McCarthy’s allegations. His uncouth behavior,
bullying of witnesses, and long-winded speeches came across poorly on tele-
vision, and his popularity plummeted, especially after a celebrated dressing-
down by army counsel Joseph Welch on 9 June. The furious attorney
pointedly asked McCarthy, “Have you no sense of decency, sir?” By Decem-
ber 1954, McCarthy faced Senate censure for disreputable behavior, and his
reputation speedily unraveled. He was also stripped of his committee as-
signments. His final unhappy years were spent in futile excoriation of the
enemies and traitors whom he believed had undone him. McCarthy died of
alcohol-related liver disease in Bethesda, Maryland, on 2 May 1957.

Alan Allport
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Series of hearings held by the notorious red baiter Senator Joseph R. Mc-
Carthy, junior Republican senator from Wisconsin, during 1950–1954, osten-
sibly to expose communists in America. The most dramatic of McCarthy’s
myriad hearings were nationally televised during 22 April–17 June 1954.
The so-called Army-McCarthy Hearings marked the end of the senator’s
demagogic reign during the post–World War II Red Scare that came to be
known as McCarthyism.

In February 1950 McCarthy made a stunning and completely unsub-
stantiated public accusation that the U.S. State Department was riddled with
205 communists or communist sympathizers. By constantly changing his
stories and the numbers of alleged communists in high places, he became
a household name and made a career out of being the nation’s top anti-
communist whistle-blower for the next four years. As the nation fell under
the spell of McCarthy, with the help of a transfigured national press, hun-
dreds of loyal government employees lost their jobs and had their lives
ruined during the period known as McCarthyism. Labor organizers, writers,
artists, teachers, Hollywood actors, and even the U.S. military were all tar-
gets of McCarthy’s anticommunist witch-hunt. Educators with liberal sym-
pathies were labeled a threat and found their academic freedom severely
restricted. McCarthy even went so far as to accuse World War II army hero
and Secretary of Defense General George C. Marshall of harboring “a com-
munist conspiracy so immense as to dwarf any previous such venture in the
history of man.” McCarthy particularly targeted Foreign Service officers in
the State Department, which greatly weakened the department’s Asian desk.

McCarthy, although not universally loved by the Republican Party, was
allowed to pursue his tenuous claims because such activity gave the Repub-
licans a potent weapon against President Harry S. Truman and the Demo-
crats, whom they believed had botched U.S. foreign policy particularly in
China and Korea. When Republican Dwight D. Eisenhower won the pres-
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idency in 1952, he chose not to confront McCarthy directly, although he
despised him. Eisenhower instead hoped that McCarthy would eventually
go too far and destroy himself. He did just that in 1954.

During 1953–1954, McCarthy chaired the Senate Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations and its Subcommittee on Investigations. During his
tenure as chairman, the subcommittee held countless hearings around the
nation and investigated myriad charges of communist subversion and espi-
onage in the federal government and defense industries. In addition to
McCarthy’s favorite foil, the State Department, the Voice of America, the
U.S. Information Libraries, the Government Printing Office, and the Army
Signal Corps all fell victim to the subcommittee’s inquiries. McCarthy rou-
tinely bullied his witnesses and often threatened them with prosecution for
contempt of Congress. Unfortunately, many who fell within the senator’s
cross-hairs lost their jobs and careers or were blacklisted when they refused
to cooperate with him.
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U.S. television’s first major sensation involving government operations was the series of Senate subcommittee hearings
chaired by communist-hunter Senator Joseph McCarthy. The highlight came in a 1954 series of televised hearings about
the supposed communist infiltration of the U.S. Army. Here, McCarthy responds to charges that a photo of army person-
nel, submitted as an exhibit at the hearings, has been altered. (AP/Wide World Photos)



In 1954, McCarthy accused the U.S. Army of harboring communist spies,
a patently outrageous claim. In retaliation, army leaders produced a detailed
chronology of the actions taken by McCarthy’s chief counsel Roy M. Cohn to
pressure army officials to ensure preferential treatment for one of his own
staff members, G. David Schine, who had recently been drafted. Senator
McCarthy responded that the army was holding Schine hostage to prevent
him from fully investigating communist subversion within the military. Mc-
Carthy’s clash with the army led Congress to vote on an investigation into
each party’s claims. The resulting Army-McCarthy Hearings were televised
nationwide to a large and captivated audience and allowed many Americans
to see firsthand the bullying and brutish behavior of the Wisconsin senator.

McCarthy did not come across well on television, and his appeal dimin-
ished quickly as it became apparent that he was little more than a bully and
a liar. As novelist John Steinbeck observed at the time, McCarthy “had a
stubble of a beard, he leered, he sneered, he had a nasty laugh. He bullied
and shouted. He looked evil.”

The most famous dramatic showdown of the hearings came in June
1954, when McCarthy unleashed his wild accusations on a young lawyer
assisting Joseph Welch, who was representing the army. “Until this moment,
Senator,” Welch seethed, “I think I really never gauged your cruelty or your
recklessness. . . . Have you no sense of decency, sir?” At this, the gallery
burst into applause, and McCarthy looked wounded and confused, asking
what had just happened. Just as television had helped him gain notoriety,
the medium also brought about his downfall. As Missouri Senator Stuart
Symington said to McCarthy, “The American people have had a look at you
for six weeks. You are not fooling anyone.”

Meanwhile, Congress moved in for the kill. In a 67–22 vote in December
1954, the Senate formally censured McCarthy for contemptuous behavior
and bringing disrepute to Congress. McCarthy was stripped of his commit-
tee assignments and faded into political obscurity. He died only three years
later, at age forty-nine, from alcohol-related liver disease.

After the excesses of McCarthyism, the U.S. Supreme Court changed
the law to give witnesses testifying before congressional committees more
protection in order to prevent the abuses of McCarthyism from reoccurring.
To this day McCarthy’s name is synonymous with unsubstantiated accusa-
tions and innuendo, intolerance, fear-mongering, and browbeating.

Valerie L. Adams
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Era of intense anticommunist sentiment, sometimes referred to as the Sec-
ond Red Scare, that dominated American politics and society, resulting in
civil liberty encroachments and widespread paranoia. As the Cold War settled
in during the late 1940s, Americans became increasingly concerned with the
perceived communist threat at home. President Harry Truman initiated his
Loyalty Program in 1947, aimed at rooting out communists from the federal
government, and politicians in both major parties began vying with one another
in an attempt to prove their patriotism and anticommunist mettle. Senator
Joseph R. McCarthy, a Wisconsin Republican looking for a political opportu-
nity and instant fame, seized the moment and turned the politics of anti-
communism into a high art form, in the process becoming one of the nation’s
most notorious demagogues. McCarthy did not begin the Second Red Scare,
but his name became synonymous with it, and his actions coarsened political
discourse, cheapened basic constitutional freedoms, and ruined the careers of
many innocent individuals. McCarthyism began in earnest in 1950 and ended
in 1954, when McCarthy was finally censured for his reckless activities.

McCarthy, who won election to national office in 1946, had experienced
a most uninspiring career in the Senate. Facing the potential prospect of los-
ing his seat in the 1952 elections, he decided to take advantage of the anti-
communist atmosphere. Thus, during a February 1950 speech in Wheeling,
West Virginia, he claimed—quite dramatically—that he held in his hand a
list of 205 communists working in the State Department. This captured the
immediate attention of the American press, which gave McCarthy wide cov-
erage, and he soon became a household name.

By employing what one historian has termed “multiple untruths,” Mc-
Carthy’s mostly bogus claims went largely unquestioned by the press and
even by his own political colleagues. He gained the most notoriety through
his myriad hearings, during which he accused hundreds of writers, actors,
teachers, scholars, and others of having communist sympathies. The out-
break of the Korean War in June 1950 added immense fuel to the fires of
McCarthyism. Indeed, it is difficult to imagine McCarthy’s enormous popu-
larity had the war not occurred. His antics created a supercharged atmosphere
of paranoia and hysteria seldom seen in American society.

For a time, McCarthy was so powerful and so feared that few people seri-
ously scrutinized his allegations or the corrosive results of his hearings, some
of which were conducted through the House Un-American Activities Com-
mittee (HUAC), although the vast majority were conducted on his own via a
Senate subcommittee. By bombarding witnesses with vast amounts of con-
flicting, unsubstantiated, and ever-changing information, McCarthy evaded
serious challenges to his credibility. His clever use of “multiple untruths”
combined with his courtship of the American press made it nearly impos-
sible to pin him down on any particular allegation, although in retrospect it
may be said that almost none of his charges resulted in the discovery of the
“vast communist conspiracy” that he claimed resided in the top echelons of
government. McCarthy’s accusations resulted in the blacklisting of a host
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of Hollywood actors and screenwriters, as most studios feared the repercus-
sions of the senator’s indictments. In 1952, McCarthyism had become so
entrenched that when the senator implied that General George C. Marshall,
chief of staff of the U.S. Army in World War II and an icon of that conflict,
had ties to communism, nobody, including General Dwight D. Eisenhower,
publicly rebuked McCarthy for such a patently absurd accusation.

The age of McCarthyism had serious ramifications and enormous reach.
For example, when a group of teachers in New York came under fire for
their alleged “communist leanings,” the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the
McCarthyites’ attacks in Adler et al. v. Board of Education of the City of New
York. Reviewing the case in 1952, the Court ruled that schoolteachers did not
have the right to work on their own terms and that past and present associa-
tions were relevant because of teachers’ responsibility for shaping the minds
of their students. McCarthyism also had a devastating impact on the State
Department. McCarthy’s accusations against the department’s Asian experts
left a void in the department’s ability to correctly analyze developments in
East and Southeast Asia.

In 1954, during the nationally televised Army-McCarthy Hearings in
which the Wisconsin demagogue tried to claim communist subversion in the
U.S. Army, the subterfuge of McCarthyism was finally laid bare. McCarthy’s
bizarre allegations, bullying of witnesses, and generally boorish behavior
shocked many Americans. The national press finally undermined the sena-
tor’s credibility, while the reputation and gravitas of the U.S. Senate was
seriously undermined. After the hearings were suspended, McCarthy was
formally censured by his Senate colleagues and stripped of his committee
assignments. The fall of McCarthy in 1954 was as spectacular as his rise, but
the long shadows of McCarthyism would not be soon forgotten. Many of
McCarthy’s victims never did revive their ruined careers, and the McCarthy
era serves as a cautionary tale of how intolerance mixed with fear-mongering
can chisel away at the most basic of constitutional rights.

Valerie Adams and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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U.S. assistant secretary of war (1941–1945), president of the World Bank
(1946–1948), and U.S. high commissioner for Germany (1949–1952). Born in
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Philadelphia on 31 March 1895, John J. McCloy lost his
father at age seven. Propelled upward by his ambitious
mother, McCloy attended the Peddie Institute, Amherst
College, and Harvard Law School. During World War I he
interrupted his studies to serve in the U.S. Army, becom-
ing a captain of artillery and acquiring an internationalist
outlook.

In 1924 McCloy joined the prestigious New York cor-
porate law firm of Cravath, de Gersdorff, Swaine, and
Moore, rising to partner in 1929. He spent several years
representing Bethlehem Steel in the Black Tom case, in
which that firm sought and in 1939 eventually obtained $20
million in damages from the German government for sab-
otaging an American munitions plant during World War I.

In 1940 McCloy joined the War Department as a con-
sultant to Secretary Henry Lewis Stimson, a lifelong hero
and role model. Appointed assistant secretary the follow-
ing year, McCloy was involved in virtually every major
political and military wartime decision until he left that
position in November 1945. He staunchly advocated the
wartime internment of Japanese Americans and through-
out his life would claim that national security reasons had
amply justified the consequent infractions of civil liber-
ties. He supported War Department proposals envisaging
Germany’s economic reintegration into Europe, helping to
thwart Treasury Department plans to partition the country
and destroy its industry. In 1945 he unsuccessfully opposed employing atomic
weapons against Japanese cities, something he always contended had been
unnecessary.

McCloy left the War Department in 1945, briefly heading the World Bank
from 1946 to 1948. From 1949 to 1952 he was American high commissioner
in the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) and was respon-
sible for implementing that country’s return to independent statehood. Con-
troversially, he decided to pardon various German industrialists including
Alfred Krupp, whom the Nuremberg tribunals had convicted of war crimes,
a decision that many ascribed to Cold War expediency. McCloy staunchly
backed his longtime French friend Jean Monnet’s efforts to bring about
West European political and economic integration, considering this essential
to heal long-standing Franco-German antagonisms and strengthen Europe
economically.

McCloy was president of the Chase Manhattan Bank from 1953 to 1960,
after which he returned to law. He remained one of the Wise Men, recog-
nized foreign policy experts whom successive presidents consulted on a wide
range of international issues. The journalist Richard H. Rovere even termed
him the “chairman” of the American Establishment. From 1961 to 1974 Mc-
Cloy was a presidential advisor on arms control. Although he did not attend
the meeting of senior advisors that counseled President Lyndon B. Johnson
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in March 1968 to withdraw U.S. forces from Vietnam, by that juncture
McCloy was already known to be disillusioned with the American commit-
ment to that country. He died in Stamford, Connecticut, on 11 March 1989.

Priscilla Roberts
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U.S. Democratic Party politician, congressman (1957–1961), senator (1963–
1981), and presidential candidate (1972). Born on 19 July 1922 in Avon,
South Dakota, George McGovern attended Dakota Wesleyan University
during 1940–1942. He then enlisted in the U.S. Army and flew more than
thirty combat missions in the European theater of operations as a lieutenant
piloting B-24 bombers. He returned to Dakota Wesleyan after the war and
graduated in 1946. He earned a PhD in history from Northwestern Univer-
sity in 1953 and returned to Dakota Wesleyan as a professor, remaining there
until 1956.

McGovern entered Democratic Party politics in 1953, was first elected to
Congress in 1956, and retained his seat until 1961. He lost a senatorial bid
in 1960. President John F. Kennedy then appointed McGovern to head the
Food for Peace program, an initiative to use U.S. food surpluses to fight
world hunger. McGovern resigned this post in 1962 to seek South Dakota’s
other senatorial seat, winning a narrow election victory that November and
taking office in January 1963.

McGovern emerged in the mid-1960s as a leading critic of American
Cold War policies. He presciently warned against further American involve-
ment in Southeast Asia, and after a 1965 trip to the Republic of Vietnam
(RVN, South Vietnam) he publicly advocated a political rather than military
solution to what he viewed as a civil war.
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In 1970, along with Senator Mark Hatfield, McGovern
introduced the Hatfield-McGovern Amendment that called
for the removal of U.S. military forces from South Vietnam
by the end of 1971 and for the end of all funding to South
Vietnam. The amendment failed to win approval.

McGovern won the Democratic nomination for presi-
dent in the 1972 election and campaigned as an antiwar
candidate. He called for a blanket amnesty for draft re-
sisters and for drastic cuts in military spending. Incum-
bent President Richard M. Nixon ridiculed McGovern’s
positions, labeling him a radical and out of touch. Nixon
easily defeated McGovern in the November election. In
1980, McGovern was defeated for reelection to the Senate.
He retired from active politics in January 1981.

A prolific author and acknowledged expert on world
hunger and food problems, McGovern worked with the
United Nations (UN) in many capacities. He was awarded
the Presidential Medal of Freedom in 2000.

Michael D. Richards
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U.S. secretary of defense. Born in San Francisco, California, on 9 June 1916,
Robert McNamara was an Army Air Corps officer in World War II, when
he used statistical techniques acquired at the Harvard Business School to
improve the logistics, planning, and analysis of strategic bombing raids over
Europe and Japan. Joining the Ford Motor Company after the war, in No-
vember 1960 he was appointed president but left almost immediately when
President John F. Kennedy recruited him as secretary of defense.

McNamara moved at once to enlarge his personal staff and centralize
decision making in the secretary’s office, developing and employing a
planning-programming-budgeting system (PPBS) in efforts to enhance cost-
effectiveness by eliminating duplication, waste, and overlapping programs
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among the three services and subjecting proposed weapons
systems to close cost-benefit analysis. These and other effi-
ciency measures, including proposals to close unneeded
military bases and consolidate the National Guard and
Army Reserves into one system, provoked fierce opposi-
tion from many military men and from powerful congres-
sional and civilian lobbies.

McNamara supported the 1963 Partial Nuclear Test
Ban Treaty, which he hoped would facilitate Soviet-
American arms limitation talks, even as he supported
developing a U.S. second-strike capability, the ability to
retaliate ferociously even after absorbing a massive nuclear
attack. He also broke with President Dwight D. Eisen-
hower’s emphasis on threatening massive retaliation in all
crises to support expanding the military by 300,000 men
to develop flexible-response capabilities, a mobile striking
force prepared for conventional or guerrilla warfare. De-
fense Department budgets rose from $45.9 billion in 1960
to $53.6 billion in 1964. Another reason for this surge
was McNamara’s early decision to increase land-based
U.S. intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) to 1,000, a
move that may have triggered a similar Soviet buildup
and arms race. He publicly defended the nuclear strategy of
mutual assured destruction (MAD), arguing that it served
as a deterrent to nuclear war.

McNamara made an early mistake in endorsing the
disastrous April 1961 Bay of Pigs invasion of Cuba. During
the October 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, however, he was
generally credited with devising the relatively moderate
naval quarantine response strategy that Kennedy decided
to follow. During the Kennedy presidency McNamara’s rep-
utation soared, only to fall dramatically and permanently
under Kennedy’s successor, Lyndon B. Johnson.

Growing American involvement in the Republic of Vietnam (RVN,
South Vietnam), which McNamara endorsed, undercut his efforts at ration-
alization. Military intellectuals later criticized McNamara’s decision to per-
mit the demands of the Vietnam War to denude American North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) forces. Under Kennedy, McNamara backed
moderate increases in American advisors and military aid programs to Viet-
nam. Despite his deepening pessimism and personal doubts, however, to
Congress McNamara presented an unequivocal picture of unprovoked North
Vietnamese aggression. In July 1965 McNamara endorsed requests by Gen-
eral William C. Westmoreland for an increase of 185,000 American troops
in Vietnam, but President Johnson rejected as politically unacceptable his
accompanying recommendations to call up reserve forces and increase taxes
for the war.
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McNamara always doubted both the effectiveness and the morality of
the heavy U.S. bombing raids, but Johnson and the military chiefs frequently
overruled him. By 1966 McNamara had become increasingly pessimistic
over the war’s outcome, especially when antiwar protests intensified and he
became a prime target for ferocious criticism, although as late as mid-1967
he appeared on occasion to believe that the war could be won. Within the
Johnson administration, McNamara’s growing emphasis upon seeking a nego-
tiated settlement in the war that he still publicly defended decreased his
influence, and in late 1967 Johnson rejected his recommendations to freeze
U.S. troop levels, cease bombing North Vietnam, and transfer ground com-
bat duties largely to the South Vietnamese Army. McNamara announced
his impending resignation in November 1967, leaving three months later to
become president of the World Bank.

McNamara remained at the World Bank until 1982, dramatically ex-
panding its lending and development programs. During Ronald Reagan’s
presidency, McNamara was one of several leading American diplomats who
openly sought a pledge by the United States that it would never be the first
state to use nuclear weapons. In 1986 he published proposals designed to
reduce the risk of conflict. In 1995 he finally published his memoirs and con-
currently became heavily involved in continuing efforts by Vietnamese and
Western scholars and officials to attain greater understanding of each other’s
position in the Vietnam conflict. In 2003 he cooperated in producing a docu-
mentary, The Fog of War, on his experiences from World War II onward.

McNamara remains controversial. His persistent refusal to characterize
the American decision to intervene in Vietnam as inherently immoral and un-
justified, as opposed to mistaken and unwise, still generates passionate and
often highly personal criticism from former American opponents of the war.

Priscilla Roberts
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Soviet revisionist historian. The twin brother of Soviet geneticist Zhores
Medvedev, Roy Medvedev was born in Tbilisi, Georgia, on 14 November
1925. His father, a Red Army officer, was arrested in 1938 during Soviet dic-
tator Josef Stalin’s Great Purges and died working in the Kolyma mines.

Drafted into the Red Army in 1943, Medvedev fought on the Caucasus
Front. He left the army at the end of the war. During 1946–1951 he studied
history in the Philosophical Faculty of Leningrad University. During 1951–
1957 he taught history and served as director of a village school. He joined
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) in 1952. During 1957–1971
he worked for the Prosveshchenie publishing house. He then was employed
by the Academy of Pedagogical Science, but during the early 1960s he became
disillusioned and entered the world of antigovernment samizdat (under-
ground publishing).

In 1967 Medvedev published a bombshell book critical of Stalin’s rule,
published in the West as Let History Judge: The Origins and Consequences of
Stalinism. For this he was stripped of his CPSU membership. Medvedev has
written some thirty-five books, most of which have been translated into other
languages. Among his published works are books written with his brother,
including Khrushchev: The Years in Power (1978). In 1970 he also published,
along with dissident physicist Andrei Sakharov, an open letter critical of the
Soviet government.

Since 1971 Medvedev has been a freelance journalist and author. He
rejoined the CPSU in 1989 and was elected as a member of the Congress of
People’s Deputies for the 1989–1991 term. He then served as a member of
the Supreme Soviet and subsequently was cochairman of the Socialist Party
of Russian Workers.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Soviet geneticist and dissident writer. The twin brother of Soviet historian
Roy Medvedev, Zhores Medvedev was born in Tbilisi, Georgia, on 14 No-
vember 1925. His father, a Red Army officer, was arrested in 1938 during
Soviet dictator Josef Stalin’s Great Purges and died working in the Kolyma
mines. Zhores Medvedev studied at the Timiriazev Academy of Agricultural
Sciences and the Moscow Institute of Plant Physiology, earning a degree
from both in 1950.

Medvedev is perhaps best known for his attacks on Soviet geneticist
Trofim Lysenko and the latter’s theory that acquired characteristics might
be inherited. Perhaps Medvedev’s best-known work, The Rise and Fall of
T. D. Lysenko, was published in 1969. For this and other activities critical of
the government, Soviet authorities confined him in a psychiatric hospital in
1970. He was released only after a campaign mounted by the world scientific
community as well as some Soviet scientists. In 1973, while he was on a trip
to Britain, Soviet authorities stripped him of his Soviet citizenship, forcing
him into exile in London.

A prolific author, Medvedev has written some fifteen books related to
agriculture, biochemistry, biology, the history of science, and history, many of
them published in the West. He was the first to reveal to the West the Soviet
nuclear accident at Chelyabinsk in the Ural Mountains in September 1957.
He discussed this in detail in Nuclear Disaster in the Urals (1979), and in 1990
he chronicled the Chernobyl disaster as well. Medvedev has also written
books with his brother, including Khrushchev: The Years in Power (1978). Now
retired, Medvedev is a freelance scientist and journalist.
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Israeli diplomat, Labor Party politician, foreign minister (1956–1965), and
prime minister (1969–1974). Born Goldie Mabovitch in Kiev, Russia (now
Ukraine), on 3 May 1898, she immigrated with her family to the United States

in 1906. Intent on becoming a teacher, she enrolled at the
Wisconsin State Normal School in 1916 but stayed there
just one year, never finishing her degree. That same year
she became an active member in the Zionist labor move-
ment. There she met Morris Meyerson, whom she married
in 1917. Golda Meyerson and her husband immigrated to
Palestine in 1921, where she became active in Hista’drut,
the Jewish labor movement. During the 1930s and early
1940s Meyerson busied herself working in the Zionist
movement. In 1940 she became head of the political de-
partment of Hista’drut.

After helping raise funds for Jewish settlement and
before Israel’s War of Independence (1948), Meyerson
twice met secretly with Jordan’s King Abdullah in an
unsuccessful effort to prevent war. During the war, she
traveled to the United States and there raised $50 million
for Israel. Following the war, Israel’s first prime minister,
David Ben-Gurion, sent her to Moscow as Israel’s ambas-
sador, and at his urging she adopted the Hebrew surname
Meir (which means to burn brightly).

Elected to parliament in 1949 on the Labor Party
ticket, Ben-Gurion immediately appointed Meir minister
of labor. She served in that position until 1956, gaining a
reputation as a strong and decisive leader, particularly in
resettling the hundreds of thousands of Jewish refugees
who immigrated to Israel during these years. Meir went on
to serve as foreign minister during 1956–1965, working to
strengthen Israel’s relationship with the United States and
with the new nations of Africa, to which she dispatched a
series of aid missions. In part because of her efforts, U.S.
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the first woman to hold the office of prime minister of
Israel (1969–1974). She was forced to resign in the after-
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arms sales to Israel increased steadily in the 1960s, particularly after the 1967
Arab-Israeli War.

On 26 February 1969, the ruling Labor Party appointed Meir prime
minister. She faced daunting challenges, including Israeli national security
imperatives and Middle Eastern instability. Her efforts to trade recently con-
quered land for peace with Egypt, Syria, and Jordan failed, and terrorist
attacks and cross-border raids into Israel increased. Skirmishing with Egypt
escalated into the War of Attrition, which lasted through August 1970. The
following month, Syria invaded Jordan to support a Palestinian rebellion but
withdrew its forces after Meir threatened to attack Syria.

Tensions with Egypt and Syria increased steadily until the morning of
6 October 1973, when Israel’s director of intelligence warned of an immi-
nent attack. Concerned about Israel’s international reputation, Meir rejected
proposals to launch a preemptive attack as Israel had done in 1967. That
afternoon Egyptian and Syrian forces invaded Israeli territory, driving back
the surprised and outnumbered Israeli Army. Following a series of early de-
feats, Israeli counteroffensives finally subdued both Arab armies, and a U.S.-
imposed cease-fire ended the war on 24 October.

Although the war was won, the early setbacks, heavy casualties, and
surprise of the invasion tarnished Meir’s administration. She resigned on
3 June 1974 and returned to private life. Meir died on 8 December 1978 in
Jerusalem.

Stephen K. Stein
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Turkish politician and prime minister. Adnan Menderes was born in 1899
into a wealthy family of landowners in Aydin, Turkey (then the Ottoman
Empire). He attended Izmir American College and later the Faculty of Law
at Ankara University, graduating in 1935. During Turkey’s Independence
War (1919–1922), he participated in the local resistance against the Occupa-
tion Forces and later received an honorary medal. In 1930 he founded the
local chapter of the Free Party that advocated liberal economic principles.
When the party closed down in the same year, he joined Mustafa Kemal
Atatürk’s Republican People’s Party (RPP) and was elected to the parlia-
ment on its ticket in 1931.
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Although Menderes served in various parliamentary committees, he
gained a nationwide reputation only in 1945 when he vehemently criticized
the government’s proposal to redistribute big landowners’ property to the
peasants. His ideas sparked interest among the elites who were unhappy
with the RPP’s single-handed rule. When his opposition found more popular
currency, he was expelled from the party along with two other major political
figures. In 1946 he cofounded the Democrat Party (DP) that defeated the
RPP in the 1950 national election and brought him to the premiership.

Menderes continued to follow the RPP’s pro-Western policies. He sup-
ported Turkey’s participation in the Korean War and its accession to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). On the other hand, he tried to
establish closer relations with Muslim countries and relaxed the strict con-
trols over the practice of religion. Unlike the RPP governments, his admin-
istration advocated economic liberalism and launched various modernization
projects especially in agriculture. The projects were mostly financed with
international loans that gradually overwhelmed the economy. Despite his
decreasing popularity, Menderes remained in power until 27 May 1960, when
his government was overthrown and his party was closed down by a military
coup d’état.

The DP came to power with the support of peasants, petty merchants,
and the middle class, but it soon alienated the secular groups as well as the
military with its pro-Islamic and authoritarian policies. Menderes intensified
the censorship over the press after the 1954 elections and jailed many jour-
nalists who criticized his administration. When the military intervened in
1960, he was arrested and tried for embezzling state funds and corruption,
among other charges. At the end of an eleven-month trial, he and two other
ministers were executed on the island of Imrali on 17 September 1961 and
buried there. In 1990, their bodies were brought to a mausoleum in Istanbul
with a state funeral led by Turkish President Turgut Özal.

Burcak Keskin-Kozat
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1960]. Ýstanbul: Remzi Kitabevi, 1969.
Sayarya, Sabri. “Adnan Menderes: Between Democratic and Authoritarian Populism.”

Pp. 65–86 in Political Leaders in Turkey, edited by M. Heper and S. Sayary a. Lan-
ham, MD: Lexington Books, 2000.

French premier (1954–1955). Born in Paris on 11 January 1907, Pierre Mendès-
France was a brilliant student. He earned a diploma from the École Libre
des Sciences Politiques and a doctor of laws degree from the Faculty of Law
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and was admitted to practice law at age twenty-one, then
the youngest lawyer in France.

Elected to the Chamber of Deputies as a Radical-
Socialist in 1932, Mendès-France was its youngest mem-
ber. He was next undersecretary for finance in Léon Blum’s
second government but joined the French Air Force as a
lieutenant in September 1939 at the outbreak of World
War II. He flew in Syria and in the campaign for France.
Briefly imprisoned by the Vichy government following the
French military defeat, he escaped abroad and joined the
Free French in London. He was a captain in a bomber
squadron when, in November 1943, General Charles de
Gaulle named him minister of finance in the Free French
government at Algiers.

As minister for national economy in the provisional
government at the end of the war, Mendès-France wanted
to issue new bank notes and freeze accounts as a means to
halt inflation, end the black market, and uncover informa-
tion on profiteering from collaboration with the Germans.
He also proposed an austerity program. Many opposed this
draconian economic plan, including Finance Minister René
Pleven, and in a fateful decision de Gaulle rejected it,
whereupon Mendès-France resigned.

Mendès-France later became executive director for
France in the International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development in Washington, French administrator of the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), and representative
to the United Nations (UN) Economic and Social Council.
Over the next two decades he was often in opposition to
government policies, warning against the dangers of drift
(immobilisme). He was also critical of France’s failure to
grant independence to the protectorates of Morocco and
Tunisia, and he opposed the Indochina War.

In May 1954 the French were defeated in the Battle of Dien Bien
Phu, forcing Premier Joseph Laniel from office. Mendès-France assumed
the premiership on 18 June. He neither smoked nor drank, his preferred
beverage being milk. Even rarer for a French politician was his candid
approach to problem solving. His goal was to reinvigorate and modernize the
French economy, but he was forced to spend most of his energies on foreign
affairs.

On 20 June 1954 Mendès-France announced his intention to end the
war in Indochina within thirty days or resign. He won his controversial gam-
ble at the Geneva Conference on the last day of the deadline. With the war
terminated, he set in motion events that led to independence for Morocco
and Tunisia in 1956. Also controversial was his failure to support the Euro-
pean Defense Community (EDC), which was defeated in the Chamber while
he was premier.
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French Premier Pierre Mendès-France. A trained econo-
mist and leader of the Radical-Socialists, Mendès-France
became premier of France in June 1954 following the
French military defeat in Indochina. He sought to mod-
ernize the French economy but was forced to concentrate
on foreign affairs and ended his nation’s involvement in
Indochina. (Library of Congress)



When he attempted to bring about domestic reform, attacking alco-
holism and attempting to modernize the economy by opening it up to free
competition, Mendès-France encountered stiff opposition. Hated by many
as a Jew, as a reformer, for his opposition to the EDC, and as “the gravedigger
of the French Empire,” the Chamber ousted him from power on 5 February
1955. The Radical-Socialist Party then split, and Mendès-France lost his post
as party leader.

Although brief, Mendès-France’s premiership was one of the most notable
in the history of the Fourth Republic. The failure of his experiment dis-
illusioned many young French reformers and helped pave the way for de
Gaulle’s return to power in 1958. Mendès-France remained in the Chamber
of Deputies until defeated for reelection in 1958. Reelected in 1967, he was
defeated in the Gaullist landslide the following year. Mendès-France died in
Paris on 18 October 1982.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Ethiopian Army officer and military ruler of Ethiopia (1974–1991). Born
around 1937 at Jimma in southwestern Ethiopia to a family of the low-caste
Amhara clan, Haile Mengistu was forced by poverty to enlist as a teenager at
half-pay in the boys’ unit of the Ethiopian Army. At age eighteen he trans-
ferred to the regular army and attended the Holeta Military Academy. Com-
missioned as a second lieutenant in 1962, Mengistu, as with many Ethiopian
officers, was sent for further training to the United States, where he experi-
enced racial discrimination.

Rising through the ranks of the army, Mengistu was a leading figure
in the group of officers that overthrew Ethiopian Emperor Haile Selassie
in September 1974. Mengistu considered himself a socialist and sought to
establish a people’s republic. Elected chairman of the new ruling committee,
or Derg, which made him the de facto chief of state, he achieved sole control
of the government in February 1977 when he had his political rivals killed.
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Mengistu ended the special relationship between Ethiopia and the
United States, turning to the Soviet Union for support and aid. This assis-
tance enabled him to consolidate his hold on power, crush a rebellion in
Eritrea, and repel the Somali invasion of the Ogaden in 1978. Soviet support
also enabled Mengistu to retain power during the turbulent 1980s, when a
devastating famine in 1984 drew attention to his failed agricultural policies,
rebellion in Eritrea and Tigray flared, and increasing internal unrest prompted
challenges to his regime.

After 1989 and the end of the Cold War and termination of Soviet aid,
Mengistu’s hold on power weakened. Unable to meet the combined chal-
lenge of the Eritrean and Tigray People’s Liberation Fronts, Mengistu fled
into exile to Zimbabwe in May 1991. In 1994 a trial began in Addis Ababa of
Mengistu and seventy-two of his former aides concerning the deaths of nearly
2,000 people in the 1977–1978 terror campaign. In a December 2006 verdict,
Mengistu, sometimes known as the “Butcher of Addis Ababa,” was found
guilty (in absentia), as were all but one of the defendants.

Donna R. Jackson
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Indian nationalist, champion of the Non-Aligned Movement, and Indian for-
eign minister (1957–1962). Born on 3 May 1896 in Calicut, the son of a well-
to-do lawyer, V. K. Krishna Menon would play a crucial role in the early
formulation and implementation of India’s foreign policy. He studied law at
University College, London, and in 1934 obtained an MA degree from the
London School of Economics. In Britain, beginning in 1924, he became an
indefatigable lobbyist for Indian independence, working mainly through the
India League. It was largely due to his ceaseless lobbying efforts that Britain’s
Labour Party became sympathetic to the cause of Indian independence.

Menon was a close confidant of India’s first prime minister, Jawaharlal
Nehru. The Non-Aligned Movement in which he, with Nehru, became an
important player was an instrument for negotiated peace settlements in a
number of Cold War conflicts. In 1947 Menon became the first high com-
missioner for India in London, in which post he remained until 1952. Effec-
tively his country’s ambassador, he devised a formula that enabled India to
be a member of the Commonwealth while being a republic.
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As the head of the Indian delegation to the United Nations (UN) from
1952 to 1956, Menon achieved notable success. During the Korean War
(1950–1953), the Indochina War (1946–1954), and the Suez Crisis (1956),
Menon, in a series of informal discussions with the belligerents’ representa-
tives, succeeded to a large extent in bringing about settlements between the
opposing parties. He took passionate stances in favor of disarmament and
decolonization, causes to which he was deeply committed. He also spoke in
favor of admitting the People’s Republic of China (PRC) to the UN.

Menon was appointed minister without portfolio with cabinet rank in
1956. In 1957 he won a seat in the lower house of the Indian Parliament,
whereupon Nehru appointed him minister of defense, a position he held
until 1962 when he resigned in the aftermath of the Sino-Indian War, which
was a defeat for India. Menon’s career never recovered from this blow, and
he occupied himself with academics and law until his death on 6 October
1974 in New Delhi.

Amrita Singh
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V. K. Krishna Menon, head of the Indian delegation to the United Nations (UN), addresses the UN General Assembly
on 24 June 1955. Echoing the earlier demands of Soviet Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov, Menon called for prohi-
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Australian Liberal Party politician and prime minister (1939–1941, 1949–
1966). Born on 20 December 1894 in Jeparit, Victoria, Australia, Robert
Menzies was educated at Wesley College and the University of Melbourne.
He entered the Victorian parliament in 1929 and the federal parliament in
1934, becoming prime minister in 1939. Two years later he was forced to
resign because of dissatisfaction with his leadership. In 1944 he founded the
Liberal Party, which he led to victory in the 1949 federal elections. He was
duly elected prime minister, and his second premiership was far more suc-
cessful than the first. He won a record seven general elections and cast a long
political shadow over postwar Australia.

During Menzies’ second premiership, which coincided with the chilliest
period of the Cold War, Australian troops were dispatched to participate
in the Korean War (1950–1953) and then to Malaya, the Australia–New
Zealand–United States (ANZUS) Pact and Southeast Asia Treaty Organiza-
tion (SEATO) agreements were signed, and Australia’s involvement in the
Vietnam War began. Although Menzies’ anticommunism was genuine and,
at times, visceral, he skillfully exploited Cold War fears to advance his polit-
ical agenda. In 1950 he introduced the controversial Communist Party Dis-
solution Bill. He disliked the illiberal idea of outlawing a political party but
believed that the threat to liberalism posed by communism must be elimi-
nated. The legislation was unparalleled in Australian political history, as it
reversed the accepted judicial principle that an accused person was innocent
until proven guilty. Despite the Australian High Court’s subsequent ruling
against the act’s constitutionality, Menzies persisted in his efforts to stamp
out indigenous communism.

In late 1950, with the Korean War raging, Menzies warned darkly of the
likelihood of a third world war within three years. In this looming apocalyptic
conflict, he prognosticated that the communists would become fifth colum-
nists. In 1951, his government held a national referendum seeking constitu-
tional power to ban the Communist Party and communist activities. The
referendum was defeated by a narrow margin.
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The issue of Cold War communism again exploded in 1954 when Soviet
intelligence operative Vladimir Petrov defected and Menzies appointed a
Royal Commission to investigate allegations of Soviet espionage. The Petrov
Affair precipitated a split in the Labour Party and led to the formation of
the staunchly anticommunist Democratic Labour Party in 1955, the electoral
consequences of which kept Menzies’ Liberal Party in power for the next
seventeen years.

Menzies retired from politics in January 1966. He died on 15 May 1978
in Melbourne.

Phillip Deery
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Latin American nation comprising 769,000 square miles, bordered by the
United States to the north and Guatemala and Belize to the south. A cultur-
ally and geographically diverse nation, Mexico’s climate zones range from
high desert to tropical jungle, and its population is 90 percent Roman Cath-
olic. During World War II, Mexico cooperated closely with the Allied powers
to meet the Axis threat. In fact, Mexico was one of only two Latin American
nations to provide combat forces during the war. Mexico even permitted the
United States to draft Mexican citizens residing in the United States and to
recruit in Mexico itself, resulting in some 250,000 Mexican citizens serving
in the U.S. armed forces. After 1945, Mexico, with a population of 22 mil-
lion, saw its ties to the United States weaken, especially in foreign affairs.
Throughout the Cold War, in fact, Mexico often found itself at odds with
U.S. foreign policy.

In the postwar world, Mexico wanted to maintain close economic ties
with the United States but was not enthusiastic about maintaining close mil-
itary ties in the name of hemispheric defense. While U.S. policy focused on
containing communism, Mexico was more concerned with issues of eco-
nomic development. Mexico did not view the Soviet Union as a particular
threat, and furthermore, the Mexican government boasted a long and suc-
cessful history of quashing indigenous communist movements. Traditional
Mexican foreign policy principles often worked against U.S. Cold War pol-
icy. Mexican policy revolved around self-defense, belief in the equality of
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all nations, peaceful resolutions to conflicts, participation in international
organizations, nonintervention, and the search for counterbalances to U.S.
domination.

Mexico’s response to the Korean War showcased the divergent concerns
of the United States and Mexico in the early Cold War. Mexico supported
the U.S. position within the United Nations (UN). Nevertheless, the Mexi-
can government steadfastly resisted U.S. pressure to commit troops to the
conflict. The United States wanted Mexico to commit one military division
to the war, hoping that Mexican participation would encourage troop com-
mitments by other Latin American countries. The U.S. request was unreal-
istic, however, given Mexico’s limited resources and combat experience.
Furthermore, Mexico did not view the Korean War solely through the eyes
of communist containment.

Mexico also disagreed with U.S. Cold War policy toward Latin America.
Mexico’s own history made it generally sympathetic to left-wing revolutions,
even when communists played a prominent role. And Mexico’s traditional
foreign policy principles prevented it from supporting U.S. efforts to block
such revolutions. The Mexicans refused to support America’s covert Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA) operation in Guatemala, which ousted that nation’s
leader in 1954. Fidel Castro’s successful 1959 revolution in Cuba also put
Mexico and the United States at loggerheads. Even when Castro proclaimed
himself a Marxist-Leninist in 1960, the Mexicans continued to defend Cuba’s
right to self-determination.

Mexico’s independent position in foreign affairs reflected its political
stability and economic growth in the quarter-century following World War II.
Political stability was the product of the dominant role played in Mexican
politics by the Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI), the official party
that controlled all branches and all levels of government. While other parties
were permitted, the only real contests for political power took place within
the PRI itself, not between the PRI and other parties.

The Mexican government had committed itself to an economic devel-
opment policy that after World War II became known as import-substitution
industrialization. This policy encouraged domestic industrialization through
a variety of measures such as tariffs and import quotas. In the 1940s and 1950s,
this approach produced spectacular economic growth known as the Mexican
economic miracle.

Although the economic policy had nationalist elements, the role of U.S.
investors in the economy increased. At the same time, U.S. influence in
cultural affairs became so great that Mexicans began to complain about U.S.
cultural imperialism even as they embraced fast-food franchises and other
aspects of American popular culture. By the late 1960s, the end of the eco-
nomic boom and growing demands for democratization forced a rethinking
of Mexico’s foreign and domestic policies.

In the 1970s, Mexico diverged even further from U.S. Cold War foreign
policies. Mexican President Luis Echeverría (1970–1976) wanted Mexico
to assume leadership among developing nations and was a major player in
establishing the Latin American Economic System, aimed at promoting and
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protecting Latin American regional economic interests. In 1973 the Echever-
ría administration refused to recognize the American-backed military regime
in Chile that had overthrown the Marxist Salvador Allende. Mexico also
prompted the Organization of American States (OAS) to soften its stance
toward Cuba. In 1975 the OAS passed a resolution allowing each member to
determine its own relationship with Cuba.

U.S.-Mexican disagreement continued under Echeverría’s successor, José
López Portillo (1976–1982). By then, Mexico’s growing oil industry allowed
it to pursue an even more independent foreign policy. Americans and Mexi-
cans parted company once more, this time over U.S. policy in Central Amer-
ica. The 1979 Sandinista victory in the Nicaraguan Civil War had greatly
alarmed the United States because of its communist leanings. By January
1981, U.S. President Ronald Reagan’s administration transformed Nicaragua
into a Cold War litmus test, vowing to overturn the Sandinistas. Much to
America’s dismay, Mexico began providing the Sandinista government with
food, oil, and credit. López Portillo further strained relations with the United
States by recognizing the Marxist guerrillas in El Salvador as a representative
political force.

Mexico’s assertive independence was, however, short-lived. As oil prices
declined sharply in the early 1980s, Mexico found itself in the midst of a seri-
ous economic crisis by 1982. For the remainder of the 1980s, Mexico’s finan-
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cial problems dictated closer ties with the United States. As the Cold War
came to a close, Mexico looked to the United States to help jump-start and
modernize its economy. It thus moved briskly toward linking its economic
future with the United States through the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment (NAFTA) and other bilateral and hemispheric economic arrangements.

Don M. Coerver
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British counterintelligence agency, charged with preserving internal security.
Created in 1909, MI5 played important roles in World War I and World War II
against German intelligence networks in Britain. MI5 enjoyed particular suc-
cess during World War II, when it apparently neutralized or turned all German
agents in Britain and helped preserve the security of Operation OVERLORD,
the Allies’ June 1944 invasion of France.

MI5 was responsible for countering internal subversion and espionage and
for directing counterintelligence operations against potential British enemies.
As such, there was a long-standing rivalry between MI5 and MI6, the agency
charged with gathering overseas intelligence. During the Cold War, MI5 tar-
geted in particular the Communist Party in Britain. Although MI5 enjoyed
numerous successes, the defection to the Soviet Union of MI6 agent Kim
Philby in January 1963 was a blow to the prestige of British intelligence oper-
ations in general. MI5’s reputation was itself damaged in the Profumo Affair
of that same year, when it was revealed that MI5 had been slow to warn that
Minister of War John Profumo and Captain Yevegeny Ivanov shared a com-
mon mistress in Christine Keeler. MI5 suffered an additional embarrassment
in 1979 when Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher revealed that an MI5 oper-
ative, Sir Anthony Blunt, had been a Soviet spy and had probably warned
Philby, allowing him to elude arrest and escape to the Soviet Union. MI5 saw
its reputation further tarnished by charges that it had worked to undermine
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Harold Wilson’s Labour government, believing it to be insufficiently anti-
communist, and that its longtime director Sir Roger Hollis was a Soviet mole.
Charges against Hollis have never been proven, however.

Arthur M. Holst and Spencer C. Tucker
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Operating under the British Foreign Office, MI6 is the government agency
responsible for gathering overseas intelligence relating to British security.
It thus corresponds to the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). Founded
in 1909, MI6 began as the International Section of the Secret Service Bureau.
From 1921 it was known as the Secret Intelligence Service. Since the British
government refuses to acknowledge its existence, it has no formal public
name. During World War II, MI6 had responsibility for the Code and Cypher
School at Bletchley Park outside of London that produced radio-derived
ULTRA intelligence that was so vital in the Allied victory in the war.

MI6 played a substantial role in the Cold War. The organization was able
to turn Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB) agent Colonel Oleg
Penkovsky, who provided vital intelligence information on the Soviet Union
in the early 1960s. Colonel Penkovsky smuggled photographs of some 5,000
secret Soviet documents before he was discovered and executed by Soviet
authorities in 1963.

MI6 had its embarrassments as well. In 1963 one of its top agents, Kim
Philby, fled to Moscow and was exposed as a Soviet spy and member of the
Cambridge Five spy ring. Later it was revealed that Philby, who had been
British intelligence liaison officer with the CIA, had been able in 1951 to warn
another member of the Cambridge Five ring, Guy Burgess, that he was under
investigation. Burgess and yet another member of the group, Donald Maclean,
then fled to the Soviet Union. Another embarrassment for MI6 occurred
when it sent navy diver Commander Lionel Crabb on a never-explained mis-
sion around the hull of the Ordzhonikidze, the Soviet ship that had brought
Soviet leaders Nikolai Bulganin and Nikita Khrushchev to Britain on a state
visit. Crabb’s disappearance led to a parliamentary inquiry and the dismissal
of a number of MI6 employees.

Arthur M. Holst and Spencer C. Tucker
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King of Romania (1927–1930, 1940–1947) and pretender to the throne since
1947. Born in the royal castle at Sinaia on 25 October 1921 to Romania’s
Crown Prince Carol and Princess Helen of Greece, Michael succeeded his
grandfather Ferdinand I as king in 1927, bypassing his father, who had
renounced his claim to the throne in 1925 in order to pur-
sue a liaison with the socialite Magda Lupescu. This brief
regency ended in 1930 with the return of his father, who
engineered his own accession as Carol II, pursuing self-
indulgent policies and political gestures and ultimately
creating a royal dictatorship in 1938 meant to counter the
growing influence of defense minister Ion Antonescu and
the fascist Iron Guard. After the Soviet Union’s occupation
of Bessarabia and the ceding of Transylvania to Hungary,
in September 1940 Carol was obliged to abdicate in favor
of Michael, then nineteen years old. It was Antonescu,
however, who held real power in Romania.

Michael and Helen, now effectively wards of the
state, spent most of the war years at Sinaia, visiting the
capital only for command figurehead appearances with
Antonescu. On 23 August 1944, with the Soviets poised for
invasion of Romania, Michael and a sympathetic military
element managed a coup that deposed Antonescu and a
number of ministers, who soon were turned over to the
Soviets. In September 1944 Michael traveled to Moscow
to sign an armistice with the Allies, ending the war for
Romania and paving the way for the Romanian commu-
nists to fully emerge and claim power. By force of will,
Michael maintained a presence in Romania until he was
pressured to abdicate and sent into exile in December
1947. He has since made his home in Switzerland, working
with an American brokerage firm and acting as a goodwill
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Michael I was the king of Romania from 1927 to 1930 and
then from 1940 to 1947. Although he severed Romania’s
relationship with the Axis powers during World War II, 
he was unable to prevent the nation from coming under
communist control after the war. Forced to abdicate the
throne in 1947, he moved with his family to Switzerland.
(Library of Congress)



ambassador on behalf of Romania since the fall of the regime of Nicolae
Ceauscescu.

Gordon E. Hogg
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The Middle East was both an important focal point and a flash point of the
Cold War, and it remains such today. During the Cold War, Israel and the
Arab states fought three major wars. The two superpowers of the United
States and the Soviet Union and the former colonial powers of Britain and
France, both of which retained important interests in the region, all inter-
vened there. The period also was characterized by rising Arab nationalism
in the new, fully independent nation-states that emerged following World
War II.

Although some scholars identify the Middle East in cultural terms to
include those countries embracing Islam, the Middle East generally is delin-
eated by geography to consist of those countries of southwestern Asia west of
Afghanistan and Pakistan. Under this definition, the Middle East includes
Turkey, Israel, Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, Iraq, Iran, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia,
Bahrain, Qatar, the United Arab Emirates, Oman, Yemen, and Egypt.

Most of the Middle East was dominated by the Ottoman Empire until
the end of World War I. Turkey joined the Central Powers at the outbreak of
that war and, as a result, in the Treaties of Sèvres (August 1920) and Lau-
sanne (July 1923), it was shorn of its non-Ottoman possessions and was left
with Anatolia in Asia Minor and a small portion of the Balkans in Europe,
extending from Istanbul on the north side of the Bosporus and the Sea of
Marmora.

Britain and France had both been intensely involved in the Middle East.
The British were anxious to control the Suez Canal, safeguarding their impe-
rial lifeline to India. From 1882 the British had controlled Egypt. At the
beginning of the twentieth century, oil also became a major consideration in
the Middle East. Petroleum was immensely important to the industrialized
West, and the Middle East held the world’s largest known crude oil reserves.

At the conclusion of World War I, both France and Britain secured
Middle Eastern mandates, subject only to the oversight of the League of
Nations. In accordance with the Sykes-Picot Agreement reached between
the two powers during the war, Britain gained mandates over Iraq and Pales-
tine, while France secured mandates over Syria and Lebanon. In these cir-
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cumstances, modern Iraq, Kuwait, Jordan, Syria, Lebanon, and Israel came
into being.

One vexing problem had arisen during the war. While the British gov-
ernment had encouraged the Arabs to rebel against Ottoman control (the
Arab Revolt), it had also sought to secure the support of world Jewry for the
Allied war effort. Indeed, in 1917 the British government had issued the Bal-
four Declaration, promising a homeland for the Jews in Palestine. Zionists,
who sought to secure the creation of a Jewish state in Palestine, now found
themselves confronting rising Arab nationalism.

In the decades after World War I, increasing numbers of European Jews
settled in Palestine. There they bought land but in the process also dis-
placed Arabs. Caught in the middle and with rising Arab-Jewish communal
violence, the British found the situation increasingly difficult to control.

The Middle East was immensely important to the Allies during World
War II. In order to secure the Suez Canal, the British established in Egypt
their largest overseas base. The importance of Egypt and the canal in British
strategic thinking is seen in the fact that at the height of the 1940 Battle of
Britain, British Prime Minister Winston Churchill diverted scarce military
resources to the Middle East. Persian Gulf oil was also of immense strategic
importance to the Allied war effort, and Iran became an important supply
corridor for U.S. Lend-Lease aid shipped to the Soviet Union.

World War II had immense impacts on the Middle East. During the con-
flict, nationalist sentiment intensified among the Arab states of the region,
leading to full independence for these states. Another new state also ap-
peared in Jewish Israel. During World War II, Nazi policies resulted in the
deaths of some 6 million Jews in Europe, and following the war the survivors
determined that the Holocaust would never be repeated. Zionists demanded
fulfillment of their long-standing call for establishment of a Jewish state in
Palestine.

During and immediately after the war, the British government, which
was keenly aware of the effects of these demands on intercommunal violence,
tried to inhibit Jewish immigration to Palestine. Indeed, patrolling British
destroyers turned back boats filled with Jewish refugees endeavoring to
reach Palestine. Soon, armed Jewish groups were fighting the British.

The Holocaust had created an immense sense of moral obligation among
the Western powers, especially as the United States and other nations, despite
mounting evidence of Nazi persecution, had restricted Jewish immigration
in the years immediately before the war. The British government, mean-
while, attempted to work out a partition of Palestine, and when this failed
the exasperated British turned the matter over to the United Nations (UN).
A UN Security Council agreement to partition the former mandate won the
support of the Jews but failed to win acceptance from militant Palestinians
and the Arab League. Already, considerable violence had begun as militant
Palestinians, confident of eventual victory, attacked Jewish settlements.
Hard-pressed financially and unable to maintain order, London took the
precipitous decision to abandon its mandate on 14 May 1948. The Zionists
immediately proclaimed the independence of the Jewish state of Israel.
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Israel won immediate recognition from both the United States and the
Soviet Union. The U.S. decision was rather obvious. The United States con-
tained the world’s largest Jewish population, and many wealthy Jews were
quite influential politically. Jews in general were an important voting bloc to
be solicited by both Democrats and Republicans. President Harry S. Truman
was also deeply moved by the suffering of the Jews during the war, and the
Jews had proclaimed their intention to establish a Western-oriented, demo-
cratic state. At the same time, the United States maintained close ties with
the oil-producing Persian Gulf states. Despite being strongly anti-Israel, these
states were tied to the United States financially through their exports of oil.
Influential Islamic clergy in these states also found Soviet policies toward
religion distasteful.

The initial Soviet position of support for the Jewish state was more
complex. Many of the Jews who had settled in Palestine were of Russian
extraction, and the first agricultural settlers were committed socialists. The
Soviets, who had suffered so much in the war at the hands of the Nazis, also
identified with what the Jews had experienced. In addition, the Soviets
hoped to supplant British influence in the region. The Soviets had actively
been seeking a port on the Mediterranean and in the years immediately after
World War II brought immense pressure on Turkey in an effort to control the
straits connecting the Black Sea with the Mediterranean. They also sought
to secure the province of Azerbaijan in northern Iran that they had occupied
during the war.

The United States sought to counter Soviet pressure in the region. When
Britain announced in 1947 that it could no longer support the Greek govern-
ment in its war with communist insurgents, the United States took up the
gauntlet. In the 1947 Truman Doctrine, President Truman proclaimed U.S.
aid for both Greece and Turkey and pledged U.S. support for those countries
fighting communist insurgents and outside pressures. The United States
also maintained a strong naval presence in its maintenance of the Sixth Fleet
in the Mediterranean.

The Israeli declaration of independence was, in any case, immediately
followed by the first Arab-Israeli War (1948–1949). Although vastly out-
numbered, the Israelis were much better disciplined and organized. They
ultimately prevailed over their divided opponents, who had conflicting war
aims. At the end of the war, Israeli forces succeeded in driving back the
armies of Egypt, Jordan, Iraq, and Syria. In the process, many tens of thou-
sands of Palestinians fled, and the Israelis forced others to leave.

The rise of President Gamal Abdel Nasser in Egypt dramatically changed
the Middle East. Nasser was a committed Arab nationalist with Pan-Arab
aspirations. His goals greatly alarmed Israeli leaders, for the security of the
Israeli state had rested in large part on Arab division. Among his accomplish-
ments, Nasser secured a final British departure from Egypt. He also gained
a pledge of U.S. financial support for construction of an immense dam on
the Nile at Aswan. But when the West rejected his requests for modern
weaponry, the Egyptian leader turned to the Soviet bloc for assistance. The
United States feared that this would upset the arms balance in the Middle
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East to the detriment of Israel. Nasser’s subsequent conclusion of an arms
deal with Czechoslovakia led to the withdrawal of U.S. assistance for the
Aswan Dam project. The Soviets stepped in to provide technical assistance,
but to pay for the dam project Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal in 1956,
which had been owned by a private company in which the British govern-
ment was the largest stockholder.

Nasser’s decision to nationalize the canal had immense repercussions,
ultimately bringing the British government into a secret arrangement devel-
oped by the French and Israeli governments to topple him from power. The
Israelis were convinced that as soon as Nasser had integrated modern Soviet
weapons into its armed forces, Egyptian forces would invade Israel. Indeed,
he had already sponsored terrorist raids across the border into Israel and had
closed the Strait of Tiran to Israeli shipping. The secret plan developed by the
Israelis, French, and then the British called for Israel to land paratroopers at
the canal and also advance into the Sinai. The British and French would then
demand that both sides pull back and allow their forces to occupy the canal
zone. If, as expected, Egypt refused, British and French forces would invade.

The Suez Crisis was one of the major events of the Cold War. Although
Egypt did indeed reject the Franco-British ultimatum and British and French
troops attacked Egypt, the three invading powers were soon forced to with-
draw under heavy U.S. pressure and Soviet threats. An angry President
Dwight D. Eisenhower, caught by surprise by the allied move, insisted on a
unilateral withdrawal. Far from toppling Nasser, the Suez Crisis strengthened
his position both in Egypt and throughout the Middle East. Britain was the
biggest loser. Soviet prestige soared, and the United States also gained cred-
ibility, although it continued to be hampered by its unqualified support of
Israel, which emerged as a big winner. The UN established observers along the
Israeli-Egyptian border, and the blockade of the Strait of Tiran came to an end.

The Soviet Union, meanwhile, allied itself closely with Arab nationalism
against the West and Israel. Thanks to expanded Soviet military assistance,
by 1966 the Egyptian armed forces appeared to be sufficiently strong to
threaten Israel. This fact, the signing of a defense pact between Egypt and
Syria in 1966, and increasing Palestinian attacks on Israel from the neighbor-
ing Arab states all greatly alarmed Tel Aviv. Then in mid-May 1967, Nasser
ordered Egyptian troops into the Sinai Peninsula and demanded the con-
centration of UN observers there, leading to their withdrawal. Convinced
that the Egyptians would soon attack, Israel struck first.

After securing the approval of President Lyndon Johnson’s administra-
tion in the United States, the Israelis launched a devastatingly effective air
strike on 5 June 1967. It was carefully timed so as to destroy the bulk of the
Egyptian Air Force on the ground. The Israelis also moved against the Syrians
and reluctantly against Jordan, for King Hussein decided to enter the war.
The resulting Six-Day War changed the map of the Middle East. Israel took
the Sinai Peninsula from Egypt, the West Bank of the Jordan River and East
Jerusalem from Jordan, and the Golan Heights from Syria.

The Soviets threatened intervention but in the end did nothing, which
greatly diminished their prestige in the Arab world. French President Charles

Middle East 1333



de Gaulle, angered over the preemptive Israeli strike, did cut off French mil-
itary assistance to Israel, however. The United States, which had done little
to assist Israel in the war, nonetheless positioned the Sixth Fleet in the East-
ern Mediterranean as a warning to the Soviets, and shortly after the war, the
United States substantially increased its military and economic assistance
to Israel. The Soviets, meanwhile, made good the military losses sustained
by the Arab states.

In 1964, Palestinian nationalist Yasir Arafat had formed the Palestinian
Liberation Organization (PLO) as an umbrella organization for disparate
Palestinian groups fighting Israel. It began launching terrorist raids of its own
with the aim of eliminating the Jewish state. The bulk of the PLO attacks
came from Jordan, and soon there was virtually a state within a state. In
September 1970 King Hussein moved to expel the PLO, prompting military
intervention on the part of Syria, a staunch PLO supporter. Jordan secured
pledges of support from Britain and the United States but was able to both
expel the PLO and hold off the Syrians without outside assistance.

Nasser died in September 1970 and was followed as president of Egypt
by Anwar Sadat, who concluded that the United States was the only country
capable of forcing Israel into a negotiated settlement. He therefore ordered
Soviet military advisors to leave Egypt, and Soviet bases there closed. These
moves failed to win any concessions from either the United States or Israel,
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however. Sadat then concluded that only a renewal of the fighting could
force a settlement. To enhance the possibility of success, he concluded a
secret understanding with Syria for a joint surprise attack on Israel.

The Israeli government was indeed caught completely unawares by the
Egyptian attack of 6 October 1973, which occurred at the start of Yom Kippur.
Elaborate Egyptian deceptions masked their preparations. What became
known as the Ramadan War, the Yom Kippur War, or the War of Atonement
began with an Egyptian crossing of the Suez Canal. The Egyptians then set
up defensive positions. Their surface-to-air missile (SAM) sites on the other
side of the canal devastated reacting Israeli aircraft, and their new handheld
Soviet antitank missiles took a heavy toll from responding Israeli armor. In
the north along the Golan Heights, Syrian forces almost overran severely
outnumbered Israeli defenders. Israeli forces rallied on both fronts, and by
the time a cease-fire was declared they had driven the Syrians back and pen-
etrated Syria itself almost to Damascus. On the Southern Front against Egypt,
Israeli forces crossed the Suez Canal and were threatening to sever the sup-
ply lines to the Egyptian Third Army. A complete victory by either side was
not acceptable to the United States or the Soviet Union, and under their joint
pressure a cease-fire came into effect, followed by a military withdrawal.

One important side effect of the Ramadan War was the Arab oil embargo
of 1973–1974. The major Arab oil-producing states sided with Egypt and
Syria and cut off oil shipments to any nation supporting Israel, including the
United States. This action exposed the dependence of the Western nations,
especially Western Europe and Japan, on Arab oil and greatly strengthened
the influence of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC)
over both the supply and pricing of petroleum. Huge increases in oil and
energy prices, combined with shortages of each, badly crippled the West’s al-
ready fragile economy. But increases in the price of oil gave the oil-producing
states of the Persian Gulf vastly increased wealth as well as expanded influ-
ence. These states contributed considerable sums to support the Palestini-
ans and directly or indirectly supported Palestinian terrorist attacks on Israel.
The oil embargo also increased the world influence of the Soviet Union, the
world’s largest oil-producing nation.

In November 1977, Sadat took a major step toward reaching a settlement
with Tel Aviv by visiting Israel. His initiative ultimately resulted in the 1978
Camp David Accords, which were followed the next year by a comprehen-
sive Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty. The administration of President Jimmy
Carter in the United States hoped that the treaty would lead to a peace agree-
ment between Israel and Jordan, but the ensuing widespread condemnation
of Sadat in the Arab world and his assassination in 1981 largely prevented
this. Meanwhile, the hard-line Arab states opposing any accommodation with
Israel moved closer to the Soviet Union.

At the same time, increasing Palestinian terrorist attacks from Leba-
non led Israel to invade southern Lebanon and establish a defensive zone
there. Syria, meanwhile, sent its forces into northern Lebanon. The Syrians
subsequently took control of that country, which was sharply divided
between Muslim and Christian populations.
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The oil-producing states, although they provided
financial support to the Palestinians and states opposing
Israel, took no military action of their own. This enabled
them to maintain friendly relations with the West, espe-
cially the United States. This situation was particularly
true with Iran, ruled by the pro-Western Shah Mohammad
Reza Pahlavi. Soviet pressure on Iran following World War
II and a close alliance between the Soviet Union and Iraq,
Iran’s regional rival, also served to cement a bond with the
United States. Iran and Iraq were at loggerheads over
the Shatt al-Arab waterway that separated the two nations.
The shah, however, was increasingly unpopular and out
of touch with the aspirations of his people. Opposition to
the shah was centered in Islamic fundamentalists opposed
to his Westernization and his close ties with the United
States. In January 1979 the shah was forced to flee Iran,
and the next month the Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini
returned from exile to establish an Islamic fundamentalist
state, which was violently anti-American. In November
1979 Iranian militants overran the U.S. embassy in Tehran
and seized 160 Americans as hostages, inaugurating a crisis
that probably cost Carter reelection as president.

In 1979 Soviet forces invaded neighboring Afghan-
istan. The next year Iraq invaded Iran, beginning an eight-
year-long (1980–1988) protracted and immensely costly
conflict for regional dominance. The war ended in stale-
mate, but Iran remained committed to the spread of
Islamic fundamentalism in the region.

In December 1988, the PLO publicly accepted the
existence of Israel, increasing pressure on both sides for a

resolution of the Arab-Israeli conflict. The Cold War ended, however, with-
out formal achievement of this goal.

In 1990, believing that the United States would not intervene, Iraqi dic-
tator Saddam Hussein sent his forces into Kuwait and took over that state.
Iraq had long claimed Kuwait as a province, and Saddam was angered over
slant-drilling into a large Iraqi field by Kuwait as well as by excessive Kuwaiti
oil production that tended to drive down the price of oil. Iraq wanted the
price of oil as high as possible in order to pay off its massive debts from the
Iran-Iraq War. U.S. President George H. W. Bush was convinced that Iraq
would soon pressure Saudi Arabia, the world’s largest oil producer, so he put
together a coalition of powers that ultimately drove Iraq from Kuwait. Bush
ended the war early, however, with the result that Hussein remained in
power. This ultimately led to a new war with Iraq a decade later.

The Cold War ended with the Middle East as one of the most important
areas in the world, not only because of the still-simmering Arab-Israeli feud
but also because of the increasing importance of oil in the world economy.

Spencer C. Tucker
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When the Clement Attlee government came to power in Britain in July 1945,
British Foreign Minister Ernest Bevin moved to end British colonial rule in
much of the Middle East. To that end, he hoped to replace older British pro-
tectorate agreements with Iraq, Jordan, and Egypt with bilateral treaties that
would reduce British commitments without giving up influence in the region.
Talks for new agreements were frustrating, however. The Iraqis backed out
at the last minute and did not sign the 1947 Portsmouth Agreement. The
Egyptians were also unready to accept Britain’s new terms and demanded
the removal of British troops. While the Iraqi rejection did not pose any
immediate difficulties for the British, Egypt’s demand jeopardized Britain’s
main stronghold in the Middle East.

Britain’s inability to reach a bilateral defense agreement with Egypt led
Britain and the United States to promulgate regional defense organizations
instead. The latter included the Middle East Command (MEC) in October
1951 and the Middle East Defense Organization (MEDO) in 1953. It was
believed that the organizations would commit Egypt to regional defense with-
out subjecting it to British dominance. Nevertheless, the Egyptian monarchy
and successive revolutionary regimes rejected any formal military link with
the West.

Efforts to create a regional defense structure with Egypt at its core ended
in May 1953, following a visit by U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles to
the Middle East. Discussions with regional leaders—mainly with Egyptian
officials—convinced Dulles that there was no chance of including Egypt in a
regional defense organization. He suggested that a different country should
be the linchpin of the organization, and Iraq seemed a viable alternative.
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At the time, Turkey and Iraq were negotiating a mutual defense agree-
ment. Cultural ties between Iraq and Turkey made such a pact a natural
union. With tacit encouragement from Washington and with the understand-
ing that the parties to a regional defense organization would be rewarded
with military aid, the two governments agreed to expand the treaty and to
use it as a platform from which to launch a regional defense organization that
would include Turkey, Pakistan, and Iraq. Turkey and Pakistan had signed a
defense agreement earlier, so the proposed regional defense organization
was a logical extension.

In February 1955 Iraq signed a defense agreement with Turkey, the ini-
tial step toward the establishment of what became known as the 1955 Baghdad
Pact, which included Iraq, Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, and Great Britain. Wash-
ington thereupon announced that it would strengthen the Iraqi Army, which
stood on the front line against the Soviet Union.

Iraq took a leading role in the initiative, and not simply from fear of the
Soviets. It agreed to take part in a Western-oriented regional defense agree-
ment so as to claim regional dominance over Egypt. At the time, Iraq was the
only rival to Egypt’s leadership in the Arab world. Indeed, the Iraqis deeply
resented the establishment of the Arab League under Cairo’s auspices and
saw an Iraqi-based defense organization, the headquarters of which was to
be located in Baghdad, as an effective counterbalance to Egypt’s push for
regional hegemony.

Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser did perceive the pact as a chal-
lenge to Egypt’s position in the Arab world and was still reeling from criticism
over the “humiliating clause” in the October 1954 Anglo-Egyptian agree-
ment that would allow British troops access to Egyptian bases in case of war.
Thus, the Egyptian leader fought back by suppressing opponents and adopt-
ing a strong Pan-Arab line. He devoted considerable energy to preventing any
expansion of the Baghdad Pact. Waving the banner of Pan-Arab nationalism
and resorting to manipulation and even violence, Nasser spared no effort to
ensure that other Arab states did not come under the Iraqi sphere of influence.

Nasser’s struggle against the Baghdad Pact stirred trouble for the pro-
Western Jordanian and Lebanese regimes. His agitation reached its zenith
in July 1958 when the Iraqi regime was toppled by anti-Western elements,
and the Jordanian and Lebanese regimes faced a similar danger. The United
States and Britain were determined to prevent Jordan and Lebanon from
falling under Nasser’s influence, and American and British forces were sent
to Beirut and Amman, respectively, in July 1958 to prop up the pro-Western
governments. In March 1959 the new Iraqi republic withdrew from the
Baghdad Pact, which then became known as the Central Treaty Organiza-
tion (CENTO). In the end, however, Nasser had his way, as the Baghdad
Pact lost its main pillar, Iraq, and never expanded in the way that the United
States and Great Britain had envisioned.

David Tal
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Japanese conservative politician and prime minister (1974–1976). Born the
son of a wealthy landowning family in Donari, Japan, on 17 March 1907,
Miki Takeo studied in the United States before graduating with a law degree
from Meiji University in 1937. That same year, he was first elected to the
Japanese Diet (parliament). Because of his strong opposition to the war with
the United States, he was able to continue his political career once the war
ended in August 1945.

Referred to as a “Balkan politician” because he headed a small Liberal
Democratic Party (LDP) faction, Miki adopted a dovish position within the
ruling conservative party. He held many key posts, among them minister
of communications (1947–1948) and minister of transportation (1954–1955).

Miki Takeo 1339

Miki Takeo
(1907–1988)

Miki Takeo, prime minister of Japan, 1974–1976. (Bettmann/Corbis)



While serving as director general of the Economic Planning Agency (June–
December 1958), he disagreed with the revision of the United States–Japan
Security Treaty and resigned. He was minister of international trade and
industry during 1965–1966 and minister of foreign affairs during 1966–1968.
Because of Miki’s reputation as a politician of great integrity, when Prime
Minister Tanaka Kakuei was forced to resign because of criticism of his fiscal
policies, Miki was chosen to replace him in December 1974.

When Miki became prime minister, the U.S.-Soviet détente and im-
proved U.S. relations with the People’s Republic of China (PRC) had greatly
reduced the likelihood of a major war that might have involved Japan.
Nonetheless, the Japanese sought to strengthen their defensive posture.
Thus, in 1976 the Miki government announced the National Defense Pro-
gram Outline, a policy designed to strengthen the Japanese armed forces to
a level at which they could repel a limited attack without external aid. At the
same time, the government mandated a limit on Japan’s defense budget
spending at 1 percent of gross national product (GNP).

In September 1976, a defecting Soviet fighter pilot landed his MiG-25
fighter aircraft in Hokkaido. Japan allowed U.S. military experts to inspect
the plane before returning it to the Soviet Union, an action that greatly
strained Japan’s relations with Moscow. Also, during Miki’s tenure, no sub-
stantial progress was made toward a peace treaty with the PRC. Miki was
forced to resign in December 1976 after a power struggle within the LDP.
He died in Tokyo on 14 November 1988.

Iikura Akira
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Polish politician, prime minister of the Polish government-in-exile (1943–
1944), and head of the Polish Peasant Party (1945–1947). Born on 18 July
1901 in Holsterhausen, Germany, to peasants who had immigrated to Ger-
many, Stanisflaw Mikoflajczyk’s family returned to Poland after his birth, where
he attended primary school and completed several courses in agricultural sci-
ence before dropping out of school. Drawn to politics early, he was an active
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member of the Peasant Party from 1924, became a protégé of party leader
Wincenty Witos, and was an organizer of the Peasant Youth Union. In 1930
Mikoflajczyk became a deputy in the Sejm (Diet), and during 1933–1939 he
served as deputy chairman of the Peasant Party’s executive committee, all
the while championing the cause of peasant farmers.

Following the defeat of Poland by Germany in September 1939,
Mikoflajczyk fled first to France and then to Great Britain, where he became
one of the leading émigré politicians. In early 1941 Wfladysflaw Sikorski,
Polish prime minister-in-exile, named Mikoflajczyk deputy premier. When
Sikorski died in July 1943, Mikoflajczyk succeeded him. Although he at-
tempted to follow Sikorski’s lead in cultivating cordial relations with the
Soviets, Mikoflajczyk was ultimately unsuccessful in this endeavor. He did
not support Soviet leader Josef Stalin’s attempt to set postwar Polish borders
along the Curzon Line and refused to join the Moscow-backed Lublin Pol-
ish government, which had been set up in July 1944. Mikoflajczyk nonethe-
less continued to seek compromise with Stalin, which drew the ire of his
opponents in his own government. In November 1944, Mikoflajczyk resigned
his position.

In the spring of 1945 in a bid to bring a democratic regime to Poland,
Mikoflajczyk agreed to participate in the communist-dominated Provisional
Government of National Unity, serving as deputy prime minister and minis-
ter of agriculture. In August 1945, he founded the Polish Peasant Party,
which soon emerged as the dominant party in Poland. But the Soviet-backed
Provisional Government saw to it that this party never gained an electoral
foothold, first by postponing parliamentary elections and then by engaging
in massive electoral malfeasance in the rigged January 1947 elections. Real-
izing that he faced possible imprisonment after the elections, Mikoflajczyk
surreptitiously left Poland in October 1947 and settled in the United States,
where he lived until his death in Washington, D.C., on 13 December 1966.

Andrzej Paczkowski and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Soviet politician, Politburo member (1926–1966), deputy prime minister
(1937–1955), and chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet (1964–
1965). Born the son of a carpenter in Sanain, Armenia, on 25 November 1895,
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Anastas Mikoyan briefly attended a seminary in Tiflis
(Tblisi) before aborting his clerical career to join the revo-
lutionary Bolshevik Party in 1915. After participating in
underground party work in Baku, where he narrowly es-
caped execution, he held party assignments that dispatched
him to Nizhny Novgorod and the northern Caucasus, where
he fought in the Russian Civil War.

In 1922 Mikoyan was elected to the party’s Central
Committee. A supporter of Josef Stalin, in 1926 Mikoyan
became a candidate member of the Politburo and was
appointed commissar for foreign trade. In this post, he
raised hard currency for the fledgling Soviet economy in
part by selling Russian art treasures to the West. In 1934
he headed the Commissariat of Food Production, intro-
ducing modern methods to the industry.

Mikoyan became a full member of the Politburo in
1935 and was deputy prime minister during 1937–1955.
Although he played a role in Stalin’s show trials in 1937,
Mikoyan managed to escape the Stalinist purges himself.
During World War II, Mikoyan supervised the procure-
ment and transportation of supplies.

Following World War II, still in the Ministry of Trade,
Mikoyan’s political star waned, but he was sufficiently
trusted to be sent to meet secretly in January 1948 with
communist leader Mao Zedong, then on the verge of full
power in China. There are indications that Stalin believed
Mikoyan was plotting to unseat him and that Stalin was
planning Mkikoyan’s death when the Soviet leader died
in 1953.

In the post-Stalin succession struggle in 1953, Mikoyan
salvaged his political career by lending his support to Nikita Khrushchev.
Even before Khrushchev’s denunciation of Stalin in 1956, Mikoyan often
referred to the “evils” of Stalin’s dictatorship. In 1957 Mikoyan supported
Khrushchev against the challenge from the so-called antiparty group and
soon became one of Khrushchev’s closest advisors. In autumn 1962 Khrush-
chev dispatched Mikoyan to Cuba, where he had the unenviable task of per-
suading Cuban President Fidel Castro to accept the terms on which the
Cuban Missile Crisis of October 1962 was ended.

In July 1964 Mikoyan was elected chair of the Presidium of the Supreme
Soviet, making him titular head of state. As such, he timidly supported
Khrushchev’s ouster from power in October 1964. With new leadership
headed by Leonid Brezhnev, Mikoyan found himself increasingly isolated,
and he relinquished his chairmanship in December 1965. He retired from
the Politburo in April 1966, although he remained a member of the Com-
munist Party Central Committee until 1976. Mikoyan died in Moscow on 21
October 1978.

Paul Wingrove
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The Cold War military balance was as much a comparison of U.S. and Soviet
military capabilities as it was a reflection of perceptions, ideas, and assump-
tions, fueled by the necessity of protecting not just the physical security of a
nation but also its core values and way of life as well. This balance, moreover,
was an evolutionary process driven by the manner in which leaders on both
sides of the Iron Curtain perceived and responded to events on the world
stage. While much is known about the decision-making dynamics within the
American national security establishment during the Cold War, the same can-
not be said for the Soviet Union, even after Russian archives were opened
after the end of the Cold War.

The Cold War military balance was defined by three phases. The first
phase, marked by the U.S. nuclear monopoly, was ushered in by the use of
atomic weapons against Japan in August 1945 that were employed to influ-
ence the Japanese decision to surrender. The fact that the beginning of the
Cold War coincided with the dawn of the nuclear age ensured that the his-
tory of the two would become inextricably intertwined.

As the postwar period progressed, relations between the United States
and the Soviet Union rapidly deteriorated. From the Soviet perspective,
American insistence upon free elections in what it saw as its sphere of influ-
ence in Central and Eastern Europe, the threat of capitalist encirclement by
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1949, and the American
nuclear monopoly combined to portray a hostile picture of the West. In much
the same way, Western democracies perceived a growing Soviet threat to
liberal capitalist democracies around the globe. Communist threats to both
Greece and Turkey in 1947, the communist coup in Czechoslovakia in 1948,
and the Berlin Blockade (1948–1949) all seemed to confirm that the Soviets
were intent upon world domination.

Yet in spite of this growing hostility, U.S. officials were reasonably confi-
dent that as long as the United States held the nuclear monopoly, the threat
of Soviet military aggression against core interests was minimal. In the im-
mediate postwar period, this monopoly proved vital in counterbalancing the
Soviet Union’s massive conventional military advantage, itself a by-product
of the war against Germany on the Eastern Front. This correlation of forces
ensured that relations between the two Cold War powers remained relatively
stable.

August 1949, however, marked a crucial shift in the Cold War military
balance. On 29 August the Soviet Union detonated its first atomic weapon,

Military Balance 1343

Military Balance
(1945–1990)



years ahead of most predictions. U.S. national security planners came to
believe, moreover, that by 1954 the Soviets would possess sufficient nuclear
capacity to launch a devastating strike against the United States. With its pos-
session of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union could initiate a conventional
assault on Western Europe and could be relatively secure in the knowledge
that a U.S. nuclear response would be thwarted by the threat of a nuclear
counterresponse from the Kremlin. If the United States and NATO chose not
to increase their conventional forces, Soviet aggression after 1954 would force
either free world appeasement or nuclear devastation. This urgency, com-
bined with the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, underpinned Pres-
ident Harry Truman’s response to the National Security Council’s NSC-68
report, which called for a massive conventional and nuclear military buildup.
This policy, driven by the shattering of the U.S. nuclear monopoly and the
Korean War, ushered in the second phase of the Cold War military balance:
American nuclear superiority.

The underlying fear of the consequences that accompanied Soviet nuclear
capabilities in the absence of an adequate conventional deterrent defined
the Truman administration’s new post-1950 defense posture, which redressed
the military balance through a vast conventional rearmament program both
at home and in Western Europe. Because conventional forces were generally
more expensive than nuclear weapons, the Korean War stalemate and the
American preoccupation with rearmament led to budget deficits, inflation,
rigid governmental controls on prices and wages, materials shortages, and what
many considered to be the beginnings of an American garrison state. Capi-
talizing on these difficulties, Republican presidential candidate Dwight D.
Eisenhower based his 1952 election platform on a more cost-effective national
security posture. The Korean War seemed to provide ample evidence that
the Truman administration’s approach was based too heavily on reaction
rather than prevention, that it gave too much initiative to the Soviet Union,
and that it was not economically sustainable in the long run. Eisenhower,
therefore, adopted the so-called New Look defense strategy, predicated on
massive retaliation.

Eisenhower administration officials believed that the only way the So-
viets could be deterred was to create the perception that the United States
would initiate a nuclear response to any level of Soviet aggression, ranging
from a limited conventional incursion against a peripheral interest to a full-
scale nuclear strike against the United States. To further heighten its per-
ceived credibility, massive retaliation was deliberately cloaked in ambiguity.
It was believed that Soviet leaders would refrain from aggression if it was
unclear whether an American nuclear response would be automatic. All of
this, moreover, could be accomplished at a lower cost than the programs pre-
scribed by NSC-68, meaning, in the words of Defense Secretary Charles
Wilson, “more bang for a buck.” As a result, the Eisenhower administration
invested deeply in building the U.S. nuclear stockpile, although it was not
successful in bringing down defense spending in any major or enduring way.

Similar to the way in which the Korean War shaped the perceptions of
NSC-68 was the way in which the Soviet launching of Sputnik 1 (October
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1957) impacted massive retaliation. Because Sputnik 1 was propelled into
space by an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM), it demonstrated that
the American mainland was vulnerable to direct missile attack. This event,
when coupled with the knowledge that the Soviet nuclear stockpile had in-
creased significantly since 1949, forced many defense strategists to rethink the
wisdom and prudence of massive retaliation. Although Eisenhower’s policy
was marginally more cost-effective, the ambiguity upon which much of the
deterrent value was based also carried with it a heightened sense of brink-
manship and thus the possibility of nuclear war through miscalculation.

Eisenhower’s political opponents, backed by several influential figures
within his own military establishment, began calling for a more balanced
military capability with a de-emphasis on nuclear weapons. By increasing
NATO’s conventional strength, the United States and its allies would, in
response to Soviet aggression, be able to forgo the unpalatable choices of
either nuclear annihilation or appeasement. In what was almost a direct throw-
back to NSC-68 and the Truman administration, John F. Kennedy’s nomina-
tion as the Democratic presidential candidate saw him adopt the new doctrine
of flexible response as the basis for national security policy.
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Flexible response was put into action in 1961 following Soviet Premier
Nikita Khrushchev’s ultimatum to end Western access rights to West Berlin.
Conscious of the correlation of forces that in conventional terms were decid-
edly in favor of the Soviet Union and acutely aware that NATO’s response to
Soviet aggression lay in either humiliation or all-out nuclear war, Kennedy
employed the sword and shield concept by increasing the presence of tacti-
cal nuclear weapons and initiating a significant buildup of conventional
forces in Europe. In turn, Khrushchev quietly dropped his ultimatum.

This shift toward flexible response played a significant role in the Cuban
Missile Crisis of October 1962. It meant that NATO’s conventional deterrent
and its arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons gave time and pause to the escala-
tory process, maximized the possibility of a diplomatic settlement, and min-
imized the threat of war by miscalculation. Although the conflict was resolved
peacefully, it made clear the dangers of brinkmanship and the threat of full-
scale nuclear conflict. With these lessons fresh in their minds, both the United
States and the Soviet Union began to seek a Cold War détente. The Limited
Test Ban Treaty, signed in August 1963, imposed mutual restraint on large-
scale atmospheric nuclear tests, and perhaps most significantly, a direct hot-
line was established between the White House and the Kremlin.

By the beginning of the 1970s, the Cold War military balance entered its
third and final stage: rough nuclear parity. As the decade progressed and as
both the United States and the Soviet Union increased their nuclear stock-
piles, it became clear to both sides that a nuclear war was unwinnable. This
underlay the concept of mutual assured destruction (MAD) and, paradoxi-
cally, the belief that mutual vulnerability was the key to stability and deter-
rence. This balance of strategic nuclear parity coupled with the massive
conventional forces of the Warsaw Pact and the sword and shield concept
embraced by NATO gave rise to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT)
that began in November 1969 and set the tone for much of the rest of the
Cold War.

Yet for a short time it seemed that this balance would be upset yet again.
Viewing détente as akin to appeasement, in the early 1980s President Ronald
Reagan’s administration believed that stability lay not in mutual vulnera-
bility or assured destruction but rather in enhanced defense against a nuclear
first strike. With this in mind, in 1983 Reagan announced the Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI), a vast scientific and military program aimed at devel-
oping a new generation of space-based antiballistic missile (ABM) defenses.
The objective of SDI was to create a multilayered defensive shield in space
that could destroy hundreds of incoming ballistic missiles through electro-
magnetic guns and lasers mounted on satellites. It was a system that carried
with it immense cost and invited harsh criticism that such a system could
never be employed or perfected.

Fearing that it would be at a critical disadvantage in the event of a
nuclear war, the Soviet Union responded with its own version of SDI and in
doing so triggered a renewed arms race. Significantly enough, however, this
occurred at the same time that the Soviet economy began to flounder. It
quickly became apparent to Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev that the
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Soviet economy was unable to sustain high defense spending. Consequently,
he moved to implement political and economic reforms that ultimately led
to the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991 and thus the end of the Cold
War military balance.

The American victory in the Cold War, no matter how Pyrrhic, had a lin-
gering effect on the post–Cold War world. For many years, the West faced a
marked vulnerability in conventional strength, yet with the demise of the
Soviet Union and the ensuing revolution in military affairs, the United States
found itself in the position of having overwhelming conventional superiority.
Coupled with its superior technological capabilities, the U.S. conventional
capability has been central to dealing with asymmetrical threats from terror-
ists and rogue states in the post–Cold War world.

Josh Ushay
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An artist’s rendering of the Homing Overlay Experiment (HOE), June 1984. Part of the Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI), it was to intercept and destroy incoming missiles aimed at the United States. A fifteen-foot radial net opens to
destroy the incoming warhead by impact at more than 15,000 feet per second. (U.S. Department of Defense)
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An interlocking alliance among the U.S. military establishment, defense in-
dustries, and research-oriented universities that during the Cold War created
a separate, stand-alone economy dedicated to national security imperatives.
President Dwight D. Eisenhower, in his farewell address of January 1961,
was perhaps the first public official to warn of the dangers of the burgeoning
military-industrial complex, thereby raising awareness of a process that had
begun in earnest a decade before. Eisenhower, like others who worried about
this phenomenon, feared that the military-industrial complex had the poten-
tial to wield great power by absorbing vast amounts of the nation’s resources,
granting undue influence to nonelected government officials and corporate
executives, and perhaps subverting the democratic process as a result. Eisen-
hower’s warning was in fact somewhat ironic, however, considering that his
administration had been instrumental in the growth of the complex.

The military-industrial complex arose in the early 1950s in response to
the needs of the Cold War. In America’s fight against communism, resources
had to be harnessed to develop new military and defense technologies. Much
of the research for these endeavors was conducted at large research-intensive
universities. The Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) and Stan-
ford University were among the top research schools in these areas. Defense-
oriented industries often provided much of the capital and additional resources
to fund research and development. In turn, they were usually rewarded with
sizable government contracts to produce military hardware and weapons sys-
tems that had originated in university laboratories. In almost every case, both
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university and industrial research and development (R&D)
was initiated by the U.S. Department of Defense. Thus,
a tightly connected military-industrial-academic reciprocal
relationship was created.

The Cold War military-industrial complex was born
out of the decision by President Harry Truman adminis-
tration’s to engage the United States in a massive military
rearmament program after the outbreak of the Korean War
in June 1950. Between 1950 and 1953, the U.S. defense
budget increased almost fourfold, from $13.5 billion in
1950 to more than $52 billion in 1953. The vast majority of
those funds did not go to the war in Korea but instead were
earmarked for long-term rearmament programs designed
to keep the United States one step ahead of its Soviet Cold
War rival.

Even after Eisenhower tried to rein in defense spend-
ing in the mid-1950s, the defense budget fell only slightly
and certainly remained at least three times as high as the
pre–Korean War level. The Korean rearmament program
essentially gave teeth to the National Security Council’s
seminal NSC-68 report of early 1950 that envisioned a huge
military buildup. Pivotal in fueling the military-industrial
complex was the late 1950 decision to create a permanent
industrial base that would provide the United States with
excess industrial capacity that could swing into high gear at
the first sign of war. Such a decision resulted in the govern-
ment-sponsored construction of a military-oriented indus-
trial sector that was of little use for civilian applications.

It is important to note that Eisenhower was against neither the military
nor big industry or academia. In fact, he was a proponent of all. As a five-star
army general, he appointed mostly businessmen and industrialists to his cab-
inet, and he briefly served as president of Columbia University. He was also
supportive of the scientific community, establishing the new post of special
assistant to the president for science and technology in 1957. It was also his
administration that embarked on the deployment of intercontinental ballis-
tic missiles (ICBMs), the U-2 reconnaissance plane, and orbiting satellites,
all of which utilized the military-industrial complex that he warned against.

But if Eisenhower encouraged the development of these relationships,
why did he alert the nation to the dangers inherent in a scientific-technological-
industrial elite? The answer to that may be that Eisenhower’s address was
directed at what science advisor Herbert York called the “hard-sell technol-
ogists and their sycophants” who invented the missile gap and tried to exploit
Sputnik 1 and the Gaither Report to instill fear that America was losing ground
to the Soviets. Clearly, what Eisenhower was warning against was not so much
his own science advisors but rather the scientific-technological elite, special
interest groups that had sprung from the emphasis on military research and
development in industry and universities.
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The U.S. Navy’s GEOSAT mission radar altimeter
spacecraft undergoes final testing at the Johns Hopkins
University Applied Physics Laboratory, 1 January 1985.
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The military-industrial complex, which still exists today, has provided
many benefits to society. Superior weapons technology, satellites, nuclear reac-
tors, silicon chips, chemotherapies, molecular genetics, and particle physics
have all benefited from the military-industrial-academic alliance. In many
ways, the military-industrial complex was simply a continuation of the evolv-
ing big science of the prewar years. Most Americans viewed this growth as a
positive development for national security and economic growth.

On the down side, however, the military-industrial complex has resulted
in the creation of a separate economy whose products, such as nuclear
weaponry, are not likely to be used commercially and add little or nothing
to long-term economic productivity. It also had made some industries too
reliant on defense contracts, the results of which were glaringly apparent in
the early 1990s when the end of the Cold War brought about sharp cuts in
defense spending, fueling unemployment and an industrial downturn. Finally,
many of the jobs in the defense-oriented sector are ones requiring advanced
education and training, meaning that America’s working class has largely
been left out of the military-industrial complex’s largesse. All in all, the phe-
nomenon first brought to light in the early 1960s has been a mixed blessing.

Valerie Adams
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Yugoslav political leader and Serbian nationalist. Born on 29 August 1941 in
the commercial town of Požarevac to the east of Belgrade, Slobodan Milos he-
vica graduated with a degree in law from Belgrade University in 1964. He had
joined the Communist League in 1959 and began his government career as
economic advisor to Belgrade’s mayor in 1966, thereafter achieving senior
positions in Yugoslav state gas and banking industries from 1969 to 1983.

In 1984 Miloshevica committed to political life on a full-time basis, heading
the local Communist Party organization in Belgrade. In 1986 he was elected
president of the Serbian Politburo of the League of Communists, taking
advantage of this post to militate for a Serbian agenda
within the Yugoslav federation. In April 1987 he first caught
the public eye by rallying support for the Serbian minority
in Kosovo, and over the coming years he made the Serbian
cause his political focus, overpowering opposition ele-
ments as Serbia annexed the autonomous regions of the
Vojvodina and Kosovo in 1988 and cynically alienating
the leadership of Croatia and Slovenia as the League of
Communists disintegrated in January 1990.

After employing the Yugoslav Army to put down dem-
onstrations in Belgrade that were prompted by his presi-
dential victory in Serbia’s first multiparty elections in
December 1990, Miloshevica proclaimed on 9 March 1991
the Yugoslav federation to be in its “final agony.” The
secession of Slovenia and Croatia from the federation on
25 June 1991 prompted him to order armed intervention
by the Serb-controlled Yugoslav Army. A European Com-
munity (EC) accord ended the fighting in Slovenia by
7 July 1991, but warfare persisted in Croatia until efforts
by the EC and special United Nations (UN) envoy Cyrus
Vance eventually halted hostilities there on 2 January
1992.

Following the Bosnian declaration of independence in
March 1992, Serb forces soon began a campaign of ethnic
cleansing along the Drina River, culminating with the even-
tual death or displacement of more than 50,000 non-Serbian
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Bosnians. The UN Security Council imposed economic sanctions on Serbia
on 30 May 1992, and the following month, amid international outcry over his
apparent sponsorship of war atrocities, Miloshevica declared that Serbia and
Montenegro now constituted the new Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(FRY), a mere vestige of the former Yugoslavia. At the August 1992 London
Conference on the Former Yugoslavia, Milos hevica and FRY Prime Minister
Milan Panic disagreed over the latter’s willingness to accept international
criticism of ethnic cleansing and FRY’s territorial claims to Serbian areas in
neighboring lands. Miloshevica successfully rebuffed Panic’s challenge in the
December 1992 Serbian presidential election.

After Bosnian Serbs demonstrated their noncompliance with the Vance-
Owen and Contact Group peace plans espoused by Milos hevica, he instituted
a blockade of the Bosnian Republika Srpska in August 1994. In July and
August 1995, multiple Serbian and Croatian offensives precipitated the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) bombing of the Bosnian Serbs. A U.S.-
led effort secured a cease-fire in September, and the war was ended by the
November 1995 Dayton Peace Agreement in which Milos hevica was a visible
and important player. Yet he had overestimated the degree to which trade and
financial sanctions would be lifted. By the winter of 1996–1997, economic
hardships endured by Serbia under selective continuing sanctions that blocked
its entry into the UN and the World Bank provoked weeks of organized
street protests against Miloshevica, and late 1997 Serbian-Albanian tensions in
Kosovo flared into a renewed war of attrition by the summer of 1998. Reports
of extensive ethnic cleansing campaigns again brought NATO bombing of
Serbia in March 1999, and on 27 May Milos hevica was indicted by the Inter-
national Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY). In June 1999
Miloshevica acceded to the terms ending the latest war, which included a
NATO presence in Kosovo.

In September 2000 Milos hevic a lost the FRY presidential election to
Vojislav Kostunica and on 6 October 2000 announced his departure from
office. Miloshevica was arrested and detained by FRY authorities on 31 March
2001. Delivered to the ICTY in The Hague on 28 June 2001, he died of nat-
ural causes there on 11 March 2006 during his trial for war crimes committed
in the killing fields of Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo.

Gordon E. Hogg

See also
Nationalism; Vance, Cyrus Roberts; Yugoslavia

References
International Crisis Group. After Milosevic: A Practical Agenda for Lasting Balkans Peace.

Brussels: International Crisis Group, 2001.
Kaufman, Stuart. Modern Hatreds: The Symbolic Politics of Ethnic War. Ithaca, NY: Cor-

nell University Press, 2001.
Sell, Louis. Slobodan Milosevic and the Destruction of Yugoslavia. Durham, NC: Duke

University Press, 2002.

1352 Miloshevica, Slobodan



Hungarian Catholic prelate, writer, dissident, archbishop of Esztergom, and
primate of Hungary (1945–1974). Born József Pehm on 29 March 1892 in
Csehmindszent, Hungary, he was ordained a priest in 1915 and in 1919 was
a vicar in Zalaegerszeg. During his twenty-seven years of service in that city,
he founded a parish and a school, built a monastery and a church, renovated
the cathedral, and authored several books. In 1942 he adopted the more
Hungarian-sounding name of Mindszenty.

In March 1944 Mindszenty was named bishop of Veszprém. He opposed
the German occupation of Hungary during World War II and was imprisoned
in November 1944. Released in April 1945, he became the archbishop of
Esztergom later that year and was elevated to cardinal in 1946.

Mindszenty openly opposed the policies, especially the seizure of church
lands and properties, of Mátyás Rákosi, Hungary’s deputy prime minister
and general secretary of the Hungarian Communist Party. Mindszenty also
publicly denounced the secularization campaign and rigged elections of 1947.
Arrested on 26 December 1948 and accused of treason, he was subjected to
five weeks of torture, whereupon he confessed to the charges against him
and was tried and subsequently condemned to life imprisonment.

Mindszenty’s 1949 trial and imprisonment caused international indigna-
tion. Pope Pius XII raised his own objections, and the United Nations (UN)
General Assembly declared it an international crime. In spite of persecution,
however, Mindszenty remained committed to the Church and to Christian
values. In 1955, because of ill health, he was transported to FelsoPpetény,
where he was kept under house arrest.

Mindszenty’s release was among the demands of the prodemocracy
forces during the 1956 Hungarian Revolution. He was set free on 31 October
1956. On 3 November he gave a radio speech in which he criticized Soviet-
style land reform and economic policies. On 4 November, warned about
Soviet tanks advancing on Budapest, he sought and secured refuge at the
U.S. legation in Budapest. He lived in its compound until 1971. In 1962 he
was tried in absentia for his role in the 1956 revolution and found guilty of
treason.

Following drawn-out negotiations among Washington, the Vatican, and
Hungarian officials, on 28 September 1971 Mindszenty was allowed to leave
Hungary and settled in Vienna. During his last years, he took on an inter-
national role and embarked on missions around the world, also visiting Hun-
garian enclaves around the globe. Because Mindszenty opposed relations
between the Vatican and Hungary, Pope Paul VI requested his resignation as
primate in 1973. But Mindszenty refused to resign, believing that such a step
would only reward the communist regime for its deplorable behavior.

Cardinal Mindszenty died in Vienna on 6 May 1975. In 1994, Pope John
Paul II began the canonization process for him.

Anna Boros-McGee
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Land mines are stationary explosive weapons planted in the path of an enemy
to hinder his movement or to deny him access to certain territory. Mines may
be considered both offensive and defensive weapons. They are generally
concealed and rigged so that they will be initiated by the presence of either
enemy troops or vehicles, except in instances where they are exploded by
remote control. Land mines produce casualties by direct explosive force,
fragmentation, shaped-charge effect, or the release of harassing agents or
lethal gas. Land mines include improvised explosive devices (IEDs).

There are two main types of land mines: antitank (AT) and antipersonnel
(AP). AT mines are large and heavy. They are triggered when vehicles such
as tanks drive over or near them. These mines contain sufficient explosives
to destroy or damage the vehicle that runs over them. They also frequently
kill people in or near the vehicle. AT mines are laid in locations where
enemy vehicles are expected to travel: on roads, bridges, and tracks.

AP mines are triggered much more easily and are designed to kill or
wound people. They may be laid anywhere and can be triggered by various
means: stepping on them, pulling on a wire, or simply shaking them. AP mines
may also be rigged as booby traps to explode when an object placed over them
is removed. Generally speaking, AP mines contain small amounts of explo-
sives. They are therefore smaller and lighter than AT mines. AP mines may
be as small as a packet of cigarettes. They come in all shapes and colors and
are made from a variety of materials.

Mines are normally laid in groups to form minefields. There are several
types of these fields. Defensively, the hasty protective minefield provides
local, close-in security protection for small units. This minefield employs no
standard pattern in laying the mines. An example of a hasty protective mine-
field would be placing mines to cover a likely avenue of approach by an
enemy force. A second type is the point minefield. It is utilized primarily to
reinforce other obstacles, such as road craters, abatis, or wire obstacles not
associated with hasty protective minefields. A third type is the tactical mine-
field. Its primary use is to arrest, delay, and disrupt an enemy attack. The field
may be employed to strengthen defensive positions and protect their flanks.
A fourth type is the interdiction minefield. It is utilized to trap or harass an
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enemy deep in his own territory, assembly areas, or defensive positions. Scat-
terable mines are ideal for this type of minefield.

Modern land mines date from the Russo-Japanese War of 1904–1905,
but World War I witnessed continuous use of land mines to protect trench
lines. Land mines continued to play an important role during World War II.
Two important developments took place in land-mine warfare during that
conflict in the appearance of AT mines and the introduction of AP mines em-
ployed against infantry and to protect AT mines from detection and removal.

Many current AT mines are derived from those of World War II. For
example, the TMM1, produced in the former Yugoslavia, and the PT Mi-Ba,
produced by the Czech Republic and Slovakia, are descendants of the Ger-
man AT Tellermine 43 and 42. The American designs are the M-15 and
M-21 series, while the Russians produce a similar mine, the TM-46, the Ital-
ians the M-80, and the Chinese the Type 72. These are canister-shaped
mines that are buried using tilt-rod fusing and pressure fusing. They range
from 10 to 30 inches in diameter and 3 to 7 inches in height. They contain
between 7 and 15 pounds of high explosive. Another popular design is the
square-shaped AT mine such as the American M-19, Italian VS-HCT2, and
Belgian PRB-ATK M3. They are approximately 10 inches square and 4–5
inches high with 5–25 pounds of explosives. Many of these are magnetic-
influence mines with pressure as a backup fusing system.

AP mine models introduced during World War II are still in service, with
only minor modifications. Examples are the Russian AP mine POMZ (and
the later model POMZ-2M, a stake mine consisting of a wooden stake with
a cast iron fragmentation body). The Russian PDM-6 AP mine is basically
the wooden-cased mine used during the Russo-Finnish War of 1939–1940. Its
successors, the PDM-7, PDM-7ts, and PDM-57, are employed worldwide.
There are also bounding mines similar to the U.S. M16 series and the Russ-
ian OMZ (fragmentation obstacle AP mine, or Bouncing Betty)—canister
mines topped with a pressure fuse. Such mines stand 5–7 inches tall (includ-
ing the fuse) and are 3–4 inches in diameter, with approximately 1 pound of
explosives. The improvised version of these AP mines consists of an artillery
shell or a mortar bomb buried nose down in the ground. It is similar to IEDs
used in both the Vietnam and Iraq wars.

After World War II, the trend in land mines has been toward miniatur-
ization and substitution of metallic parts with those of plastic. For example,
the American M14 series first used in Vietnam and the Russian PFM-1 and
PFM-1S AP mines first used during the Israeli-Syrian conflict of October 1973
and massively by Soviet troops in Afghanistan are small air-delivered plastic
weapons with a low metallic signature. Other common AP mines with low
metallic content are the Type-72 series (People’s Republic of China, PRC),
encountered throughout Southeast Asia, and the PMN (Russia) present in
Asia (Afghanistan, China, Iraq, and Vietnam) and in southern Africa, where
it is known as the Black Widow. These are all small canister-type mines 2.5–
4 inches in diameter and 1.5–4.5 inches in height. They all use pressure fus-
ing and carry 1–4 ounces of explosives.
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The Korean War (1950–1953) saw widespread use of mines, particularly
in the intense, largely static warfare of the second half of the war following
the entry of the PRC in the fighting. The demilitarized zone (DMZ) across
Korea remains one of the most heavily mined areas in the world. The Viet-
nam War of the 1960s and 1970s saw an increase in the use of AP mines,
offensively as part of ambushes with the American M18 Claymore and with
its twins, the Soviet MON 50 and Chinese Type 66. These mines are gen-
erally command-detonated. They are all of curved rectangular shape, about
1 inch thick, 3.5 inches tall, and 8–12 inches long, filled with 1.5 pounds of
explosives with a layer of metal balls (similar to 00 shotgun shells) faced
toward the target area. These mines are never buried but rather are positioned
on bipod legs that allow aiming. They were employed in Vietnam offensively
but were also defensively employed around firebases (for U.S. and Allied
forces) and sanctuaries (for communist forces).

The United Nations (UN) estimates that 24,000 people are killed and at
least 10,000 are maimed each year as a result of active and inactive mine-
fields. A high percentage of these casualties are children. The present method
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for clearing mines involves painstaking detection and care-
ful destruction of the devices. In 2004 the UN listed thirty-
five countries with minefields of more than 1,000 mines.
Egypt leads the list with 23 million mines planted, followed
by Iran with 16 million; Angola with 15 million; and Afghan-
istan, the PRC, and Iraq with an estimated 10 million each.
It can take one person eighty days to clear 2.5 acres.

Those who clear the mines, known as deminers, are
at great risk of becoming victims themselves. More than
eighty deminers died in mine-clearing operations in Kuwait
following the 1991 Gulf War. French deminers still clear
mines and unexploded artillery shells from as far back as
the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871 and World War I. It
is estimated that worldwide up to 85 million AP mines await
clearance. In 2004 the UN estimated the cost of laying a
single mine at less than $10 but its removal at $1,800.

In 1991, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and
individuals began discussions regarding a ban on AP land
mines. In October 1992 the International Campaign to
Ban Landmines (ICBL) was formed with the following
groups as its founding organizations: Handicap Interna-
tional, Human Rights Watch, Medico International, Mines
Advisory Group, Physicians for Human Rights, and Viet-
nam Veterans of America Foundation. The ICBL called
for an international ban on the production, stockpiling,
transfer, and use of AP land mines and for increased inter-
national resources for mine clearance and mine victim assis-
tance programs.

An international treaty, often referred to as the Ottawa
Mine Ban Treaty, was negotiated in 1997. It is formally
named the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stock-
piling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines
and on Their Destruction. Among the first governments ratifying the treaty
were Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, and the United Kingdom. The
treaty went into effect in March 1999. In recognition of its achievements,
the campaign was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1997. Signatories to
the treaty include all Western Hemisphere nations except the United States
and Cuba, all North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) states except
the United States and Turkey, all of the European Union (EU) except Fin-
land, forty-two African countries, and seventeen nations in the Asia-Pacific
region, including Japan. Important military powers not ratifying the treaty
include the United States, Russia, China, India, Pakistan, and North and
South Korea.

The treaty binds states to destroy their stockpiled AP mines within four
years, and those already in the ground must be removed within ten years. In
addition to comprehensively banning AP mines, the treaty requires signa-
tories to perform mine clearance and urges mine victim assistance programs.
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Polish troops assigned to the United Nations Disengage-
ment Observer Force (UNDOF) sweep for mines in the
Golan Heights in 1974. The UNDOF patrolled the buffer
zones between Israel and Syria and Israel and Egypt,
established following the 1973 war. (Corel)



Despite the treaty, mines continued to be laid in nations such as Angola,
Cambodia, Senegal, and Sudan.

Herbert Merrick
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Naval mine warfare played a critical role in several Cold War conflicts between
1950 and 1990. During this time, especially early on, technological develop-
ments in sea mining drew heavily from the technologies and tactics used
during World War II. German minefields had so constrained Soviet naval
operations in that war that most Soviet mines and mine warfare tactics of the
Cold War era were direct derivatives of German mines, mine warfare research,
or tactics. Moreover, the Soviet Union maintained the world’s largest mine
warfare and mine countermeasure capabilities throughout the Cold War.
The European members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
also focused considerably on mine warfare.

Mines come in two primary categories, moored and bottom mines, and
in two types determined by their method of detonation, contact or influence
mines. Contact mines detonate when the target makes contact with it, while
influence mines are detonated by the target’s influence on the surrounding
maritime environment (e.g., its effect on the local magnetic field, sound, or
pressure waves generated by the target’s movement). Moored mines are
tethered to a casing resting on the seafloor. Bottom mines lie directly on the
seafloor. Moored mines can be either contact or influence detonated, while
all bottom mines are by influence only.

Laying mines is a relatively simple process. Almost any kind of platform
(surface ship, submarine, or aircraft) can lay mines. When Iran laid mines
in the Persian Gulf in the late 1980s, for example, it used a wide variety of
innocuous surface craft, including small dhows (wooden cargo ships) that
were indigenous to those waters. The Iranians’ purpose was to conceal min-
ing operations from both their enemies and the international community
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that had condemned their use. It took the U.S. capture of
an Iranian minelayer to prove Iran’s clandestine activities.
That incident constitutes the basis for one of the concerns
of the late and post–Cold War era: terrorist employment of
mines to attack shipping.

Unlike mine laying, mine countermeasures are com-
plex and dangerous. Minesweeping is the oldest method,
using ships that tow their countermeasure equipment
through the area (field) where the mines are suspected or
known to be. Minesweepers are constructed of nonferrous
materials (wood, reinforced fiberglass, etc.) that use special
propulsion systems and are heavily sound-dampened to
reduce any influences that might detonate the mines they
pass over. Since they precede their sweep gear, however,
minesweeping can be a risky operation. The United States
pioneered the use of minesweeping helicopters in the late
1970s. Besides being faster and safer than ships, helicop-
ters and their equipment were air transportable, providing
greater strategic mobility.

However, the Cold War era was marked by the devel-
opment of increasingly complex bottom influence mines
designed to defeat most minesweeping tactics. By the
1970s, they could be set for specific target types (e.g., cargo
ships or aircraft carriers instead of destroyers). Some had
counters that allowed a preset number of targets to pass
before detonating. Others came with preset activation and
deactivation dates, either to ensure safe passage during
those periods, to establish a sanitation date, or to compli-
cate mine countermeasures. The best mines combined all
of these elements and usually required multiple influences
to detonate. Defeating these mines necessitated extensive
sweeping over several weeks to provide a reasonable prob-
ability, but not certainty, of safe passage.

This technology forced a shift to mine hunting, using precision sonars
and other sensors to hunt for mines. This is a particularly slow process, how-
ever. Although sensors can detect bottom mines, they also discover other
objects of similar shape and dimensions. Moreover, tides, marine life, and
bottom materials tend to obscure the mines over time. Hence, every sus-
pected mine has to be investigated individually. Prior to the 1980s, most
nations used divers to investigate suspected mines and disarmed those that
they found. The inherent dangers involved with such operations inspired
the West to investigate safer mine-hunting methods. The United States
reportedly employed specially trained mine-hunting dolphins in Vietnam
and the Persian Gulf, a method that remains controversial to this day. As
the Cold War drew to a close, however, most Western nations, including the
United States, relied increasingly on remote underwater robotic systems to
detect mines.
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Sailors on board the U.S. Navy minesweeper Mockingbird
(AMS 27) deploy an acoustic hammer box prior to com-
mencing minesweeping operations in Korean waters. 
The long-serving minesweeper helped pave the way for
amphibious landings such as Inchon and Wonsan. (Naval
Historical Center)



Mine warfare figured prominently in four of the Cold War era’s hot wars:
the Korean War, the Vietnam War, the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, and the Iran-
Iraq War. The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea)
laid thousands of mines off its coast following the 1950 Inchon landing.
With America’s mine countermeasure units long decommissioned after World
War II, the United States reactivated the Imperial Japanese Navy mine-
sweeping units, including their crews, to sweep the mines protecting Won-
san and Hangnam. Egypt also laid thousands of mines during the 1967
Arab-Israeli War to close the Suez Canal and Sharm El-Sheik. American
mines completely closed Haiphong Harbor in the Democratic Republic of
Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) and other ports to shipping in 1973. The
agreement that ended the Vietnam War called for the United States to clear
out the minefields, a process that took more than two months. Several months
later, those same mine countermeasure units joined with Egyptian forces to
conduct the mine clearing and salvage effort that reopened the Suez Canal
after some eight years of closure. Mines were also a large concern during the
1991 Persian Gulf War.

Iranian-sponsored terrorist groups also resorted to the use of sea mines,
laying moored contact mines off Lebanon’s coast. Although not effective
militarily, Iranian mines embarrassed the United States, nearly sinking the
frigate USS Samuel B. Roberts on 14 April 1988. Lacking effective mine coun-
termeasure units that could operate in the Persian Gulf, U.S. forces had to
use the tankers they were escorting as ad hoc minesweepers. Two other U.S.
Navy units were damaged by mines during the Persian Gulf War, driving the
U.S. Navy to reinvest in new mine countermeasure technology.

Mines remain a major obstacle today. Their existence or suspected pres-
ence in a harbor or shipping lane can create an almost paralyzing effect on
shipping. Defeating naval mines and, perhaps more importantly, identifying
the perpetrators who laid them will be a critical naval mission well into the
future.

Carl O. Schuster
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Alleged shortfall of American intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) as
compared to those of the Soviet Union during the late 1950s. The alleged
missile gap turned out to be illusory. The popular idea of a missile gap be-
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tween the United States and the USSR began in earnest
after the Soviets’ October 1957 launching of the world’s
first orbiting satellite. While the debate on this matter
reached a crescendo in 1960, it had begun as early as 1956,
when Democratic Senator Stuart Symington charged that
the United States was lagging behind the Soviets in the
production of guided missiles. President Dwight D. Eisen-
hower’s administration denied the allegations, but the
Democrats refused to let the issue alone. In August 1957
the Soviet Union launched the world’s first ICBM and two
months later launched the first satellite, Sputnik 1, propelled
into space by a rocket.

Thus, to many Americans the Soviets seemed to have
taken the lead in rocket technology. This development pre-
sented not only a public relations problem for the Ameri-
cans but had national security ramifications as well. Now
the United States was faced with the potential of a Soviet
ICBM attack. This sense of technological inferiority and
vulnerability was further increased by the findings of the
1957 Gaither Committee. Among other things, the Gaither
Report argued that the missile gap not only existed but
that it was expected to widen, with the Soviets moving
well ahead of the Americans in missile and rocket tech-
nology. Worse yet, National Intelligence Estimate (NIE)
reports seemed to support this evaluation, concluding that
the Soviet Union had the capability to manufacture 100
ICBMs in 1960 and some 500 more during 1961–1962.
However, these figures were based on nothing more than
pure speculation.

President Eisenhower tried to downplay Sputnik 1 and the Gaither Re-
port’s findings, but public reaction was one of fear and outrage. Furthermore,
the matter became a partisan political issue, as the Democrats seized upon it
as a way to attack the president and the Republican Party for “complacency.”
Hard-line Democratic Cold Warriors saw these developments as proof that
the Eisenhower administration had not been spending enough money on
national defense. In fact, the Eisenhower administration had spent a great deal
of money on developing guided missiles, especially the Titan, Thor, Polaris,
and Minuteman, but did so cautiously, seeking to find a middle ground
among defense spending, domestic spending, and balanced budgets.

Even when the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) presented to Eisen-
hower ominous estimations of the prospects of Soviet missile programs, the
president remained unconvinced. The missile gap debate reignited in 1958,
with the publication by Hanson W. Baldwin, military commentator for the
New York Times, of the book The Great Arms Race: A Comparison of Soviet and
U.S. Power Today, which criticized Eisenhower’s reaction to Sputnik 1. This
reinforced some voices coming from the Pentagon that were still warning of
a missile gap and calling for increased defense spending. Another influential
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The second full-powered Atlas intercontinental ballistic
missile to be tested leaves its launching pad at the Missile
Test Center at Cape Canaveral, Florida, 2 August 1958.
(Bettmann/Corbis)



voice that joined the fray was that of the prominent journalist Joseph Alsop,
who charged that the Soviet Union “will have unchallengeable superiority
in the nuclear striking power that was once our specialty.” Alsop blamed
Eisenhower.

The reaction to the column was striking, especially given the upcoming
1958 congressional elections. Eisenhower then launched a countercampaign
in which he asserted that no missile gap existed and that the United States
still led in the missile race. However, his efforts failed to convince the public.
The missile gap furor helped the Democrats retake both houses of Congress
in the November 1958 elections. Now the Democrats were poised to push
through higher defense appropriations and by doing so to embarrass the
president. Indeed, in 1959 Congress voted for a larger defense budget than
that requested by Eisenhower.

The controversy did not end there. Among those convinced that the mis-
sile gap did exist was Massachusetts Democratic Senator John F. Kennedy.
He partially conducted his 1959 senatorial reelection campaign using the
missile gap as proof of Republican bungling. Kennedy easily won a second
term, but he continued his crusade concerning the gap after reelection,
although it appears that much of his evidence of a missile gap came from
Alsop’s columns on the matter and not from any hard intelligence sources.

Predictably, the missile gap proved to be a major issue in Kennedy’s
1960 presidential campaign, in which he attempted to portray his opponent,
Vice President Richard M. Nixon, as being soft on defense spending and
communism. While Kennedy agreed with Eisenhower that the United States
was militarily stronger than the Soviet Union, he was also convinced that the
U.S. missile program was lagging behind that of the Russians, which would
pose grave consequences for the future. Reportedly, Eisenhower had fairly
reliable intelligence evidence—much of it gathered by clandestine U-2 recon-
naissance overflights of the Soviet Union—suggesting that the United States
actually possessed superiority over the Soviets vis-à-vis ICBMs. But national
security imperatives bound him to secrecy. Kennedy won a perilously thin
victory over Nixon in the 1960 presidential election. Once Kennedy became
president, he quickly learned the truth: the missile gap was nothing more
than a myth.

Kennedy did not, however, immediately reveal his knowledge about the
missile gap. The controversy was quietly resolved during a February 1961
press conference by Kennedy’s secretary of defense, Robert McNamara,
who casually mentioned that there was no missile gap. With that, the subject
sank into relative obscurity. In fact, Kennedy’s national security policy was
conducted on the basis that the United States enjoyed considerable strategic
nuclear superiority over the Soviet Union. Some historians claim that this
reality informed the outcome of the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.

David Tal
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Defensive missile system capable of intercepting and destroying incoming
enemy ballistic missiles while in flight. Military planners began to envision
antiballistic missile (ABM) systems during World War II when the Germans
employed their V-2 rocket against London and other Allied targets. The im-
portance of fielding a capability to defeat enemy missiles was significantly
strengthened by the postwar development of intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles (ICBMs) armed with nuclear warheads.

Both the United States and the Soviet Union worked to develop ABM
systems in the 1950s, generally using modified surface-to-air missile systems,
such as the U.S. Army’s Nike Zeus. ABM systems were viewed as a means
of protecting valuable resources, including critical military forces and major
cities, from destruction. As the technological challenges and cost of ABM oper-
ations became apparent and the size of strategic nuclear forces increased, the
United States focused primarily on research and development and on im-
proving early warning capabilities, relying on the deterrent effect of a strong
nuclear retaliatory force to maintain security from nuclear attack. The Soviet
Union deployed a limited system, the Galosh, around Moscow in the early
1960s and retained protection of the capital throughout the Cold War.

In the late 1960s, the United States announced that it would proceed
with the Sentinel system to protect American cities from a limited attack by
the Chinese. This system was eventually shifted to cover missile fields
under the Safeguard program in an effort to gain greater stability for nuclear
deterrence. Because of its high cost and technological glitches, Safeguard
was only operational at one site in North Dakota for five months beginning
in October 1975, although its Perimeter Acquisition Radar was integrated
into the national early warning and attack assessment system. Concern over
sustaining a stable deterrence posture was reflected in the 1972 Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty that was negotiated along with the Strategic Arms Limitation
Treaty (SALT I), which limited the United States and the Soviet Union to
only two ABM sites (further limited to a single site each in a 1974 follow-up
protocol).

Missiles, Antiballistic 1363

Missiles, Antiballistic



President Ronald Reagan’s administration sought to move away from
the complete vulnerability to nuclear attack inherent in the mutual assured
destruction (MAD) doctrine and to use new technological capabilities to
build a national missile defensive system. This proposed system, called the
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), eventually became known as “Star Wars”
due to components that relied on space-based platforms and new types of
weapons such as x-ray lasers to destroy missiles. Reagan argued that an oper-
ational ABM system would make nuclear missiles obsolete. After the collapse
of the Soviet Union in 1991, the SDI concept was scaled back, although
research and development efforts continued and options for protection against
limited attacks, especially accidental launches or strikes by rogue states, be-
came the justification for continuing to develop an ABM capability.

Jerome V. Martin
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Unmanned, aircraft-like missile systems designed to carry a warhead to a sur-
face target. Cruise missile designs emerged during World War I, but the first
effective operational system was the German V-1 Buzz Bomb used during
World War II. After World War II, jet-propelled cruise missiles were devel-
oped as delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons, allowing strikes at night and
in all weather conditions and removing concerns over aircrew survivability.
The U.S. military developed a series of surface-to-surface systems such as the
U.S. Air Force’s intercontinental-range Snark (briefly operational in 1961) and
the shorter-range theater nuclear systems Matador and Mace. These systems
and the navy’s Regulus missile for ship- or submarine-to-shore strikes were
replaced by ballistic missiles and aircraft-delivered weapons that offered ad-
vantages in survivability, accuracy, and flexibility over the early land-based
cruise missiles. The Soviet Union also developed a number of cruise missile
systems for surface-to-surface theater delivery of nuclear weapons but also
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used cruise missiles in a broad range of ship-, submarine-,
and aircraft-launched roles during the 1950s and 1960s.

The U.S. and Soviet militaries both developed cruise
missiles for aircraft delivery against strategic targets. Ex-
amples of such systems included the Soviet AS-3 Kangaroo
and the U.S. Air Force Hound Dog missile in the 1960s. As
a strategic weapon, cruise missiles extended the range of
manned bombers and could suppress enemy defenses and
complicate the defensive plans of the adversary. In the
1980s, the U.S. military fielded a new generation of nuclear
air-launched cruise missiles (ALCM) that extended the
useful life of the B-52 bomber. The U.S. Navy also fielded
a nuclear submarine-launched cruise missile called the
Tomahawk, which was eventually deployed in a conven-
tional land-attack version that was also installed on surface
ships.

Cruise missile systems initially involved primarily
nuclear warheads, but conventional warheads were increas-
ingly used as guidance capabilities improved. A key non-
strategic mission was antiship attack, fielded in land-,
ship-, submarine-, and air-launched systems. These cruise
missiles provided smaller naval forces and coastal defen-
sive positions the ability to challenge larger navies. The
Egyptian Navy, using Soviet-made Komar-class boats and
Styx ship-to-ship missiles, demonstrated the antiship poten-
tial of cruise missiles by sinking the Israeli destroyer Eilat
in 1967, history’s first loss of a ship to a guided missile.

The final significant nuclear role for cruise missiles
in the Cold War was the mid-1980s U.S. deployment of
mobile ground-launched cruise missiles (GLCM), based on the Tomahawk
submarine-launched missile, to bases in Britain and on the European conti-
nent in response to the Soviet deployment of the SS-20. Combined with the
deployment of the Pershing II ballistic missile, the GLCM deployment
contributed to arms control negotiations that resulted in the Intermediate-
Range Nuclear Forces Treaty and the removal of GLCM, Pershing II, and
SS-20 systems from Europe. Conventional cruise missiles grew in capability
and importance during the 1980s. Their increasingly important role was ably
demonstrated during the 1991 Persian Gulf War.

Jerome V. Martin
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A BGM-109 Tomahawk cruise missile launched from the
U.S. Navy destroyer Merrill, March 1983. (U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense)
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Long-range, land-based, rocket-propelled ballistic missiles capable of carry-
ing one or more conventional or nuclear warheads. The intercontinental
ballistic missiles (ICBMs) deployed by the United States and the Soviet
Union during the Cold War, along with the manned bomber and submarine-
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), made up the strategic nuclear triad of
these two superpowers. China later also developed ICBMs.

The land-based ICBMs offered survivability and quick delivery of nuclear
weapons over long distances. Throughout the Cold War, the accuracy, relia-
bility, and flexibility of ICBM systems continuously improved. At the peak
of the Cold War in 1984, the United States maintained 1,054 ICBMs deployed
in underground silos, while the Soviets possessed 1,398 ICBMs deployed in
silos and in rail- and road-mobile systems.

Development of the ICBM began shortly after the end of World War II.
ICBMs are normally defined as long-range missiles that can attack targets
located great distances from their launch sites. In 1966, the Air University
Aerospace Glossary defined ICBMs as those missiles with a range of 5,000
miles or more. Other sources have defined the ICBM as a missile with a
range of 1,500–2,000 miles. The ICBMs deployed during the Cold War were
configured with nuclear warheads.

Initial missile programs, especially in the United States, focused more
on air-breathing, jet-powered cruise missiles than ballistic systems. By the
late 1940s, however, both the United States and the Soviet Union had deter-
mined that ballistic missiles were better for long-range attack missions
because flight times, survivability, and accuracy were much better than they
were for slower, aerodynamic vehicles. By 1953, the development of smaller,
lighter thermonuclear weapons made it possible to construct long-range mis-
siles capable of delivering nuclear payloads. The earliest systems were com-
plicated liquid-fueled missiles that employed liquid oxygen and kerosene
or storable hypergolic chemicals (fuel and oxidizer that ignited and burned
when mixed without a separate igniter) as propellants. The first versions
were deployed on soft, above-ground launchers that required anywhere from
fifteen minutes to several hours to prepare for launch. They were guided by
ground-based radio guidance systems that limited the number of missiles that
could be launched at a single time. The first U.S. operational ICBM system,
the Atlas D, was a 75-foot-long missile weighing more than 250,000 pounds.
It was housed in either above-ground gantries or ground-level concrete struc-
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tures, known as coffins, with three missiles and one guid-
ance system at each complex. The first American ICBM
attained nuclear alert (ready) status in October 1959.

Inertial guidance systems replaced the radio systems
early in the life of ICBMs, with only the Atlas D and Titan
I deployed with radio guidance. The inertial system was
more accurate and reliable than radio guidance and allowed
missiles to be based individually, providing a higher sur-
vivability scenario during a nuclear exchange. The early
U.S. liquid-fueled cryogenic missiles were expensive to
maintain, had low reliability, and were not exceptionally
accurate. These systems, the Atlas and Titan I, carried
single four-megaton nuclear warheads. The United States
was quick to replace these missiles with the solid-fueled
Minuteman missile, and by 1965 all Atlas and Titan I mis-
siles were removed from service, to be replaced by the
Minuteman and the hypergolic-fueled Titan II.

These new systems were easier to maintain and re-
quired far fewer missile combat crew members and main-
tenance personnel to keep them on alert. They were also
much more survivable, with hardened silos scattered over
wide areas, and were accurate to within a few hundred feet
of the target. The United States maintained a force of
fifty-four Titan II missiles, each with a nine-megaton war-
head, on alert from the early 1960s to the mid-1980s. The
Minuteman, which was developed in three versions (I, II,
and III), first came on alert in 1962.

By 1967, 1,000 Minuteman missiles were on alert at six U.S. bases. The
Minuteman I and II had single warheads of about 1.1 megatons, while the
Minuteman III featured a multiple independently targeted reentry vehicle
(MIRV) system equipped with up to three warheads of either 170 or 340 kilo-
tons of yield. The entire force of Minuteman and Titan II missiles could be
launched in a matter of minutes after the decision to execute was made. In the
late 1980s, 50 Minuteman missiles at F. E. Warren Air Force Base, Wyoming,
were replaced by 50 Peacekeeper missiles, a larger system that could carry up
to ten 300-kiloton warheads capable of hitting ten different targets.

The Soviets developed more varieties of missiles than did the Ameri-
cans, early on relying on both cryogenic and hypergolic storable propellant
systems. As with the United States, the Soviet Union quickly realized that the
cryogenic systems were slow to launch and hard to maintain, but, unlike
the United States, Russia concentrated on ICBM designs in the 1960s through
the 1980s that featured storable liquid-fueled systems, with missiles deployed
both in underground silos and in mobile launchers. The first Soviet ICBM,
the SS-7 (known to the Soviets as R-16), employed storable propellants and
was first put on alert on 1 November 1961.

The Soviets were slower to adopt solid-fueled ICBMs but replaced their
second- and third-generation liquid-fueled missiles with systems similar to
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Launch of an Atlas missile from the U.S. Air Force Missile
Test Center, Cape Canaveral, Florida, on 20 February
1958. (U.S. Air Force)



the Minuteman and Peacekeeper systems. Soviet warheads were generally
in the 1-megaton range, but two Soviet ICBMs (the SS-9 and SS-18) carried
enormous 25-megaton warheads. In 1984, at the peak of the Cold War, the
Soviets had 1,398 ICBMs deployed, including 520 SS-11s, 60 SS-13s, 150
SS-17s, 308 SS-18s, and 360 SS-19s.

China tested its first missile in 1960 but did not complete development
and testing of an ICBM until 1980. China’s first ICBM was liquid-fueled.
China did not develop a solid-fueled ICBM until the early 1990s. Compared
to the United States and the Soviet Union, the Chinese have maintained a
very small ICBM force, with most of the emphasis on countering the threat
posed by the Soviet Union rather than any threat by the United States.

Strategic arms limitation and reduction agreements between the United
States and Russia resulted in a significant reduction in the number of ICBMs.
The United States reduced its force to only 500 Minuteman III missiles,
which will eventually have only one warhead apiece. All Minuteman II mis-
siles were removed and the silos destroyed at three bases between 1994 and
1998, and Peacekeeper missiles were removed between 2002 and 2007. At the
end of 2002, the Russians maintained a force of 709 ICBMs, a mix of SS-18,
SS-19, SS-24, SS-25, and SS-27 liquid- and solid-fueled missiles in silos or
mobile launchers.

Charles G. Simpson
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Longer-ranged missiles designed for use within a specific theater of war.
Intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) are generally defined by their
range, which is approximately 1,500–3,000 nautical miles (NM). This is
compared to medium-range ballistic missile (MRBM) systems of 600–1,500
NM and intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) of 3,000–8,000 NM. Early
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IRBM systems were developed by the United States and
the Soviet Union for all-weather and night-delivery nuclear
capability, complementing aircraft and cruise-missile deliv-
ery systems for nuclear strikes. IRBM nuclear capability
was an important component in theater planning, but
these systems were also designed to be a backup for ICBM
systems, which posed a greater technological development
challenge in the 1950s and early 1960s.

The United States developed and deployed two
IRBM systems in the 1950s, the U.S. Air Force’s Thor and
the U.S. Army’s Jupiter. The Jupiter missiles were placed
at bases in Italy and Turkey as part of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) force structure, and the Thor
missiles were operated by the Royal Air Force from sites
in the United Kingdom. The U.S. systems were quickly
made obsolete by advances in ICBM forces, but they were
retained for deterrence effect and as symbols of American
commitment to the defense of Europe. The Soviets also
developed and fielded a series of IRBM systems during
the 1950s. These systems, designated SS-4 (often classified
as MRBMs) and SS-5, provided an early nuclear delivery
capability and remained part of the Soviet force structure
into the 1980s, when they were replaced by the SS-20. The
Chinese and the French also developed and deployed
IRBM systems as part of their nuclear force structures.

IRBM systems played a central role in the Cuban Missile Crisis of Octo-
ber 1962. Soviet IRBMs were placed in Cuba in 1962 in an effort to enhance
the delivery capability against the United States, precipitating the most
dangerous standoff of the entire Cold War. After the Soviets removed their
missiles from Cuba, the Americans removed their Jupiter missiles from Italy
and Turkey in a publicly unacknowledged trade-off and an expedient elimi-
nation of obsolete weapons. The Thor missiles were also removed from
Britain in 1963.

The U.S. military moved away from land-based IRBMs in the 1960s, turn-
ing to submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) and long-range aircraft
for deep theater nuclear delivery capabilities, complemented by shorter-
range tactical nuclear weapons. The Soviet military retained its IRBM capa-
bilities throughout the Cold War because of the proximity of targets and its
strategy for nuclear employment in theater operations. Soviet modernization
of its IRBM force with the much more accurate and multiwarhead-capable
SS-20 missiles in the late 1970s resulted in a brief arms race in Europe, as the
United States responded with the deployment of Pershing II ballistic mis-
siles and ground-launched cruise missiles to counter the potential first-strike
capability of the new Soviet missile force. The U.S. deployment of new
nuclear delivery systems in Europe resulted in considerable political protest
and resistance, but the move produced arms control discussions with the So-
viets that led to the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty. The

Missiles, Intermediate-Range Ballistic 1369

Launch of a Thor intermediate-range ballistic missile, 
23 November 1981. (U.S. Department of Defense)



INF Treaty, signed in 1987, eliminated all theater nuclear delivery systems
in Europe with ranges between 270 and 3,000 NM.

Jerome V. Martin
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American intermediate-range ballistic missile (IRBM) system. The Pershing
II missile was the culmination of the Pershing missile program begun in
1956. The Pershing II system was a nuclear-capable tactical army support
weapon deployed in the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Ger-
many) for use by both the U.S. Army and the German Air Force. Manu-
factured by the Martin Marietta Corporation, the Pershing II relied upon
cutting-edge radar guidance technology, which rendered it the most accurate
tactical missile of its time. Each missile was 34 feet long, weighed 16,500
pounds, had a range of 1,100 miles, and was armed with a single W-85 maneu-
vering reentry vehicle (MARV) thermonuclear warhead of 5–50 kilotons
variable yield.

The Pershing II served as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) frontline deterrent in the event of a Warsaw Pact conventional or
nuclear attack against Western Europe. The missile was also designed to
counterbalance new Soviet Russian SS missile systems that became opera-
tional in the late 1970s. The Pershing II was successfully tested in 1977, and
NATO approved its deployment in February 1979.

NATO’s deployment announcement drew immediate criticism from
Germany’s Green Party and other European antinuclear organizations. Large
demonstrations were held throughout Western Europe to protest the place-
ment of the Pershing II missiles. There were also smaller protests in the
United States. Nonetheless, the first Pershing II missiles arrived in West Ger-
many in December 1983 and were fully operational two years later. In 1985
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a Pershing II exploded, killing three people and injuring fourteen more, and
this spurred more angry European protests.

In 1987, President Ronald Reagan signed the Intermediate-Range Nu-
clear Forces (INF) Treaty with the Soviet Union. All IRBMs with a range of
between 300 and 3,400 miles were thereby abolished, ending the Pershing II
missile program.

J. A. Menzoff
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The U.S. Army launches a Pershing II missile from Cape Canaveral, Florida, on a long-range flight down the Eastern
Test Range on 2 June 1983. (U.S. Department of Defense)
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U.S. Navy submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) carried in nuclear-
powered submarines. The SLBM system constituted the initial seaborne leg
of what became America’s nuclear triad and was part of its nuclear deterrence
strategy. This strategy called for the United States to have a survivable
nuclear retaliation capability in order to deter a potential Soviet first strike.
Bombers and land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) in hard-
ened silos provided the other legs of the triad, each with its particular ad-
vantages and disadvantages. The submarine-based element offered stealth,
denying the Soviets knowledge of the number and locations of the embarked
missile systems. It was a sound enough strategy, but the Polaris leg was almost
scrapped.

The U.S. Navy of the 1950s favored cruise missiles over
ballistic missiles. Cruise missiles were cheaper and easier
to install on ships and submarines, and the technology was
already well understood. However, ballistic missiles offered
more range, greater accuracy, and faster response times, and
perhaps more importantly, there was no known defense
against ballistic missiles at the time. By 1956, the U.S. Navy
began to examine the challenges of installing a missile sys-
tem aboard ships and submarines. The initial proposal to
install Jupiter missiles was rejected because of the dangers
of storing the missiles’ liquid-oxygen oxidizer component
in an enclosed hull for any significant period of time. Solid
rocket fuel was the chosen option, and the primary con-
tractor, Lockheed, concentrated on developing new and
more powerful solid rocket fuels for the project. The first
test flight took place in 1959, and the Polaris missile entered
service aboard the U.S. Navy submarine George Washington
in 1960. The first improved model, the A-2 Polaris, became
operational in 1961. It had a range of 1,700 nautical miles
and could deliver a single 800-kiloton nuclear warhead
within 3,800 feet of the target.

To save money, the navy chose to modify an attack
submarine design to carry the missiles. It recognized early
that diesel-electric submarines lacked the range and oper-
ational capabilities to be effective ballistic-missile plat-
forms. Research and development experience with early
nuclear-powered submarines had demonstrated that they
had the power to support the missile system and the under-
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Lockheed Missile and Space Division engineers lower a
Polaris missile into a fiberglass sleeve aboard the ballistic
missile submarine George Washington at Port Canaveral,
Florida, in 1960. Lockheed aided the U.S. Navy in its
preparation for submerged launchings on the Atlantic Mis-
sile Range during the Cold War. (Naval Historical Center)



water endurance to prevent the Soviets from detecting the launch platform.
Hull testing with the Albacore had also indicated the best hull form. Navy
engineers took the design for the new class of attack submarines with an
Albacore hull and simply inserted a missile compartment to hold sixteen Polaris
missiles. Thus was born the George Washington–class of nuclear-powered
ballistic-missile submarines. Close coordination between the missile and
submarine design teams precluded any major problems with construction.
The lead submarine unit was completed in time to join the missile test pro-
gram in late 1959.

The Polaris missile system was the cornerstone of the U.S. Navy’s bal-
listic missile system throughout the 1960s, not leaving service until 1974. It
was the first missile to be fired from a submerged submarine and the first to
use a cold-launch system. That is, a missile’s rocket engine did not ignite
until after it left the launch tube. A compressed-air slug lifted the missile out
of the tube and above the ocean’s surface. The rocket engine ignited after
the missile broke the ocean’s surface. That system saved the navy the chal-
lenge, expense, and dangers of containing a rocket ignition within the sub-
marine’s hull. It proved reliable in service and has been the standard method
for all submarine-launched missiles developed during and after the Cold War.

Carl O. Schuster
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The UGM-73 Poseidon C-3 submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM)
served as the primary sea-based nuclear weapon in the U.S. nuclear triad
from its initial operational date in 1971 until its replacement by the Trident
C-4 SLBM in the early 1980s. A direct successor to the Polaris A-3 missile,
the Poseidon was a two-stage, solid-propellant missile weighing 65,000
pounds, with a firing range of approximately 2,500 nautical miles. Thirty-
four feet long and 72 inches in diameter, the Poseidon was 10 percent longer
and 40 percent wider than its forerunner. However, advancements in fire-
control and shock-attenuation systems enabled it to be housed and fired
from Polaris launch tubes.

A single Poseidon missile carried up to fourteen of the Mk-3 reentry
vehicles, each with a 50-kiloton thermonuclear payload. This capability
marked a substantial advantage over the three 200-kiloton warheads carried
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on the Polaris. Although not a major leap in terms of overall kilotons, the
Poseidon’s greatest advantage over its predecessor was the ability to target
its warheads against geographically distinct targets, using a system known as
multiple independently targeted reentry vehicle (MIRV). The advent of
MIRV technology in the Poseidon and its land-based counterpart, Minute-
man III, altered the national nuclear strategies of both the United States and
the Soviet Union, most notably by convincing each country of the ultimate
futility of developing costly antiballistic missile (ABM) systems. This real-
ization was codified by the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty that emerged
from the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT I) of 1969–1972.

The first Poseidon missile was launched from a test pad at Cape Ken-
nedy, Florida, on 16 August 1968, with the first submerged launch com-
pleted from the U.S. Navy submarine James Madison on 17 July 1970. The
James Madison deployed with sixteen operational Poseidon missiles in March
1971, initiating a class of fleet ballistic-missile submarines distinguished from
its precursor Lafayette-class by the ability to carry the Poseidon, although
eventually all Lafayette-class submarines were retrofitted to accommodate
Poseidon as well. Beginning in 1979, Ohio-class submarines carrying the
Trident C-4 (later D-5) missile began to replace the James Madison and
Lafayette classes, with the last Poseidon submarine decommissioned in
September 1992. Over the course of its operational lifetime, the Lockheed
Missile and Space Company produced approximately 620 Poseidon UGM-73
missiles.

Robert G. Berschinski

See also
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty; Missiles, Antiballistic; Missiles, Polaris; Missiles,

Submarine-Launched Ballistic; Nuclear Arms Race; Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks and Treaties; United States Navy

References
Gibson, James N. Nuclear Weapons of the United States: An Illustrated History. Atglen,

PA: Schiffer, 1996.
Spinardi, Graham. From Polaris to Trident: The Development of U.S. Fleet Ballistic Mis-

siles. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994.

The submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) was the most secure leg
of the American and Soviet Cold War nuclear triads, the other two compo-
nents of which were land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs)
and manned bombers. SLBMs were effectively the United Kingdom’s sole
strategic nuclear weapon system after 1968 and one of two French weapons
systems. Initially armed with comparatively small single warheads having
low accuracy when first deployed in the 1950s and 1960s, SLBMs became
increasingly accurate and powerful throughout the Cold War period.
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The primary advantage of the SLBM over other de-
livery nuclear systems was derived from the comparative
invulnerability of its submarine launch platform. In theory,
a nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) was
secured by its nearly silent operation and an endurance
limited only by its crew’s capacity to stay at sea.

The development of the SLBM overcame daunting
technological challenges including concerns over proper
guidance, warhead size, and underwater launches. Unlike
land-based missiles, the dynamic launching point of the
SLBM demanded the development of sophisticated iner-
tial guidance systems that could mark the weapon’s pre-
cise launch point. Furthermore, most SLBMs used stable,
solid fuels, both for safety at sea and to guarantee the ability
to launch without vulnerable missile-fueling time. Addi-
tionally, limited space and weight required the development
of comparatively efficient warheads. Finally, underwater
launching avoided the time and vulnerability entailed in
surfacing.

The world’s first fully effective SLBM to overcome all
these obstacles, the U.S. Polaris A-1 missile, grew out of
the U.S. Navy’s early postwar ambivalence about nuclear
weapons. The navy’s initial position, which found full ex-
pression during the 1949 Revolt of the Admirals (when the
U.S. Air Force had sole delivery capability) was that atomic
weapons were ruthless and barbaric. This position abruptly changed in the
early 1950s as atomic weapons were first deployed on carrier-borne aircraft
and the navy’s Regulus cruise missile. The February 1955 Killian Report’s
recommendation to push forward with both sea- and land-based intermediate-
range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) gave the necessary impetus to the develop-
ment of an SLBM. After an initial flirtation with a solid-fueled version of the
U.S. Army’s Jupiter missile, the navy’s Special Projects Office pursued the
Polaris program beginning in late 1956. After surmounting numerous tech-
nological obstacles and sixty-two test launches, including the first under-
water launch on 20 July 1960, the Polaris became operational at the end of
that year with sixteen missiles aboard the SSBN George Washington. The
Polaris A-1 was capable of carrying a 600-kiloton (kt) warhead with a firing
range of 1,200 miles.

The Polaris A-1 was supplemented in 1962 by the Polaris A-2, which had
a slightly longer range, allowing for Mediterranean operation, and a larger
warhead. The Polaris A-3, which became operational in 1964, was the first
multiple reentry vehicle (MRV) system. The A3 had three 200 kt warheads,
providing strike capability against projected Soviet antiballistic missile (ABM)
technology, and a range of 2,500 nautical miles. The Poseidon C-3 SLBM,
deployed in 1971, used ten 40 kt warheads in a multiple independently tar-
geted reentry vehicle (MIRV) designed to overwhelm Soviet ABMs around
Moscow and came equipped with increased accuracy providing very limited
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capability against hardened targets. The final iterations of U.S. SLBMs, the
Trident C-4 and Trident II D-5, deployed in 1979 and 1989, respectively,
provided the hard-target kill capability that had been long sought-after.

Soviet SLBM development followed a similar track but lingered several
years behind equivalent U.S. technology. The first Soviet SLBM, the liquid-
fueled SS-1b, a modification of the land-based SS-1 Scud, could only be fired
from a surfaced submarine and had a range of only 90 miles. Follow-on sys-
tems in the 1960s, including the SS-N-6 IRBM, could be fired while sub-
merged and carried megaton-range warheads but were liquid-fueled and
grossly imprecise, with accuracies measured in kilometers. The next decade
saw intercontinental range (SS-N-8) and MIRV development (SS-N-18).
Only in the 1980s did the Soviets deploy technologically equivalent solid-
fueled missiles, the SS-N-17 and SS-N-20.

While France developed its own domestic solid-fueled SLBMs from
the 1970s on, Britain adopted the U.S. Polaris in the late 1960s. After indige-
nously adapting the Polaris warhead in the Chevaline Program to defeat
Soviet ABMs, Britain again turned to the United States in the 1980s with
the purchase of the Trident SLBM. The only other SLBM-armed nation, the
People’s Republic of China (PRC), deployed a solid-fueled, single-warhead
weapon in the late 1980s.

The principal effect of SLBMs on nuclear strategy was to provide the
technological means for a credible last-ditch deterrent. In the United States,
the low accuracy and small warheads of the earliest missiles pushed the navy
in 1957 to advocate finite deterrence, which called for maintaining only a
small and secure second-strike capability, a role for which the Polaris was
perfectly suited. Although this idea did not become the basis of deterrent
policy, SLBMs formed the most secure (if least accurate and slowest react-
ing) leg of the American and Soviet nuclear triads. Their relative economy,
compared to manned bombers and ICBMs, provided France and Britain
with a sufficient nuclear deterrent, in the latter’s case as the only operational
strategic system after 1969. However, in reality these advantages were offset
by relatively low accuracy and yield. Furthermore, SSBN maintenance re-
quirements would have found a substantial number of them in port, vulner-
able to surprise attack.

Edward Kaplan
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French political leader and president of France (1981–1995). Born in the town
of Jarnac near Cognac (Charente), France, on 26 October 1916, François Mit-
terrand studied at the Sorbonne and the École Libre des Sciences Politiques
in Paris, earning degrees in law and political science.

Mitterrand began his military service in 1938 and was a sergeant when
World War II began. Wounded in May 1940 during the Campaign for France,
he was taken prisoner by the Germans but after several attempts escaped at
the end of 1941. He then made his way to Vichy, where he found a position
on the Commission for War Prisoners. In 1943 he joined the Resistance, claim-
ing that Vichy’s anti-Semitism left him no choice. Under the nom de guerre
of Morland, Mitterrand became a Resistance leader.

After the war Mitterrand founded and headed an
organization of former prisoners and deportees. He also
took up journalism and politics, joining the small centrist
Democratic and Socialist Union of the Resistance (UDSR).
Although he lost his first election attempt in 1946, shortly
thereafter he won election to the Chamber of Deputies
from Nièvre in Burgundy, holding that seat until 1958. In
1947 he became the youngest cabinet minister in a century
as minister of veterans’ affairs. He went on to serve in
eleven different governments during the Fourth Republic
as minister of overseas territories (1950–1951), of the inte-
rior (1954–1955), and of justice (1956–1957). After 1953 he
also headed the UDSR.

Mitterrand’s service in so many different cabinets
earned him the reputation of a political opportunist, but he
opposed the return to power of Charles de Gaulle in 1958,
charging that it was a coup d’état and a threat to demo-
cracy. Mitterrand failed to win election in 1958, but the
next year he was elected both to the Senate and as mayor
of Château-Chinon in Burgundy. He won election to the
National Assembly in 1962 and thereafter until 1981.

Mitterrand ran unsuccessfully for the French presi-
dency in 1965 as the candidate of the moderate Left and
secured communist support in the second round of ballot-
ing. He then capitalized on his strong election showing to
organize the Federation of the Democratic and Socialist
Left (FGDS) for the 1967 legislative elections. The FGDS
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included his new party, the Convention of Republican Institutions (CIR),
which won 192 seats, reducing the Gaullist majority to 6 seats. However, the
FDGS disintegrated in the Gaullist June 1968 landslide that followed the
Events of May, and Mitterrand did not run for the presidency in 1969.

Mitterrand then merged his own CRI with the Socialist Party (PS) and,
despite his own lack of socialist credentials, assumed the leadership of the
PS in 1971. He again ran for the presidency in 1974 but lost by a single per-
centage point to Valéry Giscard d’Éstaing. Meanwhile, in 1977 the socialists
broke with the communists, enhancing Mitterrand’s position as a moderate.

Mitterrand won the French presidential election of May 1981, ending
twenty-three years of conservative control. He then called a general election
in which the PS won an absolute majority in the new assembly. As president,
Mitterrand carried out a sweeping legislative agenda. He nationalized major
industries and financial institutions; raised worker benefits and reduced the
workweek to thirty-six hours; increased the minimum wage and benefits
for single mothers, retirees, and the handicapped; established a ministry of
women’s rights; liberalized abortion rights; and abolished the death penalty.
He also increased defense spending with the creation of a rapid reaction force
and the modernization of the nation’s nuclear strike force. France also con-
tinued nuclear testing. Sharply increased government spending, however,
created great budget deficits and an economic turndown, forcing Mitterrand
into an austerity program in 1982 and decreased social spending.

In foreign affairs, Mitterrand supported European integration. He also
backed Britain in the 1982 Falklands War, and he established a close work-
ing relationship with U.S. President Ronald Reagan. Mitterrand’s state visit
to Israel in 1981 was the first by a French president.

The 1986 legislative elections produced a Gaullist majority and forced
Mitterrand to name rightist Jacques Chirac as premier. The resulting cohab-
itation, as it came to be known for a socialist president and a Gaullist premier,
worked surprisingly well and pleased the French electorate. Mitterrand con-
centrated on international affairs, only occasionally intervening in domestic
issues. He defeated Chirac in the 1988 presidential elections, winning 54
percent of the vote.

Mitterrand concentrated on foreign policy issues, including the Maas-
tricht Treaty, construction of the cross-Channel tunnel with Britain, and sup-
port for both the 1991 Gulf War, in which French military forces participated,
and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) intervention in Bosnia.
Mitterrand was also much interested in building and transforming the Paris
skyline with such pet projects as the new d’Orsay Museum, the renovation
of the Louvre Museum, and the construction of the Bastille Opera and La
Défense, much to the dismay of many traditionalists. His second presiden-
tial term also brought scandal, including fresh controversies over his wartime
record and revelations of a daughter by a longtime mistress. Consumed by
prostate cancer, Mitterrand resigned the presidency in May 1995 and died in
Paris on 8 January 1996.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Congolese politician and dictator (1965–1997). Born Joseph Désiré Mobutu
on 14 October 1930 in Lisala in the former Belgian colony of the Congo
(Zaire), Mobutu Sese Seko was educated in Belgian missionary schools. Ex-
pelled from school in 1950, he served in the colonial army during 1950–1956.
After he left the service, he became a journalist for the L’Avenir news journal.

Mobutu was appointed army chief of staff by the
Congo’s first prime minister, Patrice Lumumba, in 1960. On
14 September 1960, after a showdown between Lumumba
and President Joseph Kasavubu, Mobutu announced that
he was neutralizing both leaders by launching a coup. Not
yet strong enough to form his own government, he grudg-
ingly accepted Kasavubu as president. Relations between
Mobutu and Lumumba steadily worsened, however, and
Mobutu was among those who plotted the assassination of
Lumumba in January 1961.

Following Lumumba’s murder, Mobutu remained out
of the political limelight for several years while consolidat-
ing his power base behind the scenes. On 25 November
1965, he staged a second coup, bringing him to sole power.
He formed his own political party, the Mouvement Pop-
ulaire de la Révolution (MPR, Popular Movement of the
Revolution); outlawed all other political parties; and dealt
harshly with opponents.

As part of his national authenticity movement, Mobutu
changed the name of the Congo to Zaire in 1971 and
changed his own name to Mobutu Sese Seko the following
year. In a bid to rid Zaire of colonial influences, he man-
dated that all citizens drop their Christian names in favor
of Africanized ones. As head of state Mobutu promised
stability and order, and although there was little internal
dissent during his repressive reign, rebellions in the Shaba
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Province during 1977–1978, which were brutally repressed, demonstrated that
serious opposition to his rule existed.

Only those loyal to Mobutu served in the civil administration; most were
susceptible to bribery, cronyism, and corruption. Nevertheless, Western aid,
especially from the United States and Belgium, filled Mobutu’s coffers, and
he obliged with strong pro-Western, anti-Soviet policies. But he also had an
independent streak; he shrewdly catered to the West by taking advantage of
Cold War rivalries while maintaining his own cult of personality at home.

Mobutu ruled for thirty-two years as an iron-fisted autocrat, years that
have become known as the kleptocracy based on evidence that he stole
billions of dollars from his own people. Under the guise of Zairianization,
Mobutu nationalized between 1,500 and 2,000 foreign-owned industries and
channeled the profits from these to his own personal accounts. Not surpris-
ingly, rural areas and the nation’s vast peasantry remained wholly neglected.

After the Cold War wound down in the early 1990s, the United States
tried to push Mobutu to accept political and economic reforms. He was
reluctant to do so and found himself alone facing the rebel forces of Laurent
Kabila. In the meantime, the country’s economy was in shambles, and Mobutu
was powerless to reverse the economic slide. In May 1997 he was forced to
relinquish power and was expelled from the country by Kabila’s forces.
Mobutu died in Rabat, Morocco, on 7 September 1997.

Lise Namikas
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Premier of the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany). Born
on 27 January 1928 in what is now Jasenitz, Poland, Hans Modrow served in
the German Army during World War II. He was interned as a prisoner of war
in 1945.

Released in 1949, Modrow joined the new Socialist Unity Party (SED)
that dominated the government of East Germany. Political work in Berlin
led to his appointment in 1973 as first secretary of the Dresden Communist
Party organization, where he gained a reputation for honesty. He migrated
toward the reform wing of the party in the late 1980s and refused to suppress
the public protests that emerged in Dresden in 1989. When Willie Stoph
resigned as premier on 13 November 1989, Modrow took his place at the head
of the government, hoping that he could sustain the East German govern-
ment through reform.
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Modrow’s regime did not last long. Internally divided and under pres-
sure to unify with the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany),
Modrow’s government allowed the first—and last—free elections in East Ger-
many. Modrow lost the election to Lothar de Maizière, who had been a mem-
ber of Modrow’s cabinet from November 1989 to January 1990. It was thus
Maizière who oversaw the process of reunification.

Modrow, however, continued on in politics as a member of the reformed
communist party, the Party of Democratic Socialism (PDS). He was elected
to the parliament in 1992 as a representative from Berlin, a PDS stronghold.
Despite being found guilty in 1993 of election fraud committed during the
Dresden municipal elections of May 1989, he went on to win election as a
member of the European Parliament in 1998. Modrow still holds that post
and, since 2003, serves as honorary chairman of the PDS.

Timothy C. Dowling
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Presently known as the Republic of Moldova, during the Cold War it was
known as the Moldavian Soviet Socialist Republic (MSSR) and was one of
the fifteen constituent republics of the Soviet Union. Moldavia covers 13,100
square miles and is sandwiched between Ukraine to the east and Romania to
the west. In 1945 the population of Moldavia was approximately 2.2 million
people.

Moldavia became part of the Russian Empire during the Napoleonic Wars
in May 1812 and was renamed Bessarabia. In 1918 Moldavia was reunited
with Romania but was annexed by the Soviet Union in June 1940, in accor-
dance with terms of the German-Soviet Nonaggression Pact of 23 August
1939. Upon annexation, Moldavia’s southern counties were ceded to Ukraine,
thus cutting off its access to the Black Sea, while a part of the former Soviet
Autonomous Republic of Moldavia (created by Moscow in October 1924)
merged with Moldavia.

In order to integrate Moldavia into the Soviet system, the country was
subjected to a process of deliberate denationalization. In 1941 an estimated
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250,000 Moldavians were forcibly relocated to the Russian steppes. Other
forced deportations occurred during 1944–1964. Moscow colonized Moldavia
with ethnic Ukrainians and Russians, with some 250,000 of them immigrat-
ing to Moldavia during 1946–1953. Romanians always considered Moldavians
as ethnically and culturally Romanian, but to justify the Moldavian annex-
ation, the Soviets argued that Moldavian inhabitants were a distinct ethnic
group. To emphasize this premise, Moscow insisted that the Moldavian
language—which in its spoken form is indistinguishable from Romanian—
be written in the Cyrillic alphabet. The Soviets also reinterpreted Moldavian
history by falsely linking its culture with that of Russia. In the economic
sphere, the main trends in Moldavia involved agricultural collectivization
and the establishment of state farming cooperatives along with the acceler-
ated development of state-owned industries.

Although local government did exist in Moldavia, most important deci-
sions were made in Moscow. Even the Communist Party of Moldavia was
merely a branch of the all-union government, and few Romanian Moldavians
attained high positions within it. Among the key figures in the party were Rus-
sians, Ukrainians, and Russified Transdnestrian Romanians. Among officials
were subsequent Soviet leaders Leonid Brezhnev and Konstantin Chernenko.

Following Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev’s reforms and driven by the
newly formed Popular Front of Moldavia, the republic government passed a
law on 31 August 1989 that made Moldavian the official language of the
MSSR, mandated the use of the Latin alphabet, and asserted its ties to Roma-
nia. In the aftermath of the failed August 1991 coup against Gorbachev, the
Republic of Moldavia declared its independence, which was then quickly
recognized by the international community.

Silviu Miloiu
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French socialist politician, minister for European Relations (1950–1951), and
premier (1956–1957). Born on 31 December 1905 in Flers (Orne), Guy Mol-
let, the son of a textile worker, graduated from the University of Lille and
then taught English at a Lycée in Arras. In 1921 he joined the French Social-
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ist Party (SFIO), becoming its regional secretary for the
Strait of Dover (Pas de Calais) in 1928.

Mollet joined the French Army at the beginning of
World War II and was wounded and captured by the Ger-
mans in 1940. Released in 1941, hereturned to Arras and
joined the French Resistance. Immediately after the war,
he was elected mayor of Arras, a position he held until his
death. He represented the Strait of Dover in both the 1945
and 1946 constituent assemblies.

In March 1946 Mollet was elected secretary-general of
the SFIO, a position he would hold until 1969. He served
in Premier Léon Blum’s government as minister of state
during 1946–1947. Mollet was appointed minister for Euro-
pean Relations in René Pleven’s cabinet during 1950–1951
and was vice premier in Henri Queuille’s government in
1951. Mollet was also French representative to the Coun-
cil of Europe and president of the Socialist Group. During
1951–1969, he served as vice president of the Socialist
International.

In January 1956 Mollet became premier of France. His
domestic program included improved old-age pensions
and annual paid vacations for workers. Although he pre-
ferred to deal in domestic issues, foreign affairs dominated
his tenure. In July 1956 Egyptian President Gamal Abdel
Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal. France joined Britain
and Israel in a military campaign to seize control of the
canal. The Suez Crisis turned out to be a fiasco for the par-
ticipants, as Britain, France, and Israel were forced to withdraw under heavy
pressure from U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower’s administration.
British Prime Minister Sir Anthony Eden was forced to resign, but Mollet
remained in power despite widespread opposition from within the SFIO
regarding his decision to send troops to Egypt.

Mollet also prosecuted the Algerian War to suppress nationalists there
led by the National Liberation Front (FLN). Unable to convince the National
Assembly to raise taxes in order to fund enhanced military operations in
Algeria, he resigned as premier in May 1957.

Mollet was among those French politicians who supported the return to
power of General Charles de Gaulle in the crisis of May 1958, and Mollet
backed de Gaulle’s subsequent constitutional reforms creating a more power-
ful executive. During 1958–1959 Mollet served in the interim de Gaulle
government as minister of state but broke with de Gaulle in 1962 in order to
work on building a viable left-wing opposition movement. Mollet never fully
embraced the demarche with the Communist Party that this would entail,
however.

Mollet retired from politics in 1969 when the SFIO was absorbed into
the Federation of the Democratic and Socialist Left. He died in Paris on
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3 October 1975. Mollet acquired a posthumous reputation as having been a
rightist machine politician who betrayed socialism by fighting Algerian inde-
pendence and supporting de Gaulle.

John H. Barnhill and Spencer C. Tucker

See also
Algerian War; Decolonization; De Gaulle, Charles; Eden, Sir Anthony, 1st Earl of

Avon; France; Suez Crisis

References
Codding, George, and William Safran. Ideology and Politics: The Socialist Party of France.

Boulder, CO: Westview, 1979.
Lefebvre, Denis. Guy Mollet: Le malaimé. Paris: Plon, 1992.
Simmons, Harvey G. French Socialists in Search of a Role, 1956–1967. Ithaca, NY: Cor-

nell University Press, 1970.

Soviet foreign minister (1939–1949, 1953–1956). Born Vyacheslav Skriabin
in the village of Kukarka, in Viatsk Province, on 9 March 1890, he attended
secondary school in Kazan and the polytechnic in St. Petersburg. In 1905 he
joined the Bolshevik faction of the Social Democratic Party, changing his
name to Molotov, which means “the hammer.” He participated in the 1905
Revolution. In 1909 he was arrested and sent into internal exile for two years.
Upon completion of his sentence, he moved to St. Petersburg, where he joined
the staff of Pravda and became a close friend of Josef Stalin, one of the edi-
tors of the Bolshevik newspaper. Arrested several more times, Molotov man-
aged to escape and was at large at the time of the Bolshevik Revolution in
November 1917.

Following the revolution, Molotov took charge of nationalization pro-
grams in various parts of Russia. In 1920 he became secretary of the Com-
munist Party of Ukraine and in 1921 secretary of the Central Committee of
the Russian Communist Party and a candidate member of the Politburo. In
1926 he became a full member of the Politburo and in 1930 premier. He slav-
ishly assisted Stalin in carrying out the massive purges of the party and armed
forces in the 1930s. Well known for his absolute loyalty to Stalin, Molotov’s
only sign of rebellion came in 1948 when he abstained from a Politburo vote
to arrest and imprison his wife.

In May 1939 Molotov replaced the internationalist Maksim Litvinov as
commissar for foreign affairs, an appointment that signaled Stalin’s intention
to seek accommodation with Nazi Germany. On 23 August 1939, Molotov
and German Foreign Minister Joachim von Ribbentrop signed the Soviet-
German Nonaggression Pact in Moscow that allowed Germany to invade
Poland and begin World War II. In November 1940 Molotov went to Berlin
to confer with German leaders about redefining German and Soviet spheres
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of influence, but the negotiations failed, and Germany
invaded the Soviet Union in June 1941.

During the war, Molotov helped develop the alliance
among the Soviet Union, Britain, and France, and he
attended the Allied conferences at Tehran, Yalta, and Pots-
dam as well as the 1945 San Francisco Conference that
drafted the United Nations (UN) Charter. Stalin deter-
mined Soviet foreign policy, but Molotov implemented
it, usually taking an intransigent line in negotiations with
his Western counterparts for which he earned the nick-
names of “Stonebottom” amd “Old Iron Pants.” Clashes
between Molotov and U.S. President Harry S. Truman at
Potsdam helped set the tone for the Cold War.

Molotov was the chief architect of Soviet control over
Eastern Europe, and he took a hard line toward the West.
He also took a leading role in the Soviet effort to develop
an atomic bomb. The Molotov Plan, the Soviet counter-
part to the Marshall Plan, bore his name. Molotov also
took a hard line toward Yugoslavia that led to the break
between that nation and the Soviet Union in 1948. He
continued as foreign minister until 1949, when he was
demoted following the so-called Leningrad Affair in which
doctors and party officials implicated in the plot to kill
Andrei Zhdanov were purged. There is absolutely no in-
dication that Molotov was ever involved in any effort to
unseat Stalin.

Following Stalin’s death in March 1953, Molotov was reinstated as for-
eign minister. He supported early accommodations in the Cold War, such as
the armistice in Korea and the 1954 Geneva Conference ending the Indo-
china War. There were sharp limits to his concessions to the West, however.
He soon clashed with Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev and his policy of
peaceful coexistence with the West, leading Khrushchev to dismiss him as
foreign minister in June 1956. In June 1957 Molotov was expelled from the
Politburo and the Central Committee and from his government posts. For
the next five years, he held such unimportant posts as ambassador to Mon-
golia (1957–1960) and Soviet representative on the International Atomic
Energy Agency in Vienna (1960–1961). His implacable opposition to Khrush-
chev led the latter to expel Molotov from the Communist Party in 1962.
Molotov then retired on a modest pension to a small Moscow apartment. He
remained in disgrace until Konstantin Chernenko rehabilitated him in 1984.
Molotov died in Moscow on 8 November 1986.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Soviet proposal to organize and fund the economic recovery and reconstruc-
tion of its East European satellite states through a series of bilateral agree-
ments. Prompted by and a counterproposal to the 1947 Marshall Plan, the
1947 Molotov Plan was an attempt to prevent Central and East European
states from accepting U.S. Marshall Plan aid. The Molotov Plan was also
designed to bind the region more closely to the Soviets. Named for Soviet
Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov, the plan led to the 1949 establishment
of the Council of Mutual Economic Assistance (Comecon).

When U.S. leaders unveiled the Marshall Plan in June 1947, they made
it clear that the program would be open to all European nations, not just
those in Western Europe. At the same time, they predicated participation in
the plan regarding full cooperation and full disclosure, which they knew the
Eastern bloc was unlikely to do. Initially, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and
Poland as well as the Soviet Union had exhibited interest in participating in
the Marshall Plan. After Molotov left the 1947 Paris Conference, however,
the Soviets balked at the plan’s guidelines and feared that participation in it
would open Eastern Europe to Western influence. Thus, they withdrew from
the negotiations and forbade their satellites from signing on to the program.

Molotov subsequently alleged that the Marshall Plan was a disguise for
U.S. dominion over Europe and the reintegration of Germany into the capi-
talist camp. Because of the attractiveness of the Marshall Plan and the dire
economic situation in Central and Eastern Europe, an alternative proposal
from the Soviet Union became a political necessity. In early 1948 East Euro-
pean states, including Bulgaria and Romania, concluded bilateral treaties of
friendship, cooperation, and mutual assistance with the Soviet Union. In Jan-
uary 1949 they became member states of Comecon, which was established to
carry out the economic, ideological, and political integration of Soviet bloc
nations.

Bernhard Seliger
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Landlocked Central Asian nation of 604,207 square miles, about the size of
the U.S. state of Alaska. Mongolia, with a 1945 population of approximately
7.74 million people, is bordered by Russia to the north and the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) to the south. Mongolia was a strategic buffer as
well as a potential battlefield between the PRC and the Soviet Union during
the Cold War. Mongolia and the PRC’s Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region
were originally one unified state, which became part of imperial Qing China
during the seventeenth century in two stages. Inner Mongolia referred to the
southern half of this formerly unified Mongolian state, while the northern
part became Outer Mongolia.

Following the anti-Qing revolution in October 1911, both Outer and
Inner Mongolia declared their independence. Inner Mongolia’s indepen-
dence was short-lived, however; it was retaken by the new Chinese leaders,
the Guomindang (GMD, Nationalists), who proclaimed the Republic of
China (ROC) on 1 January 1912. GMD troops also tried to reoccupy Outer
Mongolia but were driven out in 1921, a result of the Russian Bolsheviks’
assistance to the Outer Mongolian independence cause. On 11 July 1921 the
Outer Mongolians regained their independence and in 1924 proclaimed the
Mongolian People’s Republic (MPR), with power resting in the hands of
the Soviet-sponsored Mongolian People’s Revolutionary Party (MPRP). The
country was renamed Mongolia, as it is known today. Backed by the Soviet
Union, Mongolia’s independence was twice reaffirmed by the successors of
Qing China: in January 1946 by the ROC and in October 1949 by the PRC,
removing the Chinese threat of redeeming Mongolian sovereignty.

Owing to its geographical location, Mongolia’s foreign policy direction
was entirely shaped by the Sino-Soviet relationship. During the period of
Sino-Soviet harmony throughout the 1950s, Mongolia was able to maximize
its national interests. Through the 1946 Mongolian-Soviet Treaty of Friend-
ship and Mutual Assistance and the 1952 Sino-Mongolian Agreement on
Economic and Cultural Cooperation, Mongolia gained a vast labor supply
as well as economic, material and technical assistance. With Soviet approval,
Mongolia followed the PRC’s lead in building up its international status. In
1955, Mongolia pledged to support the PRC’s Five Principles of Peaceful
Coexistence, first publicized in the Bandung Conference, in developing diplo-
matic relationships with noncommunist developing-world nations. In 1961,
Mongolia gained United Nations (UN) membership.

As the Sino-Soviet split crystallized in the early 1960s, Mongolia’s
buffering role was enhanced when the PRC and the Soviet Union competed
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over the country. In 1960 the PRC concluded with Mongolia the Treaty of
Friendship and Mutual Assistance, and in 1962 the China-Mongolia Border
Treaty delimited formal boundaries and resolved territorial disputes. On the
other hand, the Soviet Union renewed and replaced the 1946 treaty with a
twenty-year treaty in 1966. This treaty contained a defense clause, enti-
tling Mongolia to Soviet defense assistance in case of an external invasion,
implicitly referring to the PRC. Mongolia chose to side with the Soviet
Union, owing in part to the Soviets’ record of assistance in its independ-
ence movement and in part to the renewed fear of a PRC push to reclaim the
lost Outer Mongolia, a perception stemming from the Cultural Revolution
(1966–1976).

In accordance with the 1966 treaty terms, in 1967 the Soviets began to
deploy troops in Mongolia with the aim of shifting the Soviet defense line
southward along the Mongolian-PRC border. When the Sino-Soviet split
culminated in a serious border incident in March 1969 along the Amur and
Ussuri Rivers, the Soviet Union had already stationed a total of four divisions
of ground troops (two tank and two motorized) and unspecified air force
units in Mongolia. Some of them were equipped with intermediate-range
ballistic missiles with nuclear and chemical warheads, targeting the PRC’s
nuclear installations in the western province of Xinjiang.
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Parade in Mongolia, January 1962. Posters are of the leader of the Mongolian Revolution, Sukhe Bator (left), and Karl
Marx (right). (Time Life Pictures/Getty Images)



Although the border conflict ended in September 1969, the likelihood that
Mongolia would become a battlefield for a Sino-Soviet nuclear confrontation
remained high. The Soviet Union continued its deployment in Mongolia. In
1970, a coordinated air system was created in Mongolia to control about
1,000 Soviet combat aircraft stationed there. This military presence ensured
Mongolia’s consistently pro-Soviet and anti-PRC foreign policy until the
mid-1980s, when Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev decided to restore Sino-
Soviet relations and withdraw troops from Mongolia. Free of Soviet pressure,
Mongolia normalized its relationship with the PRC at the end of 1986 and
established normal ties with the United States in January 1987.

In terms of domestic politics, Gorbachev’s political and economic lib-
eralism unleashed the MPRP’s political opponents, who championed more
democracy. Inspired by the Tiananmen Square protests of spring 1989, the
prodemocracy and anti-MPRP Mongolians staged a series of demonstrations,
beginning in December 1989 and ending in the MPRP’s fall from power in
March 1990. In July 1990, a multiparty election was held that created a coali-
tion government.

In January 1992 a new constitution came into force, replacing the People’s
Republic with a hybrid parliamentary-presidential state. The new constitu-
tion forbade the presence of foreign troops, ensuring the true independence
and sovereignty of Mongolia.

Law Yuk-fun
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U.S. covert operation, begun in 1961, to overthrow the Cuban government
and assassinate Cuban leader Fidel Castro. Following the failed April 1961
Bay of Pigs invasion, communications between Castro and Soviet Premier
Nikita Khrushchev increased dramatically. Castro requested additional Soviet
military support, and the Kremlin acted on his appeal. Within a year, Mos-
cow had approved a $148 million arms package, although Khrushchev stalled
the support.

After a clandestine meeting between Richard Goodwin, President John F.
Kennedy’s representative to the Inter-American Economic and Social Council
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in Uruguay, and Ernesto “Che” Guevara on 22 August 1961 in which Good-
win laid out ways that Cuba could improve relations with the United States,
he reported that he saw Guevara’s views as a sign of a deteriorating Cuban
economy and impatience with Moscow. As a result, various U.S. agencies
began discussing programs to sabotage the Cuban economy, and Kennedy
began exploring options to eliminate Castro. Kennedy’s brother and attorney
general, Robert Kennedy, did not want to involve the Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) because of the Bay of Pigs debacle. In November 1961, he ap-
proached President Kennedy with a plan that would establish an interagency
project against Cuba that would not rely on CIA experts. On 30 November,
President Kennedy named Brigadier General Edward Lansdale chief of oper-
ations for the project.

The interagency committee, known as Special Group, included Robert
Kennedy and Treasury Secretary C. Douglas Dillon. The inclusion of Ken-
nedy and Dillon changed the group’s name to the Special Group Augmented
(SGA). SGA members were CIA Director John McCone, National Security
Advisor McGeorge Bundy, Alexis Johnson from the State Department,
Roswell Gilpatric from the Defense Department, General Lyman Lem-
nitzer of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and General Maxwell D. Taylor. Also in
attendance at meetings, although they were not members, were President
Kennedy, Secretary of State Dean Rusk, and Secretary of Defense Robert
McNamara.

In February 1962, Khrushchev finally agreed to provide arms support to
Cuba after receiving intelligence reports that the White House was planning
to destroy Castro.

Lansdale devised a two-phase plan to implement Operation MONGOOSE.
The plan included paramilitary, sabotage, and political propaganda programs.
The SGA ordered an intensification of sabotage and intelligence activity,
while President Kennedy continued to waver on the necessity of military
action. Without the support of U.S. forces, the stability of Operation MON-
GOOSE began to weaken. Instead, the CIA turned to the Mafia for assistance
in assassination plots, and Lansdale used his experience in psychological
warfare to devise strategies for propaganda. Plans for sabotage and counter-
intelligence included the injection of untraceable poison into Castro’s favorite
brand of cigars, the poisoning of Castro’s food and drinks, the retrofitting
of Castro’s fountain pen with a hidden needle capable of injecting a lethal
toxin, airdropping anti-Castro propaganda over Cuba, spraying a television
studio where Castro was about to appear with a hallucinogenic drug to
undermine his popularity, contaminating Cuban sugar, and counterfeiting
Cuban money and ration books.

In the spring of 1962, Robert Kennedy asked the SGA to consider the
role of the Soviet Union as a factor in determining the outcome of MON-
GOOSE. The group did not, however, act on this directive, as the idea of a
Soviet military base on Cuba was too remote too consider. Yet only a few
months earlier, Khrushchev had agreed to begin building up Cuban forces.
Ultimately, SGA’s nonchalance was a factor in the development of the Octo-
ber 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.
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Lansdale’s project was shut down in October 1962 following the Cuban
Missile Crisis, but similar CIA psychological warfare projects against Castro
continued well into 1963. These operations failed to win over a skeptical
Cuban population.

Lacie A. Ballinger
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French commissioner general for planning during 1945–1952, first president
of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) during 1952–1955, and
generally regarded as the father of European unity. Born on 9 November 1888
in Cognac, France, Jean-Omer-Marie-Gabriel Monnet was the son of a pros-
perous vintner. After joining the family business at age sixteen, he traveled
extensively in Great Britain, Europe, North America, and the Middle East.

During World War I, Monnet held various positions in the Allied pur-
chasing, shipping, and supply bureaucracy. From 1919 to 1922 he was deputy
secretary-general to the new League of Nations and was instrumental in
organizing an international loan that facilitated Austrian postwar economic
reconstruction. From 1923 until the late 1930s, he was a partner in various
American financial firms, raising further international European reconstruc-
tion loans in the 1920s and attempting to do the same in China for much of
the 1930s.

An early opponent of Adolf Hitler, from the 1938 Munich Agreement
until the defeat of France in June 1940 Monnet sought to facilitate major
French armaments purchases in the United States. After the fall of France,
he unobtrusively became a key member of the Washington-based British
Supply Commission, relentlessly lobbying President Franklin D. Roosevelt
and his administration for sharp increases in industrial war production and
enormously expanded aid to Great Britain. Monnet spent most of 1943 in
Algiers helping to organize a united front for France’s liberation including
both Vichy and Gaullist Free French forces, an organization that General
Charles de Gaulle soon dominated. Monnet returned to the United States in
October 1943 as France’s commissioner-at-large to negotiate presidential
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recognition of de Gaulle’s position, a formal Lend-Lease
agreement, and relief and reconstruction aid for liberated
France.

Returning to France in November 1945, as commis-
sioner general for planning Monnet speedily devised the
Monnet Plan for French economic revival and moderniza-
tion, a program driven by a mixture of democratic planning
and foreign economic assistance. Convinced that only full-
scale European cooperation would prevent future devas-
tating wars, from 1945 onward he quietly but relentlessly
crusaded for this, playing central roles in the establishment
in 1951 of the ECSC, of which he became the first presi-
dent, and its 1957 successor the European Economic Com-
munity (EEC), which ultimately evolved into the European
Union (EU). Monnet’s long-standing friendships with key
American officials including John Foster Dulles, John J.
McCloy, George W. Ball, and numerous others helped him
to win American support for these endeavors. From 1955
Monnet, universally considered the preeminent founder
of a unified Europe, headed the Action Committee for the
United States of Europe, working constantly to strengthen
existing institutions. Monnet died at Montfort-l’Amaury,
Yuelines, Ile de France, on 16 March 1979.

Priscilla Roberts
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Proposed in 1945 by French statesman Jean Monnet and implemented during
1947–1952, the Monnet Plan (Le Plan, or The Plan) was part of the post–
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Jean Monnet, an economist and diplomat, planned and
initiated much of the economic rebuilding and moderniza-
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World War II reconstruction of France and Western Europe. The Monnet
Plan anticipated American funding and from 1948 was financed by capital
made available to France under the Marshall Plan. Basically an arrangement
for industrial modernization, the Monnet Plan set goals for six basic eco-
nomic sectors: coal, iron and steel, electricity, cement, agricultural machinery,
and transport.

On 4 December 1945 Monnet, who as head of the French Supply Com-
mission coordinated imports from the United States to France under the
Lend-Lease program, submitted to General Charles de Gaulle, head of the
provisional French government, a set of proposals to modernize and rebuild
the French economy. The memorandum urged the linking of reconstruction
to modernization, with the ultimate goal of raising the French standard of liv-
ing and securing France a place in international affairs. Modernizing would
entail raising productivity in both industry and agriculture through improved
production methods and better equipment. The proposal also urged the
coordination of previously existing plans that covered individual sectors of
industry. Moreover, it demanded the collaboration of workers, citizens, and
industrialists.

Following adoption of Monnet’s proposals by the French Council of
Ministers, an executive order of 3 January 1946 authorized the establishment
of the Commissariat Général du Plan (Planning Commission) and the com-
mittees of modernization that were attached directly to the head of govern-
ment. Vertical committees were set up by sectors (e.g., iron and steel), and
horizontal committees were established to troubleshoot specific problems
(e.g., labor). Upon its establishment, Monnet became the head of the Com-
missariat. The newly established commissions prepared the first plan in 1946,
and it was adopted by the Council of Ministers on 14 January 1947.

Numerous past French projects had involved economic planning in the
interwar period. Only in the 1940s, however, did plans take the form of doc-
uments outlining objectives and the means to achieve them. The Monnet
Plan combined the economic traditions of liberalism with those of central
planning. The reconstruction of a neoliberal economic order relied on the
power of the state. Although political groups in postwar France agreed on
the necessity for economic recovery, they disagreed on the strategies to
achieve it. Acceptance of the Monnet Plan was dependent not so much on
domestic economic necessities but rather on the French government’s for-
eign economic objectives within Europe, especially vis-à-vis Germany. The
French government considered Germany’s economic weakness vital to the
successful restoration of France’s economic and political strength in Europe.
Paris considered unrestricted access to the coal and coke resources of the Ruhr
as critical to jump-starting French steel production. In this way, the Monnet
Plan was a forerunner of the 1950 Schuman Plan and the European Coal and
Steel Community (ECSC), which were designed to carefully monitor the
economic power of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany).

From its inception, the Monnet Plan anticipated American funding.
Hence, approval of the plan by U.S. policymakers was critical to its realiza-
tion. Previous professional commitments, among them his collaboration with
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the Lend-Lease administration, had helped Monnet create a network of con-
tacts with U.S. politicians and administrators. Assuming a prime role in the
bilateral French-American talks that resulted in the Blum-Byrnes Accords
(May 1946), Monnet promoted his modernization plan in Washington. For
President Harry Truman’s administration, the restoration and modernization
of France was part of the larger economic reconstruction of a democratic and
capitalist Western Europe that they hoped to enlist in the fight against Soviet
communism. The Truman administration, initially concerned with the plan’s
prioritization of heavy industry and its neglect of financial and monetary sta-
bility, endorsed the plan after timetable adjustments and the inclusion of
financial considerations had been made.

The Monnet Plan met almost all its goals, thanks in large part to Mar-
shall Plan assistance. The Monnet Plan restored French economic confidence
and encouraged the private sector to invest in new, more modern enterprises.
The lessons of the plan proved essential to Monnet and his advisors in con-
ceiving the Schuman Plan declaration of 9 May 1950, which paved the way
to the founding of the ECSC.

Brigitte Leucht
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One of two main factions in the Pan-African movement of the early 1960s, cre-
ated in May 1961 in response to the formation of the other leading faction, the
so-called Casablanca Group. The Monrovia Group was made up of twenty
African nations, including Nigeria, Ethiopia, Liberia, and Sierra Leone. In
general terms, it favored a less formal confederation of newly independent
African states and a more voluntary approach to participation in cultural and
economic exchange (and less socialism) than did the Casablanca Group.

In January 1961, Moroccan King Muhammad V invited the leaders of
Ghana, Guinea, Egypt, Mali, Libya, and the Algerian government-in-exile to
Casablanca to discuss African unity. This meeting was partly a response to
an earlier gathering in Brazzaville, Congo, the previous month. The so-called
Brazzaville Group promoted a loose confederation of independent African
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states, but not the kind of political integration supported by certain radical
forces on the continent, and supported United Nations (UN) intervention
in the crisis then plaguing the Congo. Furthermore, the Brazzaville members
had excluded those radical forces, specifically Ghana’s Kwame Nkrumah and
Egypt’s Gamal Abdel Nasser, and rejected Morocco’s claim to Mauritania,
which had recently sought UN recognition.

In response to this, Morocco’s ruler invited those same radical leaders to a
conference in the hope of gaining their support for his claims on Mauritania.
This meeting, which was dominated by the charismatic Nkrumah and Nasser,
promoted a strong political union for Africa’s newly independent states.
Specifically, it accepted in principle Nkrumah’s ideas of a United States of
Africa, based on the American model. It also favored socialist, centralized
economic planning; industrialization; and a continental defense structure. In
addition, the group recognized Morocco’s claim to Mauritania (to the delight
of their host), rejected the promotion of regional groups over a continental
confederation, supported Algerian independence and the withdrawal of UN
peacekeepers from the Congo, and declared Israel as “a base for imperialism.”

In keeping with the factionalism that marked the Pan-African move-
ment at this time, still another bloc was created in response to the formation
of the Casablanca Group. In May 1961, twenty African states (including the
members of the Brazzaville Group) gathered in the Liberian capital of Mon-
rovia to discuss African unity, but this group was considered more moderate
in its approach and intentions. The Casablanca Group was excluded as being
too radical and ambitious (particularly Nkrumah and Nasser), and with the
exception of Tunisia, North Africa was not represented.

Following the first Monrovia meeting, a war of words broke out between
the two factions, as the press and politicians from both sides accused the other
of being tools of imperialism or harboring secret designs to dominate the
continent. As a result, a general climate of mutual distrust ensued.

When a second meeting of the Monrovia Group was held in Lagos, Nige-
ria, in January 1962, the rest of the Casablanca Group refused to attend when
the Algerian government-in-exile was not invited. Over the course of 1962,
however, two of the main problems dividing the groups were resolved. Alge-
ria received its independence in July 1962, about the same time that the con-
flict for control in the Congo reached a resolution with the establishment of
a central government. Furthermore, by this time it had become increasingly
apparent that the two factions shared many goals, including the promotion of
independence for the remaining European colonies in Africa, nonalignment
in the Cold War, and some form of continental cooperation in trade and for-
eign policies.

After lobbying by such influential African leaders as Sekou Toure of
Guinea and Ethiopia’s Emperor Haile Selassie, the two groups finally came
together in a meeting of thirty-two African nations in May 1963 in Addis
Ababa, where they agreed to a compromise plan for achieving greater African
unity. The result was the creation of the Organization of African Unity
(OAU) and the demise of the Casablanca and Monrovia Groups.

Brent M. Geary

Monrovia Group 1395



See also
Africa; Africa, Soviet Interventions in; Africa, U.S. Interventions in; Decolonization;

Nasser, Gamal Abdel; Organization of African Unity

References
Addona, A. F. The Organization of African Unity. New York: World Publishing, 1969.
Esedebe, P. Olisanwuche. Pan-Africanism: The Idea and Movement, 1776–1991. 2nd ed.

Washington, DC: Howard University Press, 1994.
Mazrui, Ali A., ed. UNESCO General History of Africa VIII: Africa since 1935. Paris:

UNESCO, 1993.
Thompson, Vincent Bakpetu. Africa and Unity: The Evolution of Pan-Africanism. New

York: Humanities Press, 1969.

Italian Christian Democratic Party (DC) politician and prime minister (1963–
1968, 1974–1976). Born on 23 September 1916 in Maglie, Italy, Aldo Moro
attended the Archita High School in Taranto and in 1938 earned a degree in
law from Bari University. The following year he was named president of the

Catholic student organization Federazione Universitaria
Cattolica Italiana (FUCI), which he headed until 1942. In
1941 he began teaching law and politics at Bari University.

Moro was active from an early age in the DC and in
1946 was elected to the Constitutional Assembly, helping
to draft Italy’s new constitution. In the April 1948 elections
he was elected to the Chamber of Deputies and served as
undersecretary of the Foreign Ministry during 1948–1950.
In 1955 he was named minister of justice, a post he held
until 1957. During 1957–1958 he served as minister of edu-
cation, and in 1959 he was elected secretary of the DC,
the most powerful position in the party. At the same time,
he continued his university career, receiving an appoint-
ment at the Rome University in 1964 to teach law and penal
procedures.

In November 1963 Moro became prime minister, form-
ing a coalition government with the Socialist Party. He
led two other governments until 1968, a remarkably long
tenure by Italian standards. During 1970–1972 and again
during 1973–1974, he was foreign minister, returning to
lead yet two more governments during 1974–1976 (his
fourth and fifth).

As foreign minister, Moro was particularly active in
promoting the settlement of pending disputes with Yugo-
slavia and Ethiopia and was also committed to European
integration. While heading his fourth government, he was
also rotating president of the European Community (EC)
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Italian political leader Aldo Moro. A former premier and
Italy’s most influential politician, Moro was kidnapped
and his five bodyguards shot to death by six Red Brigade
terrorists in March 1976. Held for fifty-four days, Moro
was then executed. His body was found in the trunk of 
a car in Rome. The event touched off massive public
demonstrations in Italy. (Bettmann/Corbis)



and as such signed the Helsinki Final Act. He pursued a balanced policy
between the Arab countries and the West, hoping that Italy might avoid
becoming a battleground for terrorism from outside. In his domestic policies,
he favored the inclusion of the growing Italian Communist Party (PCI) in
the government.

As Italy was rocked by terrorism from both the extreme Right and Left,
Moro lent his name to another short-lived government from February to
April 1976. That July, he was elected president of the DC. On 16 March
1978, on his way to parliament, he was kidnapped by the terrorist organiza-
tion Brigate Rosse (Red Brigades). After fifty-four days in the Red Brigades’
so-called people’s prison, during which time Moro wrote several letters and
a long memorandum, members of the Red Brigades executed him on 9 May
when negotiations between them and the Italian government collapsed.
Moro’s body was found in an automobile in Rome.

Alessandro Massignani
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The Kingdom of Morocco is located in northwest Africa. It borders on the
Mediterranean Sea to the north, the Atlantic Ocean to the west, Western
Sahara to the south, and Algeria to the east. Morocco has an area of 172,414
square miles, slightly larger than the U.S. state of California. Until the early
twentieth century, Morocco was relatively isolated from spheres of Euro-
pean, Middle Eastern, or sub-Saharan African influence, resulting in a strong
Berber and Arab Islamic national character. During 1912–1956 Morocco was
a French and Spanish protectorate. Its 1945 population was approximately
8.5 million people.

Occupied by U.S. forces in November 1942, Morocco contributed ap-
proximately 350,000 troops to fight in the liberation of France and Western
Europe. Despite deep ties to France and the French culture, the Moroccan
people increasingly embraced nationalism. In January 1943, U.S. President
Franklin D. Roosevelt traveled to Casablanca, where he met with Winston
Churchill for ten days to plan strategy. At that time Roosevelt also met with
Moroccan Sultan Sidi Mohammed (1927–1961) and proclaimed American
support for Morocco’s eventual independence.

With growing nationalist sentiment in Morocco, the French govern-
ment exiled the sultan and his family, first to Corsica and then to Madagascar
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during 1953–1955. In the wake of the Indochina War and with the outbreak of
rebellion in Algeria in 1954, France granted independence to both Morocco
and Tunisia in 1956, although Spain continued to control the Western Sahara
region until the mid-1970s and still retains the small enclaves of Cuenta and
Melilla along the Mediterranean coast.

Returning from exile a national hero in November 1955, the sultan
became King Mohammed V upon independence on 2 March 1956. The king
was both the nation’s spiritual leader, as a direct descendent of the Prophet
Muhammad, and its political head of government. In this period, Morocco
maintained close ties to the United States.

Upon Mohammed V’s unexpected death in March 1961, his son, Crown
Prince Moulay Hassan, became king as Hassan II and ruled for the next four
decades until his death in July 1999. Hassan, while lacking the charisma and
unifying ability of his father, was nonetheless an effective leader, able to bal-
ance relations with the West, whose economic and political aid helped mod-
ernize his country, and the Middle East, whose Islamic heritage was his basis
for power.

Although the Moroccan government was ostensibly a constitutional
monarchy, in reality Hassan controlled nearly all sectors of government, in-
cluding the military. Strongly opposed to communism, he oppressed the
leftist Union Socialiste des Forces Populaires (Socialist Union of Popular
Forces) for much of the 1960s. Notwithstanding, Morocco enjoyed cordial
relationships with communist countries such as the Soviet Union and the
People’s Republic of China (PRC).

In 1970 a new constitution providing for a unicameral legislature came
into being, but this failed to placate political and military opponents of Has-
san’s centralized authority. Army elements led by General Muhammad Oufkir
staged two unsuccessful coups, one in July 1971 and another in August 1972,
that the king barely survived. To strengthen his position, Hassan embarked
on an effort to secure the Western Sahara. In November 1975 he called upon
200,000 of his countrymen to take part in the Green March, in which they
peacefully crossed into Western Sahara to demonstrate Moroccan determi-
nation to regain that territory, which historically had been part of Morocco.
Despite widespread international criticism, Morocco annexed the phosphate-
rich region upon its abandonment by Spain a few months later. This action
led to a protracted guerrilla war with the Saharawi resistance, known as the
Polisario. In this struggle, the United States supported Morocco, the result of
the long-standing alliance between the two countries. As part of this arrange-
ment, U.S. forces enjoyed access to bases in the country, although they re-
linquished control of their last air base in Africa, at Kenitra, to Morocco in
October 1978.

The early 1980s saw increasing domestic difficulties, including the cost
of war in Western Sahara, a sluggish economy, rising inflation, and a severe
drought. In 1981 these problems contributed to food riots in Casablanca
in which some one hundred people died. A $1.2 billion loan from the Inter-
national Monetary Fund (IMF), changes in the tax structure, improvements
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in agriculture, and increased revenue from trade and tourism ameliorated
many of these problems in the second half of the decade.

Hassan pursued a conciliatory foreign policy. In the 1980s he worked to
secure Arab recognition of Israel and an end to the Arab-Israeli conflict. In
July 1986 he held two days of talks on Palestinian issues with Israeli Prime
Minister Shimon Peres. Hassan also sought to improve relationships among
other Arab states as a result of the Cold War. In 1984 he organized the Islamic
Congress of Casablanca and created the Arabic-African Union with Libya.
During the 1991 Persian Gulf War, Morocco aligned itself squarely with the
United States and sent troops to defend Saudi Arabia.

During Hassan’s reign, literacy, women’s equality, and economic well-
being all increased substantially. The social and economic disparity between
urban and rural populations decreased through improved education, health
care, and communication. But rising Islamic fundamentalism posed difficult
challenges for Morocco in the late 1980s and early 1990s. These problems
continue to the present under the leadership of Hassan’s son and successor,
King Mohammed VI. Challenges include continued fighting in Western
Sahara, reducing constraints on private activity and foreign trade, and achiev-
ing sustainable economic growth.

Mark Sanders
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The so-called Green March into the Spanish Sahara, 6 November 1975. (Nogues Alain/Corbis Sygma)
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Summit meeting between U.S. President Richard Nixon and Soviet leader
Leonid Brezhnev during 22–30 May 1972, marking a historic turning point
in U.S.-Soviet relations with the first presidential visit to the Soviet Union
since the presidency of Franklin D. Roosevelt. Nixon’s nine-day summit
meeting with Brezhnev solidified the superpower détente, underway since
the late 1960s. Among the numerous agreements signed during the sum-
mit, the most important were the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic
Missile Systems (ABM Treaty) and the accompanying Interim Agreement
on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive
Weapons (Strategic Arms Limitation Agreement, SALT I Interim Agree-
ment). These agreements completed the first stages of the larger SALT
discussions.

Crucial to understanding the nature of the Moscow summit is the inter-
national situation in which it occurred. In the early 1970s, relations between
America and the Soviet Union improved dramatically because of the relax-
ation of tensions in Europe in the aftermath of the Soviet suppression of the
1968 Prague Spring in Czechoslovakia. In the spirit of détente, the Nixon
administration embarked on a policy of multilateral disarmament agreements,
such as the 1971 signing of the Seabed Treaty. Détente ultimately served not
only U.S. interests but also Soviet security interests. Despite relaxed ten-
sions in Europe, Asian events might have had a damaging effect on American-
Soviet relations. The 1971 India-Pakistan War and the Vietnam War were
additional irritants. To the Soviets, détente outweighed these concerns,
and a secret trip to Moscow by Nixon’s national security advisor, Henry
Kissinger, in April 1972 finalized the summit plans.

In addition to the fruitful Moscow discussions and daily signatures of
agreements between the conferees, Nixon made trips to Leningrad and Kiev
and gave a live radio-television address to the Soviet people. His address
highlighted the shared historical struggles of the two nations and reiterated
their mutual responsibilities as global superpowers. During the summit,
Nixon and Brezhnev discussed the status of the international community
and a plethora of bilateral issues in hopes of continuing and furthering
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détente despite the differing ideologies of the two super-
powers. The two leaders agreed that smaller third-party
states should not interfere with maintaining détente. Bi-
lateral negotiations included the limitation of strategic
armaments; commercial and economic agreements; coop-
eration in health issues; environmental cooperation; scien-
tific, educational, and cultural cooperation and exchanges;
and cooperation in space exploration. The results of these
negotiations provided the necessary framework for a joint
space venture in 1975, large U.S. grain sales to the Soviets,
and, most importantly, the SALT agreements.

The majority of the summit concentrated on the
SALT agreements. The Nixon administration had inherited
a legacy of outdated doctrines pertaining to U.S. nuclear
strategy. The antiquated policy of maintaining nuclear
superiority over the USSR was no longer practical. Thus,
through détente it was now possible to conduct negotia-
tions limiting the growth of the superpower nuclear arse-
nals. In a first step toward the realization of SALT, on
26 May Nixon and Brezhnev signed the ABM Treaty and
Interim Agreement. The ABM Treaty limited the deploy-
ment of antiballistic missiles for each nation to two sites.
The SALT Interim Agreement froze the number of inter-
continental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) possessed by each
country.

In a move to reaffirm both American and Soviet com-
mitments to détente, the two powers signed the Basic Prin-
ciples of Mutual Relations between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. This
document contained twelve principles and served to encapsulate the spirit of
the Moscow summit and the evolving superpower détente. Some of the
more important principles included the notion of peaceful coexistence and
the promise of future summit meetings.

Jonathan H. L’Hommedieu
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General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev of the Soviet Union
(left) and President Richard Nixon (right) shake hands in
Moscow during talks regarding the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty of 1972. The treaty was the first significant arms
limitation treaty between the United States and the Soviet
Union. (National Archives and Records Administration)



Summit meeting between U.S. President Ronald Reagan and Soviet leader
Mikhail Gorbachev held in Moscow during 29 May–2 June 1988. It was the
fourth such meeting between Reagan and Gorbachev since 1985. For Reagan,
the conference coincided with congressional hearings on the Iran-Contra
Affair. Because of this, some critics speculated that the president was trying
to divert attention from the scandal by creating a newsworthy achievement
at the meeting. The major accomplishment of the summit was the signing of
the already-ratified 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty
on 1 June 1988. It did not represent a breakthrough in arms control.

From the Soviet perspective, the 1988 summit greatly enhanced Gor-
bachev’s domestic and international prestige. This was because of the obvious
close relationship between the two leaders and Reagan’s international repu-
tation as an anticommunist hard-liner. Gorbachev’s heightened prestige gave
him important political capital, which was needed as he continued to move
forward with his perestroika and glasnost reforms.

The meeting was carefully crafted to focus on the INF Treaty. The
treaty had been forged at the December 1987 Washington summit meeting
between the two leaders and was approved by North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO) leaders in March 1988 and by the U.S. Senate on 29 May
1988. The treaty called for the destruction of 2,611 intermediate-range bal-
listic missiles (IRBMs) with flight ranges of 300–3,400 miles. Included in the
treaty were U.S. Pershing II missiles and ground-launched cruise missiles as
well as Soviet SS-4, SS-12, SS-20, and SS-23 missiles. It also specified very
detailed on-site inspection and verification procedures. In accordance with
the treaty, by 1991 both countries would have eliminated all intermediate-
range nuclear missiles.

The summit also resulted in a wide variety of smaller agreements. These
covered a spectrum of topics such as student exchanges, nuclear power
research, maritime rescues, fisheries, transportation, and radio navigation.
Typical of these agreements was the Bilateral Ballistic Missile Launch Agree-
ment. It called for both nations to inform the other no less than twenty-four
hours in advance of any ballistic missile launch.

During the summit, Gorbachev surprised the American delegation on
the first evening by handing Reagan a proposed joint declaration regarding
peaceful coexistence, which Reagan declined to endorse. The declaration
would have bound both countries to a pact of nonaggression and prohibited
the use of force to resolve disputes. Reagan’s advisors believed that the state-
ment was too ambiguous.

Analysts were surprised by the degree of progress made toward future
nuclear weapons reductions, as indicated by points of agreement on land-
based mobile missile systems and air-launched cruise missiles. However, the
conference revealed that the two nations were still far apart on other impor-
tant arms control subjects, such as sea-based cruise missiles and the Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI).
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In general, the summit was a success but did not produce any dramatic
or unexpected results. Gorbachev expressed his disappointment that oppor-
tunities for more dramatic progress had been missed. For his part, Reagan
continued to send a clear message regarding the importance of human rights
and political reform in the Soviet Union. Indeed, his meetings with Russian
religious leaders and Soviet dissidents underscored this point. A modest but
important accomplishment of the meeting was to provide an effective bridge
to future summits between Gorbachev and President George H. W. Bush.

Louis A. DiMarco
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Summit meeting between U.S. President Richard M. Nixon and Soviet Pre-
mier Leonid Brezhnev held during 27 June–3 July 1974 in Moscow and Yalta
during the period of détente between the two Cold War superpowers. One of
the major objectives and achievements of détente was to limit the ongoing
nuclear arms race. This was embodied in the 1972 Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks II (SALT) Treaty. The summer 1974 meeting was the first summit meet-
ing between the two leaders since June 1973, when Nixon hosted Brezhnev
in the United States. The meeting was a part of a continuing dialogue be-
tween the two countries designed to decrease tensions and foster greater
East-West cooperation.

Ultimately, the United States sought to move beyond the achievements
of SALT I and II to address the limitation of multiple independently targeted
reentry vehicles (MIRVs) carrying nuclear warheads. The Americans were also
interested in extending the five-year SALT I interim agreement that would
expire in 1977. Unfortunately, the last meeting between Nixon and Brezhnev
was overshadowed by U.S. domestic events, specifically ongoing congressional
investigations of the Watergate scandal, which would soon implicate Nixon.
In fact, Nixon’s domestic problems had become a factor in his motivation to
meet with the Soviet leader. The president hoped that a successful meeting
might distract the public’s attention from the growing Watergate crisis.
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The 1974 meetings took place in Moscow, Minsk, and Yalta. U.S. Secre-
tary of State and National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger accompanied
the president throughout the summit. Alexei Kosygin, head of the Council
of Ministers, and Soviet Foreign Minister Andrey Gromyko accompanied
Brezhnev. Although Nixon and Brezhnev got along famously on a personal
level, very little of substance was produced during the meeting beyond dis-
cussion of rather routine cultural, scientific, and economic exchanges.

The major achievement of the conference was the Threshold Test Ban
Treaty (TTBT), which limited the two nations’ nuclear weapons tests to a
maximum of 150 kilotons. The agreement also required advance notification
of nuclear tests and an exchange of data, making seismic test monitoring
possible. Another significant accomplishment was agreement on a formal
protocol to the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which reduced the
number of ABM sites allowed each country from two to one.

One of the reasons that the 1974 meeting did not produce major new arms
control agreements as some had expected was division within the Nixon
administration. This split concerned the effects that the SALT II Treaty
would have on U.S. offensive nuclear capability. The American military had
made great strides in MIRV technology in the two years since the SALT
negotiations began. Some people in Congress and the Pentagon did not want
that potential advantage negotiated away. Others, including Kissinger, did
not see any inherent value in achieving a strategic advantage in nuclear
weapons. This issue remained unresolved during the conference and thus
precluded any bold U.S. proposals in the area of arms control.

Nixon, facing impeachment by Congress in light of damaging evi-
dence that tied him directly to the Watergate scandal, resigned from office
on 9 August 1974. If he had hoped that the summit with Brezhnev would
convince the American people that his personal diplomatic skills were more
important than his abuse of power and criminal activity, he was mistaken.
Still, the June–July 1974 meetings were not a failure. The TTBT was finally
ratified by the U.S. Senate (after many modifications) in 1990. And protocols
were set for a miniconference on SALT II, to take place in November 1974.
Most importantly, the policy of détente was sustained and continued through
the Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter administrations.

Louis A. DiMarco
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Iranian nationalist and prime minister of Iran (1951–1953). Born on 19 May
1882 in Tehran to a prominent family, Mohammed Mossadegh studied at the
Institute of Political Science in Paris during 1909–1911 and earned his law
degree from the University of Lausanne, Switzerland, in 1913. The following
year he returned to Iran, and in 1917 he was named deputy finance minister.
He became finance minister in 1921 and foreign minister for a brief time in
1923. Later that same year, he withdrew from politics in protest over Shah
Mohammad Reza Pahlavi’s repressive and pro-British policies. For most of
the next two decades Mossadegh worked mainly in the private sector, and
his political forays were quite limited.

Mossadegh was elected to parliament in 1944 on the National Front
Party ticket and went on to lead a nationalist movement that sought to
remove British control over Iranian oil. He became prime minister in the
spring of 1951. His first actions in office were directed at enforcing the Iran-
ian parliament’s Oil Nationalization Bill, which called for seizing control of
the British-owned Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. His next battle was with the
shah over control of the military. Although the shah reigned over the nation,
his only constitutional power was direct control over the
nation’s armed forces. Mossadegh wanted control of the
military to be vested in the cabinet, a request that the shah
refused.

In 1952, Mossadegh resigned in protest but became
prime minister again within weeks, following popular up-
roar over his apparently forced resignation. Besides raising
the hackles of British oil interests, his socialist domestic re-
forms had begun to alarm the United States. An attempted
coup in March 1953 failed, as did a similar attempt on 16
August. Three days later, however, another effort to unseat
Mossadegh by force succeeded, with the backing and aid of
the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). On 20 August
Mossadegh was placed under arrest, and the shah, who had
fled several days earlier, returned to assume control of the
government. The shah now exercised sweeping authority.
Mossadegh was tried, convicted, and sentenced to three
years in prison. Upon his release, he remained under
house arrest until his death in Tehran on 4 March 1967.

Robert N. Stacy
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Iranian Premier Mohammed Mossadegh, ca. 1951.
(Bettmann/Corbis)
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British admiral, last British Viceroy to India (1947), and governor-general of
independent India (1947–1948). Born on 25 June 1900 into the British royal
family at Windsor Castle, London, as Louis Francis Albert Victor Nicholas of
Battenberg, his mother was a granddaughter of Queen Victoria. At age thir-
teen Mountbatten enrolled in the Royal Naval College, and during World
War I he served on ships prior to receiving his commission as a sub-lieutenant
in 1918. During 1918–1920 he attended Christ’s College, Cambridge Univer-
sity. In 1920 he resumed his naval career, being promoted to lieutenant com-
mander in 1928 and captain in 1937.

With the outbreak of World War II, Mountbatten saw combat at sea, was
recognized for valor, and was promoted to commodore (1941) and acting
vice-admiral (1942). He was named chief of combined operations in 1941, a
position that brought with it membership on the British Chiefs of Staff and
the joint Anglo-American Chiefs of Staff. In October 1943 British Prime Min-
ister Winston Churchill appointed Mountbatten supreme allied commander
in the Southeast Asia theater, a post he held until 1946.

With the end of the war, the British Labour govern-
ment moved to grant independence to India. Yet Indian
society had become increasingly polarized between Hindu
and Muslim nationalists. The Hindus wanted the new In-
dian state to be a single entity, while the Muslims wanted
the country divided into two nations, a predominantly
Hindu India and a predominantly Muslim Pakistan. In the
end, independent Indian and Pakistani states emerged in
1947. Mountbatten entered into this volatile situation in
1947 as the last viceroy of India. His task was to preside
over the absolute end of British rule in India and to bring
about the transition to independence in the most orderly
fashion possible. Scattered violence continued to mar the
independence process, however, and Mountbatten served
an additional year (1947–1948) as governor-general of
India. After first being named a viscount, he was named an
earl in 1948.

In 1948 Mountbatten returned to the Royal Navy, was
promoted to admiral in 1953, and served as 4th sea lord
and commander of the Mediterranean Fleet during
1952–1955. He became 1st sea lord in 1955, serving until
1959, and he was chief of the defense staff during 1959–
1965. In 1956 Mountbatten was promoted to admiral of
the fleet. He retired from the navy in 1965.
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On 27 August 1979 Mountbatten was assassinated by Irish Republican
Army (IRA) terrorists, who blew up his yacht in Donegal Bay, near his sum-
mer home in Sligo in the Irish Republic. His teenage grandson, another
youth, and his daughter’s mother-in-law were also killed, and several other
Mountbatten family members were seriously injured.

William T. Walker
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Southeast African nation covering 304,494 square miles, roughly twice the
size of the U.S. state of California. The Republic of Mozambique, with a 1945
population of approximately 6 million, borders on Swaziland to the south;
South Africa and Zimbabwe to the west; Zambia, Malawi, and Tanzania to the
north; and the Indian Ocean to the east. Portuguese navigator Vasco de Gama
explored Mozambique in 1489, and Portugal colonized the land in 1505.

Mozambique fell into ruinous conditions during 1500–1640 as Portugal’s
power waned. With limited Portuguese influence, Mozambique experienced
an extended period of sharecropping that kept most farmers in a state of serf-
dom. Also, from the mid-eighteenth to the mid-nineteenth centuries, large
numbers of Africans were shipped as slaves, mainly to the Macarena Islands
and Brazil. By 1891, political policies of the Portuguese shifted the admin-
istration of much of Mozambique to a large, private trading organization
known as the Mozambique Company, under a charter granting sovereign
rights for fifty years. The Mozambique Company was one of two concession
companies to which Lisbon entrusted the administration of Portuguese East
Africa, although it was controlled and financed mostly by the British. Because
policies in Mozambique were designed to benefit white settlers and the Por-
tuguese homeland, little attention was paid to national integration, economic
infrastructure, or education.

After World War II, Portuguese dictator António de Oliveira Salazar
insisted on holding on to Mozambique and the other Portuguese colonies. A
drive for Mozambican independence soon developed, and in 1962 several
anticolonial political groups formed the Front for the Liberation of Mozam-
bique (Frelimo), a leftist, anti-Portuguese guerrilla movement under the
leadership of Eduardo Mondlane.
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Mondlane helped initiate an armed campaign against Portuguese colonial
rule in September 1964. After ten years of sporadic warfare and Portugal’s
return to democracy, Frelimo took control of the capital city of Maputo in a
coup in April 1974. Within a year, almost all Portuguese colonists had de-
parted. Mozambique became independent on 25 June 1975.

Mondlane responded to Mozambique’s lack of resources and abysmal
economy by moving into alignment with Cuba and the Soviet Union. After
he was assassinated in 1969, Frelimo established a one-party Marxist state
under President Samora Machel. Racial violence soon ensued, and many
Europeans fled the country. Meanwhile, Frelimo banned private land owner-
ship, nationalized all industries, and put in place educational and health
reforms. The new government, sporadically supported by the Soviet Union,
was economically dependent on South Africa with its hostile apartheid gov-
ernment. It also had to fight the Mozambique National Resistance Move-
ment (RENAMO), an anticommunist political organization of guerrillas
sponsored by the white minority government of Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) and
financed by South Africa. In 1979 Rhodesia invaded Mozambique, igniting
even more violence that wrought havoc and killed scores of civilians.

In 1982, RENAMO launched a series of attacks on transport routes,
schools, and health clinics, and Mozambique descended into civil war. In
1984, the South African regime agreed to stop sponsoring RENAMO under
the Nkomati Accord if the Mozambican government expelled exiled mem-
bers of the African National Congress (ANC) residing there. The ANC was
a governing party in South Africa founded to defend the rights of the black
majority. However, South Africa continued funneling financial and military
resources to RENAMO until a permanent peace accord, the General Peace
Agreement, was reached in 1992. In the meantime, years of violence, civil
war, political instability, and gross government inefficiency all but ruined the
Mozambican economy. Indeed, in 1990 Mozambique was estimated to be
the world’s poorest nation.

In 1994 Mozambique held national elections, which were accepted by
most parties as free and fair. Frelimo won, under Joaquim Chissano, while
RENAMO ran as the official opposition. By the mid-1990s Frelimo, which
had cast aside its earlier Marxist leanings, had made progress on the economic
front by introducing free-market mechanisms, cutting inflation, and stabilizing
the currency.

Glen Anthony Harris
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Major armed conflict in southeastern Africa. After World War II, Portuguese
dictator António de Oliveira Salazar continued to believe that Mozambique
and other Portuguese overseas possessions should remain under Portuguese
control. In Mozambique, however, Eduardo Mondlane led a revolt against
Portugal. He also founded the Front for the Liberation of Mozambique (Fre-
limo), an anti-Portuguese liberation movement.

On 25 September 1964, Frelimo solders, with logistical assistance from
the surrounding population, attacked the Portuguese administrative post
at Chai in Cabo Delgado Province. This raid marked the beginning of the
struggle against Portuguese colonial rule in Mozambique. Although Mond-
lane was assassinated in 1969 and Salazar devoted considerable resources to
suppress the insurrection, colonialism in Mozambique collapsed in 1974.

When Mozambique finally declared its independence from Portugal in
1975, the leaders of Frelimo soon established an autocratic one-party state
allied with the Soviet bloc. Upon coming to power, they eliminated political
pluralism, religiously affiliated educational institutions, and the role played
by traditional societal authorities. In 1977, with a Marxist state firmly in place,
an anti-Frelimo political group came into being, known as the Mozambique
Resistance Movement (RENAMO). It received significant support and fund-
ing from the white minority government of neighboring Rhodesia (Zim-
babwe) as well as from South Africa and the United States. When in 1977
RENAMO launched a series of attacks on transport routes, schools, and
health clinics, the country fell into a full-fledged civil war.

RENAMO’s fighters sought to disrupt Mozambique’s communications
and transportation infrastructure in order to overthrow the Marxist govern-
ment. In this it had considerable success. Indeed, during most of the long
civil war that followed, the government was unable to exercise effective
control outside urban areas, and much of the countryside remained cut off
from the capital. The conflict gradually shifted to a guerrilla war. After Zim-
babwean nationalists took control of their country in 1980, RENAMO relied
primarily on South African support to wage a campaign against the Frelimo
government.

In 1983, Frelimo President Samora Machel (1983–1986), facing mount-
ing internal economic troubles, sabotage from neighboring South Africa,
and the side effects of the long Rhodesian Civil War, conceded that socialism
had failed in Mozambique and acknowledged the need for major political
and economic reforms. He then negotiated the Nkomati Accord with the
South African government, signed on 16 March 1984. Essentially a non-
aggression pact, the accord called for an end to Mozambique support for the
African National Congress (ANC) in South Africa and for South Africa to
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cease supplying RENAMO. Mozambique generally com-
plied with the agreement, but South Africa, engaged in
fighting a growing Marxist threat in the region, did not
abide by it and continued to supply the rebels. Thus, the
war continued.

In 1986 Machel, returning from an international meet-
ing in Zambia, died in a plane crash on South African ter-
ritory. The accident was attributed to error on the part of
the Soviet pilot, but there is still speculation that South
African authorities had a hand in it. Following Machel’s
death, Joaquim Chissano became president of Mozam-
bique. Chissano, who was one of the original founders of
the Frelimo movement, sought to continue the economic
and social reforms begun by Machel.

In 1990, with the apartheid regime crumbling in South
Africa and support for RENAMO waning in South Africa
as well as in the United States, the first direct talks began
between the Frelimo government and RENAMO. The
Italian government and Catholic Church officials served
as mediators and facilitators. In November 1990 a new
constitution was adopted in which Mozambique became
a multiparty state with periodic elections and guaranteed
democratic rights. On 4 October 1992 in Rome, President
Chissano and RENAMO leader Afonso Dhlakama signed
a peace agreement negotiated by the United Nations
(UN). It formally took effect on 15 October. A UN peace-
keeping force (ONUMOZ) supervised implementation of
the Rome General Peace Accords and a two-year transition
to democracy.

In 1994 Mozambique held internationally supervised elections, which
were accepted by most parties as being both free and fair. Chissano won the
election, and his government began the arduous process of reviving the
economy and developing the country’s extensive resources. His policies in-
cluded programs to promote rural marketing, provide greater access to credit,
and raise the productivity of small-scale farmers.

Glen Anthony Harris
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Black South African nationalist, prime minister (1980–1987) and executive
president of Zimbabwe (1987–). Born on 21 February 1924 at Kutama Mis-
sion in the Zvimba District of Southern Rhodesia (now Zimbabwe), Robert
Mugabe earned a BA degree from Fort Hare University in South Africa in
1951. He then pursued additional studies in education and worked as a teacher
in Ghana during 1958–1960.

Mugabe returned to Southern Rhodesia in 1960 a Marxist and joined
Joshua Nkomo’s National Democratic Party (NDP). In December 1961 the
NDP was banned, and Mugabe became secretary-general of its successor,
the Zimbabwean African People’s Union (ZAPU), located in Tanzania. Deep-
ening personal and ideological differences with ZAPU led Mugabe to leave
the party in 1963. He immediately joined, as secretary-general, the newly
formed Zimbabwean African National Union (ZANU). He returned to Rhode-
sia in 1964 and was imprisoned until 1974, when he was released by Ian
Smith’s white minority government.

Mozambique’s independence in 1975 provided ZANU with a secure
base in a neighboring country, and Mugabe quickly developed a close rela-
tionship with Mozambican President Samora Machel. From 1976 Mugabe
was recognized as the head of the Zimbabwean African National Liberation
Army (ZANLA) and emerged as a leading contender for the top leadership
position within an ever-fragmenting nationalist movement. Supported by
the People’s Republic of China (PRC), ZANU became the leading guerrilla
force in Zimbabwe. The escalating war gave rise to sustained regional and
international attempts to secure a negotiated settlement between the Smith
regime and the two main nationalist groups, ZANU and the Zambia-based
ZAPU.

During the September 1979 Lancaster House talks, which led to the end
of white rule in Rhodesia, Mugabe was persuaded to accept the terms of a
political settlement. Unable to resolve long-standing differences with Nkomo,
ZANU ran as an independent party (ZANU-PF) in the February 1980 elec-
tions. On 18 April 1980, Zimbabwe declared its independence, with Mugabe
as prime minister.

In late 1987, the position of prime minister was substituted for that of
executive president, which combined the posts of head of state and head of
government. Mugabe thus gained more power. His attempts to introduce
land reform brought disaster. Farm productivity plummeted, resulting in
widespread food shortages. His regime has also grown more repressive and
corrupt, drawing the ire of Zimbabweans and regional leaders alike.

Peter Vale
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Canadian politician and prime minister (1984–1993). Born into an immigrant
Irish Catholic working-class family on 20 March 1939 in Baie-Comeau, Que-
bec, Brian Mulroney attended a private high school in New Brunswick and
then St. Francis Xavier University in Nova Scotia. He received a BA degree
in political science in 1959. He also earned a law degree from Laval Univer-
sity in 1964. That same year he moved to Montreal and worked for that city’s
largest law firm. A successful labor lawyer and a skilled negotiator, he gained
popularity and became a public figure when he was appointed to the Quebec
Royal Commission of Inquiry into Union Freedom.

Mulroney subsequently entered the business world
as executive vice president and then president of the Iron
Ore Company of Canada. In 1976, while still engaged in
business, he campaigned for the leadership position of the
Progressive Conservative Party but lost to Joe Clark. Mul-
roney became the party’s leader on 11 June 1983, this time
defeating Clark, and entered the Canadian House of Com-
mons. After Mulroney’s party won the greatest majority in
Canadian history, he was sworn in as Canada’s eighteenth
prime minister on 17 September 1984.

Among the accomplishments of Mulroney’s first term
was the negotiation of a free trade agreement with the
United States, thanks largely to his close relationship with
President Ronald Reagan. Mulroney’s bilingual past and
fluent French aided his brokering of the Meech Lake
Accord (1987), which recognized Quebec as a distinct so-
ciety within Canada, although the accord failed to pass.

Mulroney’s second term, which began in 1988, saw high
unemployment and an economic downturn in Canada.
Several scandals also plagued his administration. Mexico’s
inclusion with Canada and the United States in the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 1992 proved
unpopular. That same year, a second attempt to unify the
country’s constitution, the Charlottetown Agreement, was
ultimately defeated in a national referendum. In the midst
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Brian Mulroney, prime minister of Canada during 1984–
1993. His government pursued deregulation of key indus-
tries and reform of the tax structure as well as continuing
efforts to unify Canada while recognizing Quebec as a dis-
tinct society. (Brian Mulroney, Ogilvy Renault S.E.N.C.)



of economic recession and massive layoffs, Mulroney resigned as both prime
minister and leader of the Progressive Conservative Party on 24 February
1993.

In 1995 the new government charged Mulroney with accepting millions
of dollars in kickbacks from an airline deal but on 6 July 1997 it offered an
apology and settled out of court. In May 2002 Mulroney was awarded the
prestigious Order of Quebec.

Gary Kerley
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A sea-based nuclear weapons–sharing arrangement promulgated by the
United States during 1960–1965 among its North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) allies. In a move to counter and contain nuclear weapons
development by Great Britain and France as well as to improve cohesion
among all the nations of NATO, the United States in December 1960 pro-
posed the development of a multinational seaborne alternative to the land-
basing of medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs) in Europe. Indeed, as
France distanced itself from routine military participation in NATO during
these years and as Cyprus became a crucible for Greek and Turkish dis-
agreement, NATO badly needed a unifying force, which the Multilateral
Force (MLF) attempted to provide.

Initially conceived as a force comprising five U.S. Navy ballistic-missile
submarines (SSBNs) operated by crews drawn from various NATO states
that would fire its weapons only upon reaching a unanimous committee vote,
the MLF elicited a largely skeptical response from most NATO members.
But it was bolstered by nuclear delivery system provisions set forth in the
1962 Nassau Agreement, alarming not only some NATO partners but the
Soviet Union as well by placing the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West
Germany) closer to putative control over nuclear weaponry.

Concerns voiced in the U.S. Congress and by nuclear propulsion pro-
ponent Vice Admiral Hyman Rickover over the perceived operational and
security risks that multinational manning might visit upon complex vessels
such as Polaris submarines led President John F. Kennedy’s administration
in February 1963 to propose a much less costly and more easily developed
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alternative. The proposal called for a purpose-built fleet of twenty-five
apparent merchant ships, each armed with eight Polaris missiles, and for-
mally established that October as the MLF template by a participant NATO
Working Group comprising the United States, Great Britain, West Germany,
Italy, Belgium, Greece, and Turkey. Military, security, and legal subgroups
addressed such issues as basing for the fleet, crew training and discipline,
and the all-important firing protocol. The anonymity of these ships, roving
the Atlantic and Mediterranean shipping lanes with their international crews
and concealed ballistic missiles, would have created an almost insurmount-
able barrier to their timely positive identification by the Soviets, who con-
demned the MLF as an exercise in piracy.

A crew drawn from seven NATO participants reported aboard the U.S.
missile destroyer Biddle in mid-1964 for what would constitute the only de-
ployment of the MLF: the Mixed Manning Demonstration, an eighteen-
month trial of the multinational crew concept. This test was carried out against
the backdrop of doubts and misgivings about the transfer of U.S. nuclear
weapons and personnel to an international force, the British Labour Party’s
opposition to the MLF, and resentment by the smaller NATO contingents of
the apparent control of MLF policy by the United States and Germany.

President Lyndon B. Johnson’s administration, tired of the political and
military complexities of promoting the MLF as the Vietnam War deepened,
gladly greeted Britain’s late 1964 counter-MLF proposal for a European-
derived Atlantic Nuclear Force (ANF) within NATO. The British proposal
thereby dissolved the increasingly problematic MLF before it could be char-
tered, leaving its Mixed Manning Demonstration to carry through what
became essentially a NATO friendship cruise.

Gordon E. Hogg
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The section of a ballistic missile—either an intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM) or a submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM)—that separates
from the rocket upon reentry into Earth’s atmosphere and unleashes several
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reentry vehicles, each carrying a nuclear payload, over the
same target. Usually, a multiple reentry vehicle (MRV)
drops several warheads in a specific pattern over the same
area to increase the damage to a particular target.

This kind of weapons system has obvious advantages
over a single-warhead device delivered to the same area.
It greatly diminishes the likelihood of a failed mission,
because if one or even two bombs fail to detonate, the
remaining live warheads can accomplish the task. Finally,
MRVs can address inaccuracy issues by offering payload
redundancies. The United States first deployed MRVs in
the mid-1960s on Polaris A-3 SLBMs. The Soviet Union
first began using MRVs on their SS-9 Mod 4 ICBMs.

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, the MRVs were
eclipsed by a new type of MRV, the multiple indepen-
dently targeted reentry vehicle (MIRV). As nuclear de-
livery systems’ reliability, payloads, and accuracy all
markedly increased, the need for hitting one target with
multiple warheads became far less important. Instead, sci-
entists and defense experts now sought to get more bang
for the buck by placing multiple warheads on a single mis-
sile capable of striking multiple targets. Most U.S.-built
MIRVs carried anywhere from three to twelve indepen-
dently targeted warheads. The Soviets more than matched
the American MIRVs.

MIRVs accomplished two key goals: first, they ren-
dered antiballistic missile (ABM) systems relatively use-
less, as an onslaught of incoming MIRVed missiles would
likely overcome any ABM site; and second, MIRVs were more efficient and
cost-effective in the long run because significantly fewer missiles were
needed to carry out a nuclear attack. Although the precise details of the func-
tioning of MIRVs are a well-kept secret, it is believed that MIRVs can
release decoys designed to fool enemy radars and interceptors. Over the
years, MIRVs became ever more accurate as scientists made use of Global
Positioning Satellites (GPSs) and custom-integrated circuits that make con-
stant in-flight adjustments to ensure that MIRVs hit their targets dead on.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Historical analogy positing that appeasement only invites further aggression.
In the belief that they were preventing a war with Germany, British Prime
Minister Neville Chamberlain and French Premier Édouard Daladier, during
a September 1938 conference in Munich, Germany, ceded German-speaking
areas of Czechoslovakia to German dictator Adolf Hitler. Seemingly embold-
ened by the British and French concession at Munich, six months later
Hitler sent in German troops to occupy the remainder of Czechoslovakia.
The acquisition of Czechoslovak military hardware, especially artillery but
also tanks and aircraft, in addition to war industries immensely benefited the
German war machine. On 1 September 1939, German forces invaded Poland,
starting World War II.

Cold War–era politicians often used the Munich example as a reason to
stand firm in the face of foreign hostility. They applied the Munich Analogy
especially in the face of perceived Soviet aggression. The Munich reference
illustrates both the power and limitations of analogical reasoning. The 1947
Truman Doctrine and the U.S. intervention in the Korean War in June 1950
assumed that communist aggression had to be countered in order to forestall
a third world war. President John F. Kennedy, whose Harvard undergraduate
thesis “Why England Slept” (1940) dissected the causes of laggard British
rearmament before World War II, invoked the lessons of the 1930s during
the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.

But the Munich Analogy can be carried too far. British Prime Minister
Anthony Eden conflated Egyptian nationalism with fascism, which set the
stage for Britain’s disastrous participation in the 1956 Suez Crisis. President
Lyndon Johnson’s misapplication of the analogy to Vietnam rationalized a
strategically dubious conflict and ignored the profound dissimilarities between
Nazi Germany and the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Viet-
nam) and the goals of their governments. The Vietnam War did not fully dis-
credit this analogy, however, as President George H. W. Bush carelessly
likened Iraqi President Saddam Hussein to Hitler prior to the 1991 Persian
Gulf War.

Joseph Robert White

See also
Containment Policy; Cuban Missile Crisis; Korean War; Persian Gulf War; Suez

Crisis; Truman Doctrine; Vietnam War

References
Khong, Yuen Foong. Analogies at War: Korea, Munich, Dien Bien Phu, and the Vietnam

Decisions of 1965. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1992.
May, Ernest R. “Lessons” of the Past: The Use and Misuse of History in American Foreign

Policy. New York: Oxford University Press, 1973.
Record, Jeffrey. Making War, Thinking History: Munich, Vietnam, and Presidential Uses of

Force from Korea to Kosovo. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2002.
Weinberg, Gerhard L. “Reflections on Munich after 60 Years.” Diplomacy & Statecraft

10(2/3) (July/November 1999): 1–12.

1416 Munich Analogy

Munich Analogy



U.S. diplomat and State Department official. Born in Milwaukee, Wisconsin,
on 28 October 1894, Robert Murphy attended Marquette University and
George Washington University, where he earned a law degree in 1917 and
that same year joined the foreign service. His first postings were as a consul
in various European cities. Beginning in 1930, he served in various capacities
in Paris, leaving there as chargé d’affaires in 1941.

Murphy’s hitherto typical career took a dramatic turn when he was asked
by President Franklin D. Roosevelt to be his representative to French North
Africa, with the purpose of obtaining the defection of French forces from the
collaborationist Vichy regime. Following this mission, Murphy was involved
in the planning for the Allied invasion of North Africa in 1942. Following the
German defeat of May 1945, he became a political advisor in Germany and
later director of the Office for German and Austrian Affairs.

During 1949–1952 Murphy served as U.S. ambassador to Belgium and
then in 1953 to Japan. He completed his government service as deputy
undersecretary of state during 1954–1959. President Dwight D. Eisen-
hower called him out of retirement in 1960 to assess the turbulent situation
in the newly independent Congo, and during the Eisenhower era Murphy
became a top diplomatic troubleshooter for the U.S. government. In 1953,
Eisenhower sent Murphy to Seoul, the Republic of Korea
(ROK, South Korea), to convince Syngman Rhee to sign
the armistice ending the Korean War. The following
year, Murphy traveled to Belgrade to encourage Marshal
Josip Broz Tito to reach an agreement with Italy over
Trieste. During the 1956 Suez Crisis, Murphy was dis-
patched to London to evaluate the position of the British
government.

Perhaps most significantly, during the American inter-
vention in Lebanon in 1958, Murphy acted as a personal
representative of President Eisenhower. Murphy estab-
lished communications with all of the opposing factions,
helped to ensure the safety of the 14,000 U.S. Marines in
Beirut, and promoted a peaceful handover of power and an
end to the crisis. Before returning to the United States, he
visited Baghdad and Cairo in an effort to calm the tensions
that had erupted in the Middle East during the tumul-
tuous summer of 1958.

Following his retirement from government, Murphy
served as the director of several companies, including
Morgan Guaranty Trust Company and Corning Glass
Works. He died in New York City on 9 January 1978.

Brent M. Geary
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See National Cold War Museum and Memorial

Significant cultural trends complemented the major political developments
of the Cold War in the United States, and nowhere was this fact more evi-
dent than in popular music. During the Cold War, music evolved at a dizzy-
ing rate: blues begat rock and roll, big band swing gave way to bebop jazz
quartets, folk music gained considerable popularity, and funk would turn to
disco in the 1970s. By the time the Berlin Wall came down in autumn 1989,
several new musical genres had emerged that would have been wholly un-
recognizable to listeners in the immediate post–World War II era.

The 1940s witnessed the last hurrah of the big band era, when swing
reigned with artists such as Glenn Miller, Woody Herman, Count Basie, and
Duke Ellington. Toward the end of the decade, rhythm and blues (R&B)
and blues gained in popularity with the raw sounds of T-Bone Walker, Mem-
phis Slim, and John Lee Hooker. Hank Williams also boosted the popularity
of country-western music with what he called the “moanin’ blues,” featuring
his twangy country voice over blues chord progressions.

The 1950s were perhaps the most significant years in the history of mod-
ern popular music. Jazz artists such as Miles Davis and Charlie Parker took
the big band sound and distilled it into smaller jazz quartets. The end result
was bebop, a more dynamic articulation of jazz that focused on improvisation
and the individual soloist. The popularity of R&B also increased during the
1950s. The Platters, Fats Domino, and Ray Charles each had numerous hits
throughout the decade, indicating that African American music, thought to be
an urban and Southern phenomenon, was gaining popularity with crossover
audiences. The emergence of rock and roll in the middle of the decade elu-
cidates the extent to which white musicians appropriated African American
music such as the blues and R&B.

The term “rock and roll” was first coined in 1951 by Cleveland disc
jockey Alan Freed. Soon after, the sounds of Elvis Presley—largely credited
as the first rock-and-roll pioneer—could be heard on radio stations through-
out the United States, although some radio stations in the South refused to
play it because of the obvious African American influence. Presley’s first hit,
“That’s Alright Mama,” represented a fusion of R&B, soul, and country-
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western. The almost instantaneous popularity of rock and roll was demon-
strated by Bill Haley and his Comets’ 1955 hit, “Rock Around the Clock,”
which remained number one on the Billboard charts for eight weeks and for-
mally ushered in the rock era.

During the 1950s, country, classical, and Latin music also gained in pop-
ularity. Up-and-coming country stars Johnny Cash and Patsy Cline defined
what came to be known as the Memphis Sound. Capitalizing on the novel
power of television, Leonard Bernstein introduced classical music to millions
with a series titled Young People’s Concerts. The end of the decade witnessed
a surge in the popularity of Latin music, with artists such as Perez Prado
and Tito Puente introducing Afro Cuban rhythms such as the clave, son, and
mambo to very receptive North American audiences.

If the 1950s are to be recognized for innovation, then the 1960s must
be credited for giving the new genres shape and lasting substance. The pop-
ularity of Latin music continued into the 1960s, especially with the cool
sounds of Brazil. Saxophonist Stan Getz is largely responsible for introducing
Latin music to large audiences by blending Joao Gilberto’s bossa nova with
the West Coast sounds of cool jazz. Getz and Gilberto’s collaboration would
pay off quite handsomely with their 1964 megahit “The Girl from Ipanema.”

After smaller bands became the standard in the 1950s, jazz evolved by
leaps and bounds during the 1960s. John Coltrane, long a member of Miles
Davis’s bebop groups, broke away to form his own quartet in the late 1950s
and, until his death in 1966, was credited with creating some of the most cre-
ative and experimental jazz. The quartet gained critical acclaim with its 1964
album, A Love Supreme. Toward the end of the decade, Davis also moved
away from more conventional chordal and rhythmic structures and began
experimenting with electric instruments, creating a genre of music that was
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Most Popular
Decade Styles/Genres Examples
1940s Big Band/swing Glenn Miller, Woody Herman, Count Basie, Duke 

Ellington
Blues/R&B T-Bone Walker, Memphis Slim, John Lee Hooker

1950s Jazz Miles Davis, Charlie Parker
R&B The Platters, Fats Domino, Ray Charles
Rock ’n roll Elvis Presley, The Comets
Country Johnny Cash, Patsy Cline
Latin Perez Prado, Tito Puente

1960s Jazz/fusion jazz John Coltraine, Miles Davis
Latin Stan Getz, Joao Gilberto
Rock ’n roll The Beatles, The Rolling Stones, The Kinks
Protest-oriented Bob Dylan, Jefferson Airplane, Country Joe and the Fish, 

Buffalo Springfield

1970s Rock ’n roll Led Zeppelin, Black Sabbath, The Who
Punk The Ramones, The Clash, The Sex Pistols
Disco Bee Gees, Gloria Gaynor, Donna Summer

1980s Pop Madonna, U2, Huey Lewis, Whitney Houston
Rap Beastie Boys, Run-DMC, Easy-E
Rock ’n roll Van Halen, Def Leppard, Ozzy Osbourne



dubbed “fusion.” His landmark 1969 album, Bitch’s Brew, represented the first
shot fired in the fusion movement and, along with A Love Supreme, remains
to this day one of the best-selling jazz albums ever produced.

During this period, James Brown injected R&B with a hitherto un-
matched energy, increasing the tempo and organizing ever-tighter arrange-
ments, essentially creating funk. His pathbreaking 1962 live recording, Live
at the Apollo, reached second place on the Billboard Top 100. Brown influ-
enced myriad pop musicians including Sly and the Family Stone and later
Parliament/Funkadelic.

Rock and roll also gained significant momentum throughout the 1960s.
The Beatles’ 1964 performance on the Ed Sullivan Show marked the begin-
ning of the so-called British Invasion. The Beatles and other groups such as
the Rolling Stones and the Kinks produced hit after hit in the United States,
dominating the charts and setting new records for album sales. The new
sound of the British Invasion, particularly the Beatles and the Rolling Stones,
influenced an entire generation of musicians ranging from the Beach Boys to
the Grateful Dead.

In 1965, emerging folk icon Bob Dylan rattled the acoustic world by
“plugging in” at the Newport Folk Festival. His electric performance of
“Maggie’s Farm” was met with an equal mix of boos and cheers. Folk
music’s transition from acoustic to electric would influence rock music and,
more importantly, the acid rock that would come to define the late 1960s.
Moreover, Dylan’s music (his lyrics in particular) is one of the more salient
examples of a society expressing its political frustrations through music.
Examples of this include “Gods of War” and “Its Alright Ma (I’m Only
Bleeding),” which dealt with the evolving Vietnam War.

It was the ongoing Cold War and the Vietnam War that caused pop music
to take on a decidedly political bent in the middle to late 1960s. Many artists
of the time perceived U.S. intervention in Vietnam as morally reprehensible.
They saw music as a means to express not only their personal dissatisfaction
with the behavior of the U.S. government but also, and perhaps more impor-
tantly, to spread their message of dissent to the listening public. The protest
music of artists such as Jefferson Airplane, Country Joe and the Fish, and
Buffalo Springfield resonated with a largely dissatisfied youth. Moreover,
protest music contributed to the counterculture that emerged in the late 1960s.
Acid rock groups such as the Grateful Dead and the Velvet Underground
represented not just an alternative music scene but also an alternative way of
being. While the 1969 Woodstock music extravaganza is often cited as the
height of the 1960s counterculture, many argue that it also marked the end
of an era. Regardless, the concert produced legendary performances by Joe
Cocker, Jimi Hendrix, and Joan Baez that to this day define both a decade
and a generation.

The beginning of the 1970s was marked by disillusionment and building
dissatisfaction. Many African American musicians used music as a medium
to express their frustration with the limited gains of the civil rights move-
ment. Dissatisfaction with the persistence of racial discrimination was artic-
ulated by Sly and the Family Stone with “Don’t Call Me Nigger, Whitey”
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and James Brown’s “Damn Right, I Am Somebody.” Similarly, anger at con-
tinued socioeconomic inequality was expressed by Gil Scott Heron with
“Whitey’s on the Moon” and “The Revolution Will Not Be Televised” and,
perhaps most famously, by Marvin Gaye’s “What’s Going On.”

Perhaps reflecting the pessimism of the decade, rock and roll became
heavier and darker with the likes of Led Zeppelin, Black Sabbath, and The
Who. By 1977, these hard-rock groups would influence the emergence of
such groups as The Ramones, The Clash, and the Sex Pistols, marking the
beginning of what would come to be called punk music, an alternative to the
emerging disco culture. By the end of the decade, disco spiked in popularity,
much of which was credited to the film Saturday Night Fever.

Disco ushered in the 1980s. Before fading into obscurity, however, it left
its indelible mark on the one record that perhaps defined the decade: Michael
Jackson’s Thriller. The album included seven top-ten singles and, with 26
million copies sold, is the second–best-selling album in history. Other pop
superstars of the 1980s included Madonna, U2, Huey Lewis, and Whitney
Houston.

By 1986, rap was gaining popularity beyond the urban crucible within
which it had been created, becoming increasingly recognized among suburban
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white teenagers. Rap originated in 1979 with groups such as the Sugar Hill
Gang and Afrika Bambaataa, who influenced a new generation of hit rappers
in the 1980s including the Beastie Boys, Run-DMC, and Easy-E.

When the Berlin Wall fell on 9 November 1989, Roxette’s “Listen to Your
Heart” topped the Billboard charts until a couple of weeks later, when Milli
Vanilli’s “Blame It on the Rain” took the position. What both songs lack are
the social or political messages of the music of previous decades, but they
did carry the formula for a hit established by producers in the 1950s: singing
of love over a catchy rhythm.

R. Matthew Gildner
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U.S. senator (1959–1980) and secretary of state (1980–1981). Born in Rumford,
Maine, on 28 March 1914 to Polish immigrant parents, Edmund Muskie
graduated from Bates College in 1936 and received a law degree from Cor-
nell University in 1939. In 1940 he began practicing law in Maine.

Muskie enlisted in the U.S. Navy in 1942, serving in both the Atlantic
and Pacific theaters until his discharge in 1945. He returned to Maine, where
he became involved in local politics. In 1946 he was elected to the Maine
legislature, winning reelection in 1948 and 1950. He then set his sights on
the governorship, an office he won in 1954. He served in the governor’s man-
sion until 1959, when he was sworn in as the junior U.S. senator from Maine.
His political ascendancy was particularly noteworthy because he was a Demo-
crat in an overwhelmingly Republican state.

Muskie was an effective senator and served on the Foreign Relations
Committee, the Governmental Affairs Committee, and the Environmental
Committee, which helped him hone his skills as an environmentalist. In the
contentious 1968 presidential election, he was the Democratic nominee for
vice president. Hubert Humphrey—the Democratic presidential nominee—
and Muskie lost a close election to Richard Nixon and Spiro Agnew.

On 7 May 1980, Muskie ended his long senatorial career to take on the
position of secretary of state. Sworn into office on 8 May, he retained his post
until January 1981, when a change in administrations necessitated his resig-
nation. He assumed his new office under extremely trying circumstances.
President Jimmy Carter had chosen Muskie to replace Secretary of State
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Cyrus R. Vance, who had resigned in protest over a failed attempt to gain the
freedom of fifty-three U.S. hostages being held by student radicals in Tehran,
Iran. Muskie left no major impact on U.S. foreign policy, but he worked tire-
lessly to end the hostage crisis. Carter’s inability to bring this affair to a satis-
factory conclusion probably cost him the 1980 election.

After leaving office in January 1981, Muskie practiced law, wrote, and
spoke on a variety of topics. He died in Washington, D.C., on 26 March 1996.

Paul Pierpaoli Jr.
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Cold War strategic doctrine stressing nuclear deterrence between the United
States and the Soviet Union, designed ostensibly to prevent a full-scale nu-
clear exchange. The doctrine of mutual assured destruction (MAD) was an
important part of the Cold War beginning in the 1960s and is cited as one of
the main reasons that there was no direct military confrontation between the
United States and the Soviet Union. The doctrine was founded upon nuclear
deterrence and was based on the premise that both superpowers had enough
nuclear weapons to destroy each other many times over. Thus, if one super-
power launched a nuclear first strike, the other would launch a massive coun-
terstrike, resulting in the total devastation of both nations.

President Dwight D. Eisenhower’s administration in the mid-1950s
warned that if the United States were attacked first it would unleash massive
retaliation. Thus, the MAD doctrine was born in the 1950s but did not reach
fruition until the 1960s, when the Soviets achieved rough nuclear parity with
the United States. U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara was then
perhaps the first person to fully articulate MAD. Through the years, techno-
logical advances were constantly molding the doctrine. The U.S. deployment
of submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) in the early 1960s, for
example, ensured a second-strike capability, thus further deterring the like-
lihood of a first strike.

The doctrine propagated the notion that each side had equal nuclear fire-
power and that if an attack occurred, retaliation would be equal to or greater
than the initial attack. It followed that neither nation would launch a first
strike because its adversary could guarantee an immediate, automatic, and
overwhelming response consisting of a launch on warning, also known as a
fail deadly. The final result would be the destruction of both sides. The end
reasoning of MAD was that it contributed to a relatively stable peace.
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The MAD doctrine survived into the 1970s and ironi-
cally contributed to the nuclear arms race. Each side tried
to outwit and outproduce the other, as the example of the
introduction of multiple independently targeted reentry
vehicles (MIRVs) demonstrates. MIRVs came on-line in
the early 1970s and upped the ante of nuclear deterrence
by placing multiple warheads on a single missile. The jus-
tification for this and other technological enhancements
was that the more missiles produced, the less chance there
would be of an intentional nuclear attack.

The MAD doctrine became essentially obsolete on 25
July 1980 when President Jimmy Carter adopted the so-
called countervailing strategy by reorienting U.S. policy to
win a nuclear war. This was to be achieved by attacking and
destroying the Soviet leadership and its military installa-
tions. It was assumed that such an attack would precipitate
a Soviet surrender, thereby preventing the total destruction
of the United States and the Soviet Union. This policy was
taken even further by President Ronald Reagan, who pro-
posed the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) in 1983. This
was a system that would purportedly form a protective
umbrella over the United States by destroying incoming
nuclear missiles before they reached their targets. SDI has
yet to be implemented, however, and many of its critics
argue that there is no current technology available to make
it a safe and reliable nuclear deterrent.

Dewi I. Ball
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Negotiations aimed at conventional force reductions in Central Europe. In
May 1972 the United States and the Soviet Union agreed during the
Moscow summit to begin negotiations between the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Pact on conventional force reductions
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in Central Europe. The Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR)
talks began in Vienna on 30 October 1973, but disputes quickly emerged over
a number of issues. There was disagreement as to each side’s actual existing
force levels (the so-called data problem), whether the goal should be parity
or percentage reductions, and whether reductions should focus on troops or
equipment. Other sticking points included timetables for reductions, whether
there should be national subceilings, and the critical matter of verification.
Although tentative agreement was reached on most of these points by the sum-
mer of 1979, differences remained over the data problem and verification. By
the end of the year, hope of agreement had faded with the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan and the end of détente, although the talks continued.

In April 1986, Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev proposed a phased re-
duction of all forces, nuclear and conventional, in a region stretching from
the Atlantic to the Urals (ATTU), not just conventional forces in Central
Europe. He further agreed to parity in forces and consented to on-site verifi-
cation. In June, the Warsaw Pact proposed that these points form the basis of
new negotiations. Following the Reykjavík summit in October 1986, NATO
accepted the proposal, but only if limited to conventional forces. The War-
saw Pact agreed, and over the next two years, discussions established the
parameters of the new talks.

On 10 January 1989, an agreement to begin negotiations on Conventional
Forces in Europe (CFE) was signed in Vienna. These talks would cover all
ground and air conventional forces in the ATTU region but not nuclear
weapons. The final session of the MBFR talks was held on 2 February, and
the CFE negotiations began in Vienna on 9 March 1989.

Steven W. Guerrier
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Mutual defense and security agreement between the United States and the
Republic of China (ROC, Taiwan) signed on 2 December 1954. Convinced
that the defeat of Jiang Jieshi’s Guomindang (GMD, Nationalist) government
in the long-fought Chinese Civil War was inevitable, U.S. policymakers
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decided to pursue a hands-off policy toward China and stopped aiding the
GMD. After the GMD was defeated and forced to flee to Formosa (Taiwan)
in October 1949, the Americans’ China policy was made explicitly known by
U.S. President Harry S. Truman on 5 January 1950. U.S. Secretary of State
Dean G. Acheson elaborated his nation’s stance toward the Chinese situa-
tion on 12 January 1950, claiming that Taiwan did not fall within the U.S.
defensive perimeter in Asia.

Still harboring thoughts of retaking China, Jiang continued to plead for
U.S. assistance. The Korean War (1950–1953) provided the first such chance,
when Truman deployed the Seventh Fleet to the Taiwan Strait. Intervention
by the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in Korea in late 1950 quite sud-
denly made Taiwan a valuable strategic interest. The Republicans’ victory
in the 1952 U.S. presidential election further signaled American readiness to
assist Jiang. In December 1953, Washington incorporated Taiwan into its
defensive perimeter.

The need for a U.S.-ROC defense pact became apparent during the First
Taiwan Strait Crisis (1954–1955). Following the Geneva Conference in April
1954, the United States worked closely with Southeast Asian nations to nego-
tiate what later became the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) for
collective security. Excluded from SEATO, Jiang proposed a bilateral mutual
security pact between the United States and the ROC. Meanwhile, he took
steps to strengthen the defense of Taiwan and its offshore islands. This pre-
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cipitated the PRC’s shelling of two island groups in the Taiwan Strait on
3 September 1954, sparking the First Taiwan Strait Crisis. The crisis hardened
U.S. resolve to defend Taiwan. Thus, on 2 December 1954 the United States
and the ROC signed the Mutual Security Treaty, formally acknowledging
U.S.-ROC unity and pledging joint action against a common danger in Asia.

In return for U.S. support, the ROC granted America the right to station
troops on Taiwanese soil. When the PRC seized the Dachens and Yijiang-
shan, another group of islands north of Taiwan in mid-January 1955, the U.S.
Congress passed the Taiwan (Formosa) Resolution, authorizing the use of mil-
itary force to defend Taiwan and its adjacent territory. The resolution commit-
ted American forces to Taiwan’s defense, although it remained ambiguous
whether the offshore islands were covered. The treaty and resolution were
followed by considerable U.S. military, economic, and technical assistance to
Taiwan, which helped in modernization efforts and maintained Jiang’s GMD
government. This solidarity, however, waned once the PRC and the United
States began to normalize their relations in the early 1970s. On 1 January
1979 the United States severed its diplomatic relations with the ROC and
terminated the treaty. The United States granted diplomatic recognition to
the PRC in March 1979.

Still unwilling to abandon Taiwan completely, the U.S. Congress passed
the Taiwan Relations Act in April 1979, which maintained an unofficial and
nondiplomatic relationship with the Taiwanese regime.

Law Yuk-fun
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The Mobile Experimental (MX) missile was a U.S. intercontinental ballistic
missile (ICBM) and centerpiece of the U.S. arms buildup of the late 1970s
and 1980s. The MX, formally known as the LGM-118A Peacekeeper, was a
four-stage rocket. The largest ICBM ever in the U.S. arsenal, the MX was
71N in length and 7N8O in diameter and weighed at launch some 198,000
pounds. The first three stages were of solid propellant, while the fourth was
liquid propelled. The MX had a range of greater than 6,000 miles and a
speed at burnout of up to 15,000 miles per hour. The MX carried ten Avco
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MJ 21 multiple independently targeted reentry vehicles
(MIRVs)—its predecessor, the Minuteman III had only
three, less powerful warheads—and was believed to be
more accurate than any other ICBM. The MX missiles were
ultimately placed in canisters in former Minuteman silos to
protect them against damage and give them a cold-launch
capability. At launch, the Peacekeeper was ejected by pres-
surized gas some 50 feet in the air before first-stage igni-
tion occurred, the first ICBM to employ such technology.

Development of the Peacekeeper began in 1971 with
the search for a successor to the Minuteman, sparked by a
perceived growing threat from Moscow in the form of more
accurate Soviet missiles. The Strategic Air Command (SAC)
sought a missile with greater range, increased accuracy,
and variable yield warheads that could take advantage of
MIRV technology and counter the new monster Soviet
SS-18 missile capable of launching ten warheads at sepa-
rate targets. Many experts held that deployment of such a
missile with a first-strike capability would be destabilizing,
and this, along with funding issues and basing questions,
impeded development.

Concerned about vulnerability to a Soviet first strike,
in 1976 Congress passed legislation blocking funding for
any ICBM situated in a fixed silo. The U.S. Air Force then
presented a variety of different plans. Finally, in 1976 Pres-
ident Jimmy Carter’s administration adopted the shell game
plan in which 200 MX missiles would each be shuttled

around among 23 different silos. The logic behind this plan was that the So-
viets would have to employ 23 warheads to ensure that they had destroyed
one MX, or 4,600 warheads to hit them all. When Ronald Reagan became
president, he scrapped the Carter mobile plan in favor of placing the MX
missiles in existing Minuteman silos.

In 1983 Congress and the Reagan administration reached a compromise.
While the MX missiles would be placed in silos, the United States would
also build 500 single-warhead ICBMs, dubbed the Midgetman. The Midget-
man was never built, however.

The air force successfully carried out the first test of the Peacekeeper
missile from Vandenberg Air Force Base, California, on 17 June 1983. Addi-
tional tests were conducted from Minuteman test silos. Production of the
Peacekeeper began in February 1984, with the first fifty missiles deployed in
the Minuteman silos at F. E. Warren Air Force Base, Wyoming. The fiftieth
missile was delivered in December 1988.

Additional deployments were halted when in July 1985 Congress cut the
total number of MX missiles to only fifty until the Reagan administration
could produce a more survivable basing plan. The Reagan administration
proposed a rail garrison concept with two missiles on each of twenty-five spe-
cial trains to be deployed onto the national rail net in periods of international
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tension. This plan was never implemented, and all fifty missiles were based
at F. E. Warren Air Force Base.

As a part of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty II (START II), the
United States agreed to eliminate its MIRV Peacekeeper ICBMs by the year
2003. The last of the MX missiles went off alert status on 19 September 2005.

Spencer C. Tucker
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U.S. military atrocity during the Vietnam War. On 16 March 1968, in My Lai 4,
a cluster of hamlets in Son Tinh District in Quang Ngai Province, I Corps
Tactical Zone, soldiers of Charlie Company, 1st Battalion, 20th Infantry,
11th Infantry Brigade (Light) of the 23rd (Americal) Division killed between
200 and 504 unarmed Vietnamese civilians. Charlie Company was at the time
part of Task Force Barker, commanded by Lieutenant Colonel Frank A.
Barker Jr. Major General Samuel H. Koster commanded the 23rd Division.

The events of My Lai must be set in the circumstances of the Vietnam
War. Although in no way justifying the action taken, it was often impossible
to tell friend from foe, and communist forces were waging a guerrilla war and
committing atrocities of their own against U.S. and Army of the Republic
of Vietnam (ARVN, South Vietnamese Army) forces as well as Vietnamese
civilians. In addition, members of Charlie Company were frustrated by recent
casualties sustained in the area—which they knew as “Pinkville” for its pro-
nounced communist sympathies—from snipers, mines, and booby traps.
Attacking the hamlet seemed a chance for payback for casualties sustained.
Poor leadership, and not only at the junior level, certainly contributed to the
events that followed. It is unclear what precise orders Charlie Company com-
mander Captain Ernest Medina gave to his platoon leaders, including 1st
Platoon commander Lieutenant William Calley, but Calley’s men were under
the impression that anyone left in the village was presumed to be an enemy.
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On 16 March the platoon proceeded into the hamlet and there executed
all civilians they encountered. The killing stopped only when Warrant Offi-
cer Hugh Thompson, whose helicopter was supporting the operation, landed
his craft between Calley’s men and fleeing Vietnamese survivors and threat-
ened to open fire on the U.S. soldiers if they did not cease fire. The gov-
ernment of the Socialist Republic of Vietnam claims that 504 Vietnamese
perished that day.

Shamefully, the army engaged in a coverup of the affair at both the brigade
and division levels. GI journalist Ronald Ridenhour, who had heard stories of
a massacre, investigated and tried to get the army to conduct an inquiry.
When the army failed to take action, Ridenhour brought the incident to the
attention of the secretary of defense and other government officials. In March
1969, he sent written evidence to several dozen people, including President
Richard M. Nixon and sixteen congressmen. Only two of these, House mem-
ber Morris K. Udall and Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee
L. Mendel Rivers—took action, demanding a Pentagon investigation.

Lieutenant General William Peers headed the investigation into the
My Lai events. By that time, Lieutenant Colonel Barker had died in Vietnam.
Only the most junior officer involved, Lieutenant Calley, was ever charged
and convicted. He received a sentence of life in prison, later reduced to ten
years. Still, there was a great outcry on the part of many Americans who be-
lieved that Calley had been made a scapegoat and that the verdict rendered
had been unjust. President Nixon later pardoned Calley. General Koster,
however, was forced to retire from the army.

The My Lai Massacre and events flowing from it did much to turn pub-
lic opinion in the United States against the war. In March 1998 the army
recognized Thompson and his two crewmen (one of whom was killed in
Vietnam in April 1968) with the Soldier’s Medal for gallantry.

Spencer C. Tucker
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