
A mountainous region covering 1,700 square miles that was part of the Azer-
baijan Soviet Socialist Republic but acquired de facto independence as the
result of a war that began in 1991. In 1918 the enclave had a population of
some 330,000 people. In 1921 the Soviet regime handed over Nagorno-
Karabakh to Azerbaijan, despite the fact that its population was predomi-
nantly Armenian and that it was separated from Armenia proper by only a
few miles. Josef Stalin, who was in charge of nationality policies in the Soviet
Union at the time, deliberately placed different ethnic groups in the same
administrative unit in order to dilute national and ethnic cohesiveness and to
pit people against people.

Azerbaijanis and the Muslim-dominated Azeri local government did not
respect the autonomous status of Nagorno-Karabakh, and Armenians (who
are Christian) in the enclave experienced discrimination and the suppression
of their cultural traditions. As Armenians left the region, their majority grad-
ually declined from 96 percent in 1926 to 76 percent in 1979, or by approxi-
mately 123,000 people. On 20 February 1988, a group of Armenian nationalists
responded to growing uncertainty in the Soviet Union by publicly calling
for the transfer of Nagorno-Karabakh to Armenia. The Azeri government
responded with an attack on Armenian residents in Sumgait, a town outside
the Azerbaijani capital of Baku. When Armenians demonstrated their soli-
darity with the victims by organizing protests in Yerevan and in Stepanakert
(now Xankändi), the principal town of Nagorno-Karabakh, the Azeris re-
sponded with more anti-Armenian violence. On 12 July 1988, an assembly in
Nagorno-Karabakh voted to secede and join Armenia. The Armenians feared
that if the Soviet Union disintegrated, they would have no political or eco-
nomic future in a nationalist Azerbaijan.

In January 1989, Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev attempted to deal
with the crisis by replacing Azeri control over the enclave with direct control
from Moscow. When the Azeris responded with a rail and road blockade of
the region and Armenia, however, he backed down. Gorbachev’s vacillation
served only to provoke the Armenians of the enclave. After Armenia declared
its independence in September 1991, a referendum on independence was
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held in Nagorno-Karabakh. On 10 December 1991, 82 percent of the enclave’s
eligible voters went to the polls, and of those 99 percent voted for inde-
pendence. For the Armenian residents of Nagorno-Karabakh, the 2 January
1992 declaration of independence was meant to be a step toward eventual
amalgamation with Armenia.

The response of Azeri President Ayaz Mutalibov was to proclaim direct
control of the enclave and send in a military force, which surrounded and
bombarded Stepanakert. Karabakh Armenians, claiming that they had no
assistance from Armenia proper, formed self-defense forces and drove the
Azeri army back. In the process the Armenians took control of the Lachin
Strip, which gave them road contact with Armenia proper. When the Azeri
Army recovered and again bombarded Stepanakert, the Karabakh Armenians
established close contact with the Armenian government headed by Levon
Ter-Petrossian. With aid from Armenia and the Armenian diaspora, the
Armenians went on the offensive. During October 1992–September 1993, the
Armenians drove the Azeri Army out of the enclave and went on to occupy
an additional 3,400 square miles of Azeri territory. Hundreds of thousands of
Azeris fled the advancing Armenians, and Azerbaijan was thrown into politi-
cal turmoil.

In September 1993, Turkey and Iran sponsored a successful United
Nations (UN) resolution demanding that the Armenians withdraw from Azeri
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Soviet peacekeeping troops with riot control gear patrol streets in the ethnic conflict-torn, disputed (Armenian) enclave
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territory. The Armenians ignored the resolution and temporarily pushed
almost to the Iranian frontier. An Azeri offensive in December 1993 succeeded
in regaining some of the lost territory, but the Armenians remained in control
of Nagorno-Karabakh. Finally, in May 1994, through the mediation of the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), a fragile cease-
fire was signed by representatives of Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Nagorno-
Karabakh. It is estimated that during 1988–1994, the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict cost some 18,000 lives. Another 25,000 people were wounded, and
approximately a million Azeris were displaced from their homes.

Despite efforts on the part of the OSCE to mediate, a tense standoff
continued. When Ter-Petrossian, attempting to end the crisis, announced
that Nagorno-Karabakh could expect neither to join Armenia nor to become
independent, he was removed from office in February 1998 and was replaced
by Robert Kocharian, the Armenian prime minister and a native of Nagorno-
Karabakh. The president of Azerbaijan, Haydar Aliyev, and Kocharian met
more than twenty times during 2000–2003, but a permanent settlement of
the crisis proved elusive. Despite the protests of Russia, Azerbaijan, and the
European Union (EU), Arkady Gukasyan, a staunch proponent of Nagorno-
Karabakh independence, was reelected president of the enclave in August
2002 by 90 percent of the Karabakh voters.

Bernard Cook
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Egyptian military officer, prime minister (1952–1954), and president of Egypt
(1953–1954). Born on 20 February 1901 in Khartoum, Sudan, Mohammed
Naguib graduated from the Royal Military Academy in Cairo in 1925. He led
a machine gun and infantry regiment in the Sinai in the 1948 Arab-Israeli
War and was wounded three times.

Naguib was one of the leaders of the Committee of Free Officers (El-
Doubat El-Ahrar), a secret group established in 1947 by young nationalist
army officers who were determined to end British rule in Egypt and the
political excesses of King Farouk I and sought to introduce social reforms. In
1951 Naguib became commander of infantry forces in the Egyptian Army as
a major general.

On 23 July 1952, the Committee of Free Officers, including Naguib and
Lieutenant Colonel Gamal Abdel Nasser, led a popularly supported coup
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against Farouk’s government. A Revolutionary Council of
eleven officers, with Naguib as ostensible leader, then
assumed control of Egypt. Naguib became commander of
the Egyptian armed forces. On 26 July he presented Farouk
with an ultimatum to abdicate and leave Egypt immedi-
ately. Farouk departed the same day. On 18 June 1953, fol-
lowing introduction of a new constitution, Naguib declared
Egypt a republic and became president of Egypt.

The revolutionary leaders claimed to be animated by
five basic principles: an end to colonialism, an end to eco-
nomic inequality, the maintenance of a strong military, em-
brace of social justice and economic reform, and support
for the democratic process. Naguib was much more cau-
tious and conservative than many of the other younger
officers. Nasser was the real leader of the movement from
the beginning, and during February–May 1954 he and his
supporters stripped Naguib of his posts. By May, Nasser
had replaced Naguib as prime minister and president of
the Revolutionary Council, leaving him only with the
nominal position of president. Finally, in November 1954,
the Revolutionary Council deprived Naguib of the presi-
dency as well and, accusing him of treating with enemies of
the revolution, placed him under house arrest. President
Anwar Sadat, Nasser’s successor, freed Naguib in 1971.
Naguib died on 28 August 1984 in Cairo.

Nilly Kamal
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Hungarian politician and prime minister (1946–1947). Born on 8 October 1903
in Bisse, Hungary, to a peasant family, Ferenc Nagy completed elementary
school and then worked on his parents’ tiny farm. In 1930 he cofounded the
Independent Smallholders Party and served as its first general secretary until
August 1945. He was elected to parliament in 1939 and cofounded the Hun-
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garian Peasant Union, serving as its first chairman during 1941–1943. At the
end of World War II in 1945, he became the chairman of both parties.

Nagy reentered parliament in 1945, becoming minister of reconstruction
in 1945 and chairman of the National Assembly (November 1945–February
1946). On 4 February 1946 he was appointed prime minister. During his
short tenure in office, he faced three sizable challenges: inflation, national-
ization, and growing pressure from the Communist Party. Inflation subsided
when new currency was introduced, but the other two problems remained
unresolved. Nagy had falsely expected that Soviet troops would depart Hun-
gary after the signing of a peace treaty. Moscow had already decided on the
Communist Party takeover of government, however, and the Smallholders
Party was gradually eliminated from the political scene. Nagy resigned on
1 June 1947 while on holiday in Switzerland. Soon thereafter he was expelled
from the Smallholders Party and deprived of his citizenship.

Nagy moved to the United States and settled in Virginia, where he ran a
dairy farm. In 1947 he participated in the foundation of the International
Peasant Union, and he became its deputy chairman and then chairman
during 1964–1970. During 1963–1970 he also gave speeches and conducted
seminars at American universities. After 1970 he withdrew from politics alto-
gether. Nagy died in Fairfax, Virginia, on 12 June 1979.

Anna Boros-McGee
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Hungarian communist politician and premier (1953–1955, 1956), executed
for his involvement in the 1956 Hungarian Revolution. Born on 7 June 1896
in Kaposvár, Imre Nagy joined the Austro-Hungarian Army in 1915. Taken
prisoner by the Russians in July 1916, he was held in Siberia until 1918, dur-
ing which time he converted to Bolshevism. From March to September 1918
he was a member of the Red Army. Captured by White forces, he managed
to escape and in 1920 joined the Russian Communist Party.

In 1925 Nagy joined the illegal Hungarian Communist Party and in 1930
left for the Soviet Union. During the next fourteen years, he studied agricul-
ture and became an expert on rural welfare. In December 1944 he participated
in talks with Soviet leader Josef Stalin on future Hungarian governance.
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With the defeat of Germany, Nagy returned to Hungary
and served as agriculture minister (1944–1945), interior
minister (1945–1946), speaker of parliament (1947–1949),
minister of food supply (1950–1952), minister of harvest
(1952), and vice prime minister (1952–1953). In 1945 he
implemented long-awaited land reforms.

Nagy’s criticism of the Hungarian Communist Party’s
agricultural and economic policies resulted in his expul-
sion from the party leadership in 1949, although he was
readmitted in 1950. On 4 July 1953 he became premier,
replacing Mátyás Rákosi, who had fallen out of favor with
the new Soviet leadership following Stalin’s death. Nagy’s
1953 reform program, called the New Course, was aimed at
relaxing the pace of industrialization, allowing peasants to
leave collective farms, and mitigating police terror. When
the political climate in Moscow changed in favor of the
hard-liner Rákosi in April 1955, however, Nagy was forced
to resign and was expelled from the party in November.

Nagy again became premier during the anti-Soviet
Hungarian Revolution of 24 October–4 November 1956.
At first, he advocated only moderate reforms. But by pro-
claiming Hungary’s neutrality and announcing its with-
drawal from the Warsaw Pact on 1 November, he clearly
overreached and provoked a Soviet intervention. After
the Soviets invaded Hungary on 4 November to crush the
rebellion, Nagy secured political asylum at the Yugoslav
embassy in Budapest. Promised safe conduct out of the
country by Hungarian authorities, he was arrested on 22
November by Soviet authorities when he left the Yugoslav
embassy and was sent to Romania, where he was held for

seven months. In February 1958 he was secretly tried on charges of treason
and found guilty. Nagy was executed on 16 June 1958 in Budapest. In 1989,
during the Velvet Revolution, Nagy’s courage and sacrifice were officially
recognized, and his remains were reburied with honors in a state funeral.

Anna Boros-McGee
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Imre Nagy was premier of Hungary during that nation’s
abortive 1956 revolution. He defied the Soviets and, 
after the failure of the revolution, was tried and executed.
Nagy was rehabilitated in 1989 following the collapse of
communism in Hungary. (Library of Congress)



Japanese Liberal Democratic Party politician and prime minister (1982–1987).
Born in Gunma Prefecture on 27 May 1918, Nakasone Yasuhiro graduated
from Tokyo Imperial University in 1941. After serving in the navy during
World War II, he won election to the House of Representatives in April 1947.
In 1951 during the Korean War, he gained notoriety by petitioning American
occupation authorities to revise the constitution and rearm Japan.

As director general of the Defense Agency during 1970–1971, Nakasone
sought to develop a more autonomous defense posture. As trade minister
during 1972–1974, he initiated a breakthrough trade agreement with the
People’s Republic of China (PRC) in January 1974. He also defied U.S.
leaders by supporting an accommodation with the Arab states to sustain oil
supplies during the 1973–1974 oil embargo.

On 27 November 1982, Nakasone was elected prime minister. In this
post he continued his efforts to transform Japan into a geopolitical and strate-
gic power. Ironically, given his intensely nationalistic reputation, Japan’s
deeper integration with the Western alliance also characterized his adminis-
tration. He quickly established a close relationship with President Ronald
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Reagan and spoke of Japan acting in a crisis like “an unsinkable aircraft car-
rier” to prevent Soviet forces from entering the Pacific.

At the May 1983 G7 summit, Nakasone’s insistence that members’ secu-
rity was indivisible precluded agreement on an intermediate-range nuclear
forces (INF) treaty that would have allowed Moscow to redeploy SS-20 mis-
siles in Asia. Under pressure from the U.S. government, Nakasone agreed to
participate in research on Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) mis-
sile defense system in September 1986, and in January 1987 Nakasone broke
Japan’s mandated ceiling on defense spending, which had been limited to
1 percent of gross national product (GNP). However, fierce domestic oppo-
sition blocked his efforts to send minesweepers to the Persian Gulf in 1987
during the Iran-Iraq War.

Nakasone cultivated a personal relationship with Soviet President
Mikhail Gorbachev but failed to improve Japan-Soviet relations significantly.
Similarly, despite making an unprecedented visit to the Republic of Korea
(ROK, South Korea) in 1983 and providing a large government loan to the
PRC in 1984, Nakasone’s official visit to the Yasukuni Shrine—dedicated to
Japanese war dead—in September 1985 poisoned relations with both Beijing
and Seoul. He resigned as prime minister on 19 June 1987.

Many of Nakasone’s goals went largely unfulfilled during his tenure.
However, he did help to set the course of post–Cold War Japanese foreign
policy. Nakasone retired from politics altogether in 2003.

Christopher W. Braddick
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Southwestern African nation covering 318,261 square miles, approximately
three times the size of the U.S. state of Colorado. With a 1945 population of
some 4.8 million people, Namibia is a mineral-rich country that borders on
Angola and Zambia to the north; Zimbabwe and Botswana to the east; South
Africa to the south; and the Atlantic Ocean to the west.

The population of Namibia is composed of at least twelve different eth-
nic groups. The largest groups are the Ovambo, representing eight tribes and
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slightly more than 45 percent of the population, followed by the Damara,
approximately 9 percent of the population; the Herero, approximately 7 per-
cent of the population; and the Kavango, approximately 7 percent of the pop-
ulation. The Ovambo live in northern Namibia, spilling across the Angolan
border on either side of the Cuene River. As in much of postcolonial Africa,
there was interethnic rivalry in Namibia, particularly between the Ovambo
and the Herero.

The Conference of Berlin during 1884–1885 granted Germany the right
to colonize what became known as South West Africa (Namibia). Following
Germany’s defeat in World War I, South Africa received South West Africa
as a League of Nations mandate in 1920. In 1966, the United Nations (UN)
General Assembly revoked the South Africa mandate, but South Africa re-
fused to give up the territory. The International Court of Justice, in 1971, thus
declared South Africa to be in illegal occupation of Namibia. Subsequently,
the South West Africa People’s Organization (SWAPO) began a war of inde-
pendence, which directly or indirectly drew in the competing superpowers.
In 1978, UN Resolution 435 called for the independence of Namibia.

After the Soviet Union’s 1979 intervention in Afghanistan marking the
end of détente, the global geopolitical chess game between the Soviets and
the Americans shifted to Africa. U.S. President Ronald Reagan’s administra-
tion sought to roll back Soviet gains, particularly those made in the develop-
ing world, and in the words of Reagan’s assistant secretary of state for African
affairs, Chester Crocker, “Namibia served as the most active diplomatic inter-
action between Africans and Americans.” Namibia was strategically squeezed
between apartheid South Africa and Soviet-supported Marxist Angola, and
its struggle for independence involved both Zaire and Zambia. Namibia’s
Cold War experience had two distinct eras: 1945–1966, when it was formally
under South Africa’s control, and 1966–1990, during which time it fought for
independence.

The nations that held mandates under the League of Nations acceded to
the same rights under the Trusteeship Council of the UN. This included,
under Article 119 of the Treaty of Versailles of 1919, the principles of non-
annexation and self-determination. But General Jan Christiaan Smuts, head
of the Union Government in South Africa, petitioned the UN for formal an-
nexation of Namibia. The UN rejected this. Rather than accept UN demands
to place Namibia under a trusteeship in preparation for independence, in
1946 South Africa announced its intention to formally incorporate Namibia.
With the coming to power of the National Party in 1948, South Africa con-
tinued to ignore its trusteeship obligations and the UN demands. Then, in
1951, it annexed Namibia.

The apartheid government set up a 1962 commission of inquiry concern-
ing self-determination in Namibia. The commission predictably prescribed
the same separation of races in Namibia that was apartheid policy in South
Africa: it divided the country into distinct areas for natives, Europeans, and so-
called coloreds. Besides the overt racism, the problem (as with South Africa)
was the distribution of land: the population of natives, whites, and coloreds
was proportioned 18:3:1, while the division of land was proportioned 0.74,
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6.74, 0.62 per native, white, and colored persons, respectively. Nonwhites had
no say in the division of land.

South Africa was not meeting its obligations. Thus, the UN took steps to
restore the rights of the people involved in the impasse. During 1946–1965
it passed seventy-three resolutions on South West Africa, calling on South
Africa to discontinue its policy of apartheid and adhere to the mandate
agreement.

Until 1960, the superpowers had few interests in southern Africa (the
Soviet Union maintained consular relations with South Africa only until 1956).
The year 1960 was dubbed “the year of Africa,” and many newly indepen-
dent African states joined the UN. Throughout the early to mid-1960s, the
UN provided the rhetorically anticolonial Soviet Union with a ready-made
solidarity with much of the developing world.

Involvement during the Cold War by the People’s Republic of China
(PRC) in Africa and in Namibia in particular should not be ignored. It was
at least as much in competition with the USSR as with the United States.
Because SWAPO received Soviet support, the PRC supported the South
West Africa National Union (SWANU), SWAPO’s main domestic rival.

SWAPO, the nationalist movement that led the fight against South African
rule, was founded in 1957 by Ovambo intellectuals in Cape Town, South
Africa. It was thus dominated by the northern Ovambo people with some
Herero participation. However, the Herero broke away from the organization
in 1959 and formed the SWANU in Windhoek. In 1962, SWAPO decided to
employ terrorist tactics to gain independence and trained in camps located in
the Soviet Union, China, Algeria, Ghana, and Tanzania. Sam Nujoma became
SWANU’s first president in 1966 and based his operations in Dar es Salaam,
Lusaka, and Luanda.

SWAPO was divided into SWAPO-external and SWAPO-internal. The lat-
ter was never declared illegal by South Africa. SWAPO-external maintained
offices in New York, London, Cairo, Algiers, and Dakar and used its external
ties to become the dominant party.

In 1973 the UN General Assembly declared SWAPO the authentic rep-
resentative of the people of South West Africa. Four years later, it endorsed
SWAPO as the sole and authentic representative of the Namibian people. The
UN supplied financial assistance to SWAPO, reaching $230,500 per year in
1980. SWAPO received additional support from the UN World Food Program;
the UN Trust Fund for Namibia; the United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO); and the UN Development Program.

The Namibian independence struggle was in some ways typical of those
that preceded it in sub-Saharan Africa. In most cases, the revolutionary group
adopted a Marxist-Leninist program. There were multiple reasons for this.
They rejected democratic capitalism as the ideology of the colonial powers,
the Soviet Union’s rapid state-sponsored industrialization was seen as a model
of success, and to some extent socialism appealed to the more communal
nature of traditional (precolonial) African politics. SWAPO’s 1976 Political
Programme adopted at Lusaka was based on the principles of scientific so-
cialism. This included the usual socialist litany of public-sector control over
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finance, external finance, and the means of production. SWAPO would also
support peasant cooperatives and state-owned ranching. In November 1988,
as Namibian independence appeared imminent, SWAPO issued the so-
called Economic Policy Document indicating that land, mineral and fishing
rights, public utilities, and former South African companies would be part of
the public sector.

SWAPO’s independence struggle took on a regional dimension when
Portugal suddenly withdrew from Angola in 1974. The Soviets and Cubans
intervened in Angola in support of the Marxist Popular Movement for the
Liberation of Angola (MPLA) regime there and subsequently developed
close military ties with SWAPO as well as with Mozambique, Zambia, and
the African National Congress (ANC) in South Africa. Angola’s indepen-
dence created new strategic opportunities for SWAPO. Before then, SWAPO
used the Angolan territory dominated by the MPLA’s major rival, the Union
for the Total Independence of Angola (UNITA), to support its insurgency.
It now used MPLA-controlled territory. The MPLA also offered SWAPO a
new headquarters and extensive basing facilities. Thus, the South Africans
saw Angola as a forward defense area and allied with UNITA in the Namib-
ian bush war that had begun in 1966.

The terrorist activity of the military wing of SWAPO, the People’s
Liberation Army of Namibia (PLAN), was limited to a few border areas.
Approximately 85 percent of PLAN forces was comprised of Ovambo.
PLAN cooperated with the military wing of the MPLA in
Angola and thus was able to use Angolan territory from
which to launch attacks. But the counterinsurgency opera-
tions of the South African Defense Force were able to con-
tain the SWAPO insurgency, largely by pushing its bases
deeper into Angola.

The most important effort at internal reform of South
West Africa during South Africa’s control was the Turnhalle
Conference. It actually consisted of six sessions (Septem-
ber 1975–October 1976). In 1975, Pretoria announced that
a formal constitutional conference would begin on 1 Sep-
tember. SWAPO and SWANU would not be allowed to
participate. In May 1977, there was a referendum by white
voters on the Turnhalle Constitution, which 95 percent of
the voters approved. This did not, however, meet the de-
mands of SWAPO or the international community. Because
the Democratic Turnhalle Alliance (DTA) failed to end dis-
criminatory legislation and practices or even effectively to
start economic and social development programs, the preva-
lent attitude among Namibian blacks was that only SWAPO,
the guerrilla fighters, merited their political endorsement.

As early as July 1979, President António Agostinho
Neto of Angola held secret talks with American negotiators.
Among the issues discussed was the establishment of a
demilitarized zone of 50 kilometers on each side of the
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Namibian-Angolan border and restrictions of SWAPO bases in Angola. Agree-
ment was never reached, however, and the conflict escalated. The United
States and its British, French, West German, and Canadian allies formed the
Contact Group to negotiate Namibia’s independence with South Africa and
the so-called Frontline States (FLS), comprised of Angola, Botswana, Mozam-
bique, Tanzania, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. The FLS acted as patrons and
advisors to SWAPO. The negotiations between the Contact Group and the
FLS resulted in UN Security Resolution 435 in September 1978.

During Ronald Reagan’s presidency (1981–1989) and eight years of
negotiations led by Chester Crocker, the United States eventually brokered
the 1988 peace accords that linked South Africa’s withdrawal from Namibia
and independence for that country to Cuba’s exit from Angola. This occurred
despite the fact that for many years Angola and its FLS partners (with the
support of the Soviet Union and radical nonaligned states) had rejected link-
ing Namibian independence to Cuba’s withdrawal from Angola. The decline
of Cold War tensions was symbolized by the Soviet Union’s willingness to
pressure its clients, Cuba and Angola, to accept a negotiated settlement.

James J. Hentz
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Egyptian nationalist politician, vice president (1953–1954), premier (1954–
1956), and president (1956–1970). Born in Beni Mor, Egypt, on 16 January
1918, the son of a civil servant, Gamal Abdel Nasser at an early age devel-
oped great antipathy toward Britain’s rule over Egypt, setting the stage for
his later championing of Egyptian nationalism and Pan-Arabism. Settling on
a military career, he graduated from the Egyptian Royal Military Academy in
1936 and was commissioned as a second lieutenant. While stationed at a post
in the Sudan, he met and became friends with future Egyptian president
Anwar Sadat. Based on their mutual dislike of the British, they eventually
laid the groundwork for a secret anti-British organization that came to be
called the Free Officers.

The Free Officers recruited Egyptian military officers who wished to
bring about an end to British colonial rule and to oust King Farouk I. After
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months of painstaking planning, the organization fomented
a revolt against Farouk’s government on 23 July 1952.
Three days later, the king abdicated and fled Egypt. Upon
Farouk’s abdication, a Revolutionary Command Council
was established under the leadership of Major General Mo-
hammad Naguib, with Nasser working behind the scenes.
When the council declared Egypt a republic in June 1953,
Naguib became its first president, with Nasser as vice
president. Beginning in the winter of 1954, a political
power struggle ensued between Nasser and Naguib. Within
months, Nasser took de facto control as president of the
Revolutionary Command Council. Naguib was allowed to
continue as president of Egypt, although this was in reality
little more than a figurehead position.

Nasser and his faction consolidated their hold on power,
and after the October 1954 attempt on his life, which he
blamed on Naguib, Nasser ordered Naguib arrested. Using
the assassination attempt to solidify his power base, Nasser
became premier of Egypt on 25 February 1955. Seven
months later he also took the title of provisional president.

Nasser quickly moved to centralize his authority, cre-
ating a tightly controlled police state in which political
opponents were imprisoned, intellectuals and elites dis-
enfranchised, and industries nationalized. In June 1956 a
national election occurred in which Nasser was the sole candidate for the
presidency, and thus he officially became Egypt’s second president.

In addition to seeking land reform and following quasi-socialist eco-
nomic policies, Nasser sought to modernize Egyptian infrastructure. His
public works projects included the building of a massive dam at Aswan, for
which he received promises of financial support from the United States and
Great Britain. He also approached the United States about purchasing arms.
When the United States refused this request, fearful that the arms would be
used against Israel, Nasser turned to the Soviet Union.

The Soviets saw a chance to increase their influence in the region and
began negotiating an arms deal with Nasser, whereupon the United States
and Britain withdrew their support for the Aswan Dam project in early July
1956. Seeing an additional opportunity to gain more influence with the
Egyptians and to establish a foothold in the Middle East, the Soviet Union
quickly offered to help Nasser with the dam.

Nasser used the loss of Western financial support as a pretext to nation-
alize the Suez Canal on 26 July 1956. This action provoked joint French,
British, and Israeli military action against Egypt, beginning the Suez Crisis.
On 29 October 1956 Israeli forces attacked Egypt, and two days later French
and British forces attacked by air. On 5 November, French and British forces
landed at Port Said, further escalating the conflict. The United States, not
privy to the attack, applied great pressure on the Israelis as well as on the
French and British to withdraw, which they did on 7 November. Far from
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being defeated, Nasser was vindicated by the Suez Crisis, and he shrewdly
used this victory to further consolidate his rule at home and to promote Pan-
Arabism throughout the Middle East. The Suez Crisis turned him into a
hero of Middle East nationalism.

In pursuit of his Pan-Arab vision, Nasser established the United Arab
Republic (UAR) on 22 February 1958. Consisting of only Egypt and Syria,
however, the UAR fell apart when Syria withdrew on 28 September 1961.
Nevertheless, Nasser continued to promote Arab nationalism and his vision
of a Pan-Arab union.

Nasser’s strong-arm rule began to work against him as the years pro-
gressed. Losing some of his popular appeal at home, he attempted to reform
the government, which was corrupt and riddled with cronyism. Instead, he
was forced to crack down on his opponents who tried to expand their power
during the attempted reorganization. In foreign affairs, in an effort to play
up Arab resentment toward Israel, he signed a defense pact with Syria in
November 1966. In early 1967, he began provoking the Israelis through a
number of different actions, including insisting on the departure of United
Nations (UN) peacekeepers from the Egyptian-Israeli border, blockading
the Gulf of Aqaba, and moving troops into the Sinai.

In retaliation, on 5 June 1967 the Israelis attacked Egypt, Syria, and Jor-
dan. The war lasted only until 9 June and proved to be a humiliating defeat
for Nasser. His miscalculation further eroded his support in Egypt and blem-
ished his reputation throughout the Middle East. In March 1969 he launched
the War of Attrition against Israel, which resulted in many more Egyptian than
Israeli casualties. In July 1970, he agreed to a cease-fire arrangement put for-
ward by U.S. Secretary of State William Rogers, ending the war. By then in
deteriorating health, Nasser died on 28 September 1970 in Cairo.

Dallace W. Unger Jr.
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A depository for Cold War memorabilia and an educational opportunity for
the general public. The National Cold War Museum and Memorial is cur-
rently a portable exhibit of historical artifacts that travels around the world in
hopes of promoting interest in a permanent Cold War museum facility. The
museum’s current holdings include reference material from a variety of Cold
War personalities and events as well as unique artifacts such as U-2 pilot
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Francis Gary Powers’s flight helmet and the suitcase carried across Berlin’s
Glienecke Bridge on 10 February 1962 when the Soviets turned Powers over
to the United States in exchange for Soviet spy Colonel Rudolf Abel.

Francis Gary Powers Jr. and John Welch formally established the museum
in 1996. Powers’s father unwittingly became a major figure in the Cold War
when the Soviets shot down the U-2 reconnaissance plane he was piloting on
1 May 1960. His capture and imprisonment in the Soviet Union led to a full-
blown diplomatic crisis that deepened Cold War hostilities and embarrassed
President Dwight Eisenhower’s administration on the eve of a U.S.-Soviet
summit, which was promptly canceled by an angry Soviet Premier Nikita
Khrushchev. Resolved to honor Cold War figures such as his father, who died
in 1977, the younger Powers dedicated the museum to preserving and relat-
ing the many stories and incidents indelibly marked by the Cold War.

Plans are under way to locate a permanent home for the museum. One
potential location is a twenty-acre former Nike Missile site outside Washing-
ton, D.C.

William Craig
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U.S. intelligence report intended only for the highest-ranking government
officials. Information for National Intelligence Estimates (NIEs) is gathered
from all the intelligence agencies of government and assembled under the
direction of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).

Most NIEs deal with the threat posed by other countries to the security
of the United States. NIEs on a specific country include analysis of all aspects
of that nation, including its foreign policy objectives, leadership, military
capabilities, and economic strengths. The most important country NIEs dur-
ing the Cold War were those dealing with the Soviet Union. Special NIEs
treat specific problem areas or probable reactions to a U.S. initiative.

CIA Director General Walter Bedell Smith initiated the NIEs in 1950.
At first they were produced by a Board of National Estimates, with its mem-
bership from the different federal intelligence agencies. In 1973, however,
the board was replaced by intelligence officers with specialized knowledge
in the specific areas under study.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Legislation effecting sweeping organizational changes in U.S. military and
foreign policy establishments signed into law by President Harry S. Truman
on 26 July 1947. The National Security Act was a critical step in preparing
America to wage the deepening Cold War. Specifically, the act created the
National Security Council (NSC), National Security Resources Board (NSRB),
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), Department of Defense (DOD), Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS), and U.S. Air Force (the third branch of the U.S. armed
forces). Congress amended the act in 1949, providing the secretary of defense
with more power over the individual armed services and their secretaries.

Soon after World War II ended, the uneasy alliance between the United
States and the Soviet Union began to degenerate, and a long-standing ideo-
logical and military confrontation between the two superpowers quickly set
in. By late 1946, the Truman administration had adopted a defense policy
that became known as containment. This policy sought to contain Soviet
influence and the spread of communism throughout the world. It was this
mind-set that prompted passage of the National Security Act.

By the end of 1947, the containment policy had elicited both the enun-
ciation of the Truman Doctrine and the implementation of the Marshall
Plan. The National Security Act was an effort to add a domestic component
to containment and to help coordinate U.S. diplomatic and military commit-
ments to meet the challenges of the Cold War. The act was designed to cen-
tralize the military services under the single banner of the DOD—which was
directed by the secretary of defense, a new cabinet-level position—to pro-
vide one main intelligence apparatus in the new CIA and to provide foreign
policy advice directly to the president via the NSC, which resided within the
Executive Office of the president. The JCS, composed of a representative
from each of the armed services, was to act as a military advisory group to
the president and his civilian advisors.

The CIA emerged from the World War II Office of Strategic Services
(OSS) and smaller postwar intelligence operations. Its first director was Rear
Admiral Roscoe Hillenkoetter. The existing War and Navy Departments
were folded into the DOD, whose first secretary was James V. Forrestal. The
new U.S. Air Force, which became a free-standing entity, was built from the
existing U.S. Army Air Corps. The NSC’s chief role was to coordinate and
prioritize information it received from other agencies and to advise the pres-
ident on national security issues based on analysis of that information. At the
time, there was no provision made for a national security advisor, a post that
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came into being under President Dwight D. Eisenhower in 1953. Taken in its
totality, the National Security Act provided for a powerful, well-coordinated
system that linked national security with foreign policy and military decision
making.

Bevan Sewell
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U.S. intelligence-gathering agency. Headquartered at Fort Meade, Mary-
land, the National Security Agency (NSA) is the highly secretive component
of the U.S. intelligence community and specializes in activities related to cryp-
tography and signals intelligence (SIGINT). Established on 4 November 1952
by President Harry S. Truman in the wake of a series of intelligence lapses
regarding the Korean War, the NSA served as the U.S. government’s pri-
mary technical intelligence-collection organization throughout the Cold War.

The United States was renowned for its success in the realm of SIGINT
(the gathering and analysis of intercepted voice communications intelli-
gence, or COMINT) and electromagnetic radiation (electronic intelligence,
or ELINT) during World War II. Yet the Americans entered the early years
of the Cold War with a disorganized SIGINT apparatus loosely coordinated
among the independent and oftentimes redundant cryptologic agencies of
the army, navy, and air force. In line with the centralizing theme of the 1947
National Security Act, Secretary of Defense Louis A. Johnson established
the Armed Forces Security Agency (AFSA) in 1949 to streamline SIGINT
collection. Plagued by the weaknesses of limited jurisdiction and ill-defined
authority, however, deficiencies in AFSA’s relationship with the service
agencies were made readily apparent prior to and during the outbreak of the
Korean War in June 1950.

At the urging of President Truman, Secretary of State Dean Acheson
appointed New York attorney George Abbott Brownell to head a probe
investigating AFSA’s failings. The resultant “Brownell Committee Report”
advocated replacing AFSA with a centralized national agency capable of
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unifying all U.S. SIGINT efforts. Fully agreeing with this recommendation,
within months President Truman dissolved the AFSA and quietly signed
into law the NSA.

Throughout the 1950s and early 1960s, the NSA established itself as a
key intelligence player in virtually all major Cold War political and military
conflicts. In 1953 the NSA began overflights of Soviet airspace using con-
verted B-47 Stratojets equipped with various receivers capable of intercept-
ing Soviet air defense radar signals. By intentionally triggering the activation
of the Soviet air defense radar system, the B-47s could pinpoint and map the
locations of Soviet systems on the ground, providing crucial information for
U.S. pilots. By the late 1950s, the Stratojets had been replaced by the high-
flying U-2 reconnaissance jet, and overflights to collect Soviet SIGINT data
continued, focusing on radar emissions and telemetry information related to
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launches. The overflight program
ended suddenly amid an international crisis when, on 1 May 1960, U-2 pilot
Francis Gary Powers was shot down over the central Soviet city of Sverd-
lovsk. Initially disavowing any knowledge of the overflight program, the
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Eisenhower administration was forced to concede that it had ordered the
flights when faced with irrefutable evidence presented by Soviet Premier
Nikita Khrushchev.

Although direct flights over Soviet airspace were terminated in the wake
of the Powers controversy, the NSA maintained a robust collection effort uti-
lizing ground, air, sea, and space-based antennas and sensors to monitor the
transmissions of the Eastern bloc as well as nonaligned and allied nations. In
an often contentious relationship with the U.S. Navy, NSA listening posts
were established on both adapted warships such as the Liberty and on smaller
dedicated collection platforms such as the Pueblo to loiter in international
waters collecting transmissions, while NSA-directed submarines tapped into
undersea communication cables. Ground stations concentrating on intercept-
ing shortwave and very high frequency (VHF) emissions were established
in strategically important locations around the globe ranging from Ellesmere
Island in the upper reaches of the Arctic Circle to Ayios Nikolaos in Cyprus,
to Field Station Berlin in West Berlin, to Misawa Air Force Base in Japan.
After the undisclosed launch of the first SIGINT satellite in June 1960, the
NSA also began to establish an array of ground-based relay centers in remote
locations on the periphery of the Soviet Union.

By the late 1970s the NSA was enjoying great success in decoding the
encrypted Soviet messages that had previously eluded the U.S. intelligence
community. As the NSA’s mission grew, its budget increased exponentially.
Exact budgetary figures from the Cold War period continue to be withheld
as classified information, but during that time the NSA established itself as
the largest U.S. intelligence agency in terms of both manpower and financial
resources.

Robert G. Berschinski
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NSC-68 was a response by President Harry S. Truman’s administration to
the Soviets’ first atomic explosion in late August 1949 as well as the October
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1949 communist victory in the Chinese Civil War. The top secret report was
released to the president on 14 April 1950. Its principal architect was Paul H.
Nitze, director of the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff.

The basic premise of NSC-68 was that since the Soviets had developed
a workable atomic bomb, a hydrogen (thermonuclear) bomb would not be far
behind. The drafters of NSC-68 estimated that by 1954, “the year of maxi-
mum danger,” the Soviets would be capable of launching a crippling pre-
emptive strike against the United States. According to NSC-68, the United
States could not prevent such a blow without a massive increase in its mili-
tary and economic capacities. Should the report not be heeded, in case of
Soviet aggression the United States would be forced into appeasement or
nuclear war. Nitze and other policymakers believed, therefore, that the key
to avoiding this dilemma and preserving free-world security lay in a vast con-
ventional rearmament. NSC-68 also demanded greater foreign aid, however,
along with expanded military assistance to the Western Allies, additional
funding for information and propaganda campaigns, better intelligence gath-
ering, and an expansion of nuclear weapons programs.

Alarmed by the report’s recommendations and likely costs, President Tru-
man initially shelved the plan. Only after the sudden outbreak of the Korean
War in June 1950 did he agree to implement the NSC-68 rearmament pro-
gram. Thanks in part, at least, to the Korean War, U.S. defense expenditures
quadrupled, going from $13.5 billion before the war to more than $54 billion
by the time Truman left office in January 1953. The lion’s share of this mas-
sive rearmament program in fact was not directed to the Korean War but
instead went toward fulfilling America’s long-term mobilization base as envi-
sioned in NSC-68. Indeed, NSC-68 put muscle into Truman’s containment
policy.

Although subsequent administrations would tinker with the recommen-
dations in NSC-68, the report nonetheless guided U.S. national security and
military mobilization planning for almost a generation after its drafting. Fun-
damentally, NSC-68 was underpinned by the traditional Cold War mentality.
Many of its critics have argued that the report overstated the nature and
extent of the Soviet threat. Some, however, have maintained that NSC-68
was a wise and prudent response to a real and present Soviet danger. Still
others have pointed out that although NSC-68 may have painted a somewhat
distorted picture of the Soviet Union, this distortion results more from what is
now known from newly opened Eastern bloc archives as opposed to what was
known to officials at the time. Whatever the case, it is a truism that NSC-68
was a seminal and paradigmatic Cold War document.

Josh Ushay
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Review of American foreign policy in southern Africa, commissioned dur-
ing President Richard Nixon’s first administration. On 10 April 1969, U.S.
National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger authorized National Security
Study Memorandum 39 (NSSM 39), a detailed critique of American foreign
relations in southern Africa that included proposals for future policy options.
Both the memorandum and the study itself were imbued with Kissinger’s
notions of realpolitik. Avoiding a military confrontation in Africa was a high
priority given the nature of U.S. military commitments elsewhere, particu-
larly in Vietnam. Thus, to ensure the region’s political stability, NSSM 39
analysts suggested that U.S. doctrine shy away from dictating reform policies
to colonial governments. Public denunciations of South Africa’s racist poli-
tics were therefore deemed unwise for fear of risking American intervention
and strategic destabilization in the region.

Rather than advocating social justice, the study’s key recommendations
revolved around safeguarding American strategic and economic interests.
Maintaining South Africa’s gold production was the chief financial concern,
while the prime strategic goal was limiting Soviet and Chinese influence in
the area. Conceivably, these policies were intended not only to enhance the
U.S. government’s regional influence but also to reduce the likelihood of
American military intervention in an African civil conflict. The report stated
explicitly that “the whites are here to stay and the only way that constructive
change can come about is through them.”

Scot D. Bruce
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Political and social movement seeking to promote the interests of an indi-
vidual nation at the expense of the wider international community but also
to rid nations or regions of colonialism and to actualize self-determination
based upon ethnic, racial, or religious cohesiveness. During the Cold War,
nationalism was often used as an instrument of leverage by the Western and
communist blocs to attract new allies and to gain or maintain hegemony in
certain states or regions. Eventually, nationalism led to the collapse of the
communist bloc, the dissolution of the Soviet Union, and the fragmentation
of artificially incorporated national entities such as the former Yugoslavia.

Following World War II, nationalist movements blossomed throughout
the world. The main contributors to this development were the principles of
self-determination and decolonization. These in turn were driven by eco-
nomic and political forces and were pushed forward by several labor parties,
most notably those in Britain and France. This ultimately brought about the
independence of most African and Asian nations.

In addition, the role of native intellectuals educated in Western Europe
or the United States, and there exposed to Western political and economic
thought, strongly impacted the domestic and foreign policies of the newly
independent states. The geopolitical climate of the Cold War brought strong
pressures on every new nation to align with either the United States or the
Soviet Union. In their desperate search for new allies, both nations spon-
sored national liberation movements that often bred corruption and human
rights abuses.

The Soviet Union played the role of the anti-imperialist power, opposing
Western colonialism in favor of nationalist causes and striving to associate
national liberation with socialism. The Americans were similarly driven by
ideology. Often in favor of native peoples struggling for independence, they
liberated the former Commonwealth of the Philippines in July 1946 and
transformed Puerto Rico into a self-governing commonwealth in 1952. The
United States intervened in almost every nationalist dispute in the world,
ostensibly to defend democracy and champion the national cause.

In January 1961, Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev pledged Soviet sup-
port to wars of national liberation, as in Vietnam. This point was amplified by
Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev when he reasserted in the Brezhnev Doc-
trine of November 1968 the rationale already used to justify the crushing
of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution—that the Soviet Union had the right to
intervene in the internal affairs of a socialist state in order to preserve social-
ism there.
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The American policy toward nationalism, launched in 1947, was predi-
cated on the Truman Doctrine, which pledged support to any nation under
siege by internal or external communist forces. In Europe, U.S. policy relied
on the Balkanization of the communist bloc based on nationalism. Exploita-
tion of nationalist movements was a common modus operandi of U.S. foreign
policy in Yugoslavia, the Baltic states, and Eastern Europe as a means of weak-
ening Soviet control and influence. In Greece, just after the 1945 liberation,
a leftist nationalist uprising led by the National Popular Liberation Army
(ELAS) and helped by communist Yugoslavia tried to overthrow the author-
itarian British-backed government. Fearing a communist victory, President
Harry S. Truman asked for and obtained from Congress $400 million in aid
to Greece and Turkey to support democratic movements.

Despite ideological similarities with the Soviets, Yugoslavian leader
Josip Broz Tito’s interpretation of communism and nationalism alarmed the
Soviets after 1945. Pan-Slavism was invoked by both the Soviet Union and
Yugoslavia. While the USSR used this to contain centrifugal forces, particu-
larly in Ukraine, Tito’s attempt to form a southern Slavic union with Bulgaria
alarmed Soviet leader Josef Stalin and contributed to the 1948 Soviet-
Yugoslav split.

Nationalism was a dangerous force inside the USSR
itself. Apart from nationalist movements in the Baltic region,
the Soviet Union was at risk from internal ethnic strife.
Indeed, the risk of Pan-Turkish nationalism had informed
Stalin’s decision to separate the Turkish peoples of Central
Asia into five distinct republics. From the Khrushchev era
on, while stressing the importance of policies of nativism,
the creation of the Homo Sovieticus was enhanced. Mixed
marriages, forced migration, and the mandatory use of
Russian were used to de-emphasize the separate national-
ities and form a Soviet citizen who, regardless of his place
of birth, was faithful to Moscow. For this reason, in the
Soviet empire the word “patriotism” was always preferred
to “nationalism.”

Despite the 1947 Asian Relations Conference, which
pledged support for all national movements against colo-
nial rule, both the Americans and the Soviets continued to
justify their intrusions in domestic politics under the guise
of national liberation support. The two superpowers chose
as one ground for confrontation the divided Korean Penin-
sula, each backing a different regime claiming to be the
legitimate government for all Korea. The Korean War, a
result of this policy, lasted for three years (1950–1953).

In Vietnam, nationalists led by veteran communist
leader Ho Chi Minh succeeded in driving France out of
the northern part of the country in 1954. The 1954 Geneva
Conference temporarily divided Vietnam at the 17th Par-
allel, pending national elections to reunify the country in
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1956. Because Ho was a communist and was supported by the communist
bloc and because the communists had never voluntarily relinquished power
once they had secured it, President Dwight D. Eisenhower’s administration
chose to support South Vietnamese leader Ngo Dinh Diem when he refused
to hold the elections in the Republic of Vietnam (ROV, South Vietnam) as
scheduled. The United States supported Diem in his stand. This failure to
hold the elections called for by the Geneva Accords in effect led to the
renewal of warfare and the start of what became known as the Vietnam War.
This struggle, which began in earnest in 1957, would not end until the fall of
Saigon in April 1975.

In Latin America, economic interests were not easily subordinated to
the natives’ cause. In Guatemala in 1954, a coup led by the Central Intelli-
gence Agency (CIA) overthrew the nationalist and reformist government of
Jacobo Arbenz, which had tried to expropriate the lands of a U.S.-based com-
pany. The Arbenz regime was replaced by a pro-American government.
After Fidel Castro’s 1959 coup in Cuba, his nationalization of land and com-
panies resulted in a full-blown crisis in U.S.-Cuban relations. This precipi-
tated an ongoing U.S. effort to dislodge Castro from power, including the
failed 1961 Bay of Pigs invasion, and drove the Cuban government closer to
the Soviet Union.

Arab nationalism emerged as a driving force during the Cold War, although
not necessarily aligned with the two superpowers. In 1945 seven nations—
Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, North Yemen, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and Transjordan
(Jordan since 1948)—created the Arab League, which was destined to expand
to more than twenty countries by the end of the century. Its aim was mutual
aid and the improvement of economic conditions in Arab states. Beginning in
the 1970s, the Arab League helped financially strapped African nations reduce
their economic dependence on the United States and the Soviet Union.

The United States feared Arab nationalism in the Middle East. In April
1955, Britain and the United States pushed Turkey and Iraq into forming the
Baghdad Pact, a mutual defense pact also known as the Middle East Treaty
Organization. Iran and Pakistan joined later that same year. In 1959, on the
departure of Iraq from the organization, it became known as the Central
Treaty Organization (CENTO). CENTO was dissolved in 1979 with the
withdrawal of first Iran, following the overthrow of Shah Mohammad Reza
Pahlavi, and then Pakistan.

During the Eisenhower presidency, containing Arab nationalism by offer-
ing help to individual Arab states was a chief priority. Thus, policy was aimed
at keeping the Middle East under Western control. It was also a way to contain
the nationalist forces unleashed by Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser.

In 1958 Egypt and Syria joined to create a new nation, the United Arab
Republic (UAR). Attempts to include neighboring Yemen failed. After the
1961 military coup in Syria, Egypt remained the only country in the new
republic, which ceased to exist in 1971.

Nationalist motivations were behind the March 1951 murder of Iranian
Prime Minister Haji-Ali Razmara, who had opposed nationalization of the
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company in 1951. Mohammed Mossadegh took control of
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Iran and subsequently nationalized the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, run by
the British and paying royalties only to the shah of Iran. These events caused
a rupture in Iranian relations with the Western powers. Consequently, the
CIA sponsored a coup to topple Mossadegh, who was arrested in August
1953 and was replaced by General Fazlollah Zahedi.

The desire for independence pushed the National Liberation Front
(FLN) in Algeria to begin a guerrilla war there against France in November
1954. After prolonged warfare and much bloodshed, France gave Algeria its
independence in 1962. Continuing the nationalist tradition that engaged
him in the 1948 Israeli-Palestinian War, Nasser assisted the FLN in Algeria,
gradually shifting both Algeria and Egypt toward a socialist orientation, al-
though both nations were technically part of the Non-Aligned Movement.

In 1956, meanwhile, the United States and Britain reneged on an agree-
ment to help finance the building of Egypt’s Aswan Dam, provoking Nasser’s
decision to nationalize the Suez Canal to make up for the lost funding. This
in turn led to the October 1956 Suez Crisis in which British, French, and
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Israeli forces attacked Egypt. Due to strong U.S. pressure, the three powers
soon withdrew, but the attack nonetheless served to strengthen Nasser’s
nationalist and Pan-Arab agenda.

Libyan President Muammar Qadhafi has also been a staunch promoter
of Arab unity based on ethnoreligious similarities. In December 1969 he
signed the Tripoli Charter, calling for a flexible federation with Sudan
and Egypt. On 1 January 1972, the Federation of Arab Republics, consisting
of Egypt, Syria, and Libya, came into existence. Unity with Syria (in Sep-
tember 1980) and Morocco (in August 1984) was attempted but never came
to fruition.

Nationalism, of course, contributed to the collapse of the communist
bloc and the Soviet Union beginning in 1991. After failed attempts at liber-
alization during the 1956 Hungarian Revolution and the Prague Spring of
1968, the Solidarity movement in Poland finally arranged for free elections
in that nation in 1989. Hungary followed suit, and by the fall of 1989 the Vel-
vet Revolution, made possible because of Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev’s
refusal to employ force, had swept through Eastern Europe, completing the
process of democratization and the reassertion of national sovereignty. De-
mands for independence in the Soviet Baltic Republics and the nationalist
Rukh movement in Soviet-controlled Ukraine played a main role in the
December 1991 dissolution of the Soviet Union, formally ending the Cold
War. That same year, the dismantlement of Yugoslavia unleashed nationalist
forces that engulfed the region in civil war for more than a decade.

The Cold War was over, but nationalism continued to exact a frightful
toll in terms of human suffering in the Horn of Africa, Sudan, the Yugoslav
successor states, Sri Lanka, and many other places around the globe.

Abel Polese
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French Army general and commander in chief of French forces in Indochina
(1953–1954). Born on 31 July 1898 at Villefranche de Rouergue in Aveyron,
Henri Navarre enlisted in the French Army in 1916 to gain admission to the
French military academy at Saint-Cyr in 1917, receiving a commission in the
cavalry (Hussars) the following year. As a career army officer, he served with
distinction in Syria, Morocco, and Germany during the 1920s and 1930s. He
became an intelligence officer in 1939 for the French command in North
Africa and in metropolitan France for the French resistance during World
War II. He was promoted to brigadier general in 1945 and became inspector
general of French Army troops in Germany. Advanced to major general in
1950, he commanded the French 5th Armored Division in Germany. He was
promoted to lieutenant general in 1953.

In May 1953, Navarre was selected to replace General Raoul Salan as
commander in chief of French forces in Indochina. Navarre soon changed
French tactics from defensive to offensive operations. In July 1953 he flew to
Paris to present his plan to win the war. The Navarre Plan called for deploy-
ment to Indochina of 20,000 additional French troops, the expansion of the
National Vietnamese Army to at least 200,000 men, and the granting of
greater independence to the Indochinese states in order to secure their
support for a wider war.

In undertaking offensive operations, Navarre set up a major blocking
position in northeastern Vietnam that he hoped would prevent a renewed
Viet Minh invasion of Laos. He also hoped to draw limited Viet Minh forces
into a set-piece battle in which they might be destroyed by French artillery
and airpower. Navarre’s plan, Operation CASTOR, positioned sizable French
military assets in the remote valley town of Dien Bien Phu. Viet Minh com-
mander General Vo Nguyen Giap took the bait, and the result was the March–
May 1954 Battle of Dien Bien Phu. The Viet Minh decision to commit much
greater assets than Navarre had anticipated coupled with their success in
bringing artillery to the mountains around Dien Bien Phu and Navarre’s
overestimation of French air capabilities spelled defeat for the besieged and
allowed French politicians to shift the blame to the military and extract the
nation from the war.

An embittered Navarre retired from the army in 1956 to run a brick fac-
tory and to write his memors, Agonie de l’Indochine (1956). He died in Paris on
21 June 1983.

Bradford Wineman
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Burmese general, interim prime minister during 1958–1960, and despotic
leader of Burma (Myanmar) during 1960–1988. Ne Win, born Shu Maung to
a Chinese family on 24 May 1911 in Paungdale, Burma, was a lackluster stu-
dent who failed his entrance exams to the University of Rangoon. After that
he held a series of odd jobs until joining the nationalist group Dobama Asi-
ayone (Our Burma Association) in 1938, where he met fellow nationalist and
future Burmese leaders U Nu and Aung San.

In 1941 Shu Maung was among the so-called Thirty Comrades chosen
by Japanese forces occupying Burma to lead the Burmese Independent
Army (BIA) against British rule. By 1943 he commanded the BIA and for-
mally adopted the name Ne Win, meaning “radiant sun.” In 1945 the BIA
switched allegiance, fighting alongside British forces against the Japanese
and, later, against communist insurgents.

Aung San, widely considered the “father” of Burma, was assassinated by
rivals in July 1947. His heir apparent, U Nu, thus presided over Burma’s
independence in January 1948. U Nu appointed Ne Win chief of staff of the
army, which, like the new country itself, was sharply divided along ethnic
lines. He rebuilt and unified the armed forces but was not content in a sub-
servient position. With his sights set on becoming uncontested leader of
Burma, in September 1958 he and two other military commanders seized

power after they forced U Nu’s resignation. In February
1960 the military junta allowed elections that returned U
Nu to power. A deteriorating economy and internal strife
prompted yet another military coup in March 1962, how-
ever, with Ne Win assuming the role as president.

Ne Win’s Revolutionary Council implemented the
“Burmese Way to Socialism.” The regime was brutal and
corrupt, based on a bizarre mix of extreme nationalism,
Stalinism, and indigenous religious practices. Many Bur-
mese dissidents were executed, jailed, or forced to flee
the country as the regime savagely repressed ethnic rebel-
lions. Equating capitalism with foreign domination, non-
Burmese citizens were stripped of their assets and deported.
Banks and industries were nationalized, and private land
was expropriated. Profoundly xenophobic, Ne Win virtu-
ally sealed Burma off from the outside world. He was him-
self an odd recluse, pursuing his bizarre fascinations with
numerology, Buddhism, and animism. It is rumored that
he routinely bathed in dolphins’ blood to stay young.

By the 1980s, Burma was desperately poor and hope-
lessly isolated, despite expectations in 1948 that it would
become Asia’s success story. Ne Win avoided the revolu-
tions that swept Southeast Asia during the Cold War but
nevertheless destroyed Burma’s economy and exacerbated
internal divisions. On 8 August 1988 he suddenly resigned,
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claiming that the date (8-8-88) was propitious. Despite a fleeting hope that
democracy might flower after his resignation, generals loyal to him took over
and continued his troubling legacy. They continue to rule today amid inter-
national condemnation for human rights abuses. Ne Win remained influen-
tial until his death, in seclusion, on 5 December 2002 in Yangôn, Myanmar.

Arne Kislenko
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Indian nationalist leader and first prime minister of India (1947–1964). Born
in Allahabad, India, to a wealthy and influential family on 14 November 1889,
Jawaharlal Nehru was tutored in Indian culture and language from an early
age. His formal education took place in Britain, where he graduated from
Trinity College, Cambridge, in 1910 and the Inner Temple, London’s vener-
able law school, from which he earned a law degree, in 1912. He returned to
India in 1912 and joined his father’s legal practice but soon entered politics
and in 1919 joined Mohandas Gandhi’s campaign of civil disobedience to
gain Indian autonomy.

However, Nehru wanted more than self-rule and sought complete inde-
pendence from Britain. In spite of this difference, both Gandhi and Nehru
supported and encouraged one another. Nehru’s influence on the Indian
Congress (INC) was significant, and almost single-handedly he extended the
independence movement’s agenda to include myriad issues, both domestic
and international, that affected the interests of the Indian people.

Nehru also prompted members of the INC to consider the full future
of India, that is, what form of government it should have, what rights
should be incorporated into its constitution, what India’s place in the world
should be, and what planning would be necessary to bring about full and
unfettered independence. Nehru’s involvement in the independence
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movement resulted in his imprisonment by British author-
ities on several occasions during the 1930s and 1940s.

During the 1930s, the British government moved ten-
tatively toward granting India self-rule. World War II post-
poned that plan, however, as the Japanese threat and
increased violence between Muslims and Hindus created
a turbulent environment during the early 1940s. Following
the war, the British Labour government under Prime Min-
ister Clement Attlee moved ahead with plans for an inde-
pendent India. The major impediment to independence
resided in the controversy over whether India would be
a single unified state or two separate states: a Hindu India
and a Muslim Pakistan. Nehru envisioned a single state
but was persuaded by Lord Louis Mountbatten, viceroy of
India, to accept a partitioned India. In August 1947 India
and Pakistan gained full independence, and Nehru became
India’s first prime minister.

By the time India’s independence had been estab-
lished, the Cold War between the United States and the
Soviet Union was already well under way. While following
a general theme of nonalignment, India’s foreign policy
tended to reflect Nehru’s personal preferences. In the 1920s
Nehru had visited the Soviet Union and was sympathetic
to the goals of communism. In 1949 he made a state visit
to the United States and found the experience unnerving,
as he found the postwar materialism of American society
and the politics of anticommunism very unappealing. Many

historians have argued that Nehru’s sympathy for the Soviet Union and
antipathy toward the West was evident in 1956 when he openly condemned
Britain, France, and Israel for their involvement in the Suez Crisis but re-
mained almost silent during the Soviets’ brutal suppression of the Hungar-
ian Revolution that same year. Over time, however, he moved toward a more
centrist position as Anglo-American policies became more tolerant of non-
aligned nations.

In the late 1950s Nehru was confronted by People’s Republic of China
(PRC) incursions into Tibet and regions along the border between India and
China. At the same time, Indian-Pakistani tensions were repeatedly exac-
erbated over the contested region of Kashmir. Indian and Pakistani forces
clashed frequently in the mostly Muslim Kashmir. In 1962 a border conflict
escalated into the Sino-Indian War. The United States supported India in its
conflict with China but not in India’s struggle with Pakistan, then an Ameri-
can ally. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, expressed support for India
in its clash with Pakistan but remained noncommittal regarding the India-
China conflict.

Nehru continued his nonaligned stance in spite of these crises, while
India’s independent foreign policy was viewed admiringly by many of the
newly independent states of the developing world. He died in office on
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27 May 1964 in New Delhi. Nehru left an indelible mark not only on mod-
ern Indian history but also on the history of independence and nationalist
movements all around the globe.

William T. Walker
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Hungarian reform communist politician and prime minister (1988–1990)
who played a key role helping to end the Cold War. Born on 24 January 1948
in Monok, Hungary, Miklós Németh graduated from the University of Eco-
nomics in Budapest in 1971. During 1971–1977 he taught at the same uni-
versity, interrupting his professorship in 1974 to study at Harvard University
in Cambridge, Massachusetts.

In 1977 Németh became deputy head of a division in the National Plan-
ning Institute. During 1981–1987 he served as deputy head and then head of
the Department of Economic Policy of the Hungarian Communist Party, and
in 1987 he became a member of the party’s Political Committee and secre-
tary in charge of economic policy for the party’s Central Committee.

On 24 November 1988 Németh was appointed prime minister of Hun-
gary. In this position, he pushed for comprehensive economic and political
reforms, which set the stage for Hungary’s eventual transition to democracy.
On 10 March 1990 he signed an agreement with Moscow that brought about
the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Hungary. Following Hungary’s first
democratic elections in March 1990, József Antall succeeded Németh as prime
minister on 23 May 1990. Later in 1990, Németh was elected to parliament
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as an independent representative, but he resigned in 1991 when he was ap-
pointed vice president of the European Bank for Research and Develop-
ment in London. He returned to Hungary in 2000 but chose not to reenter
the political arena.

Without doubt, Németh was the single most important player in ending
communist rule in Hungary and in ushering in the Velvet Revolution. When
Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev acquiesced to greater independence for
Eastern Europe, Németh immediately began to implement fundamental re-
forms, realizing that such sweeping changes would be next to impossible to
reverse once in place. His objective was to reintegrate Hungary and the whole
of Eastern Europe into the world economy and the free market system.
During his tenure, Németh agreed to the state reburial of Imre Nagy, the
executed premier and hero of the 1956 anti-Soviet Hungarian Revolution.
Németh opened the border to East German refugees, which triggered a se-
quence of sweeping international political changes. He ordered the barbed-
wire fence along Hungary’s western border with Austria removed, and he
and other party reformists founded the Hungarian Socialist Party. During his
period as premier, the constitution was modified, Hungary was declared a
republic, and laws were passed to bring about a new election system and
political pluralism.

Anna Boros-McGee
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Italian Socialist Party (PSI) leader, foreign minister (1946, 1968), and vice
premier (1963–1968). Born in Faenza, Italy, on 9 February 1891 to a peasant
family, Pietro Nenni was influenced in his youth by the local tradition of rad-
ical republicanism. He migrated into journalism and in 1911 was jailed for
protesting the Italian war in Libya. In 1914 he participated in the demon-
strations and strikes known as the Red Week.

Nenni served in the Italian Army in World War I and joined the PSI in
1921. An opponent of Benito Mussolini’s fascist regime, he was forced to take
up residence in France in 1926 and became one of the leaders of the party.
Nenni also edited that party’s newspaper, Avanti, and fought on the republi-
can side in the Spanish Civil War.

Incarcerated by the Nazis in 1940 and transferred to confinement in Italy,
Nenni was liberated in 1943. He became a key player in the Resistance and
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played a major role in the birth of the postwar Italian Republic, serving as
foreign minister in 1946. He then led the PSI into a close alliance with the
Communist Party to help preserve the unity of the Left, forcing a schism
with Giuseppe Saragat’s moderate faction. This move ultimately paved the
way for a major defeat of the Left in the April 1948 elections. Nenni’s deci-
sion shaped the future of the Italian Left, and it was not until after 1956 that
he distanced the PSI from the Communist Party and opened a dialogue with
the Christian Democrats.

Nenni’s drawn-out negotiations with Amintore Fanfani’s Christian Demo-
cratic Party—the so-called opening to the Left—finally succeeded in Decem-
ber 1963, when the PSI was readmitted to Aldo Moro’s government. Nenni
served as vice premier during 1963–1968 and briefly as foreign minister in
1968. His passionate approach to politics made him a widely popular figure
in Italy and helped to solidify coalition politics. Nenni died in Rome on 1 Jan-
uary 1980.

Leopoldo Nuti
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South Asian nation covering 54,363 square miles, a little larger than the U.S.
state of Arkansas. The Kingdom of Nepal, with a 1945 population of some 6
million people, is located south of the Himalayas and is bordered by Tibet,
now part of the People’s Republic of China (PRC), to the north and by India
to the east, south, and west. A predominantly Hindu nation, the Nepalese
constitutional monarchy is the only official Hindu state in the world.

Modern Nepal dates back to the late eighteenth century, when the expan-
sionist Shah dynasty of the Kingdom of Gorkha established control in the
foothills of the Himalayas. The establishment of Nepal coincided with estab-
lishment of the British East India Company’s control in India. An 1816 treaty
marking the conclusion of the 1814–1816 Anglo-Gorkha War established a
British Resident ruling in Kathmandu. In general, the British refrained from
interfering in the internal affairs of Nepal while also guaranteeing protection
for the kingdom. While Shah rulers remained on the throne, the hereditary
prime ministers of the Rana family exercised real political power during
1846–1951. In 1951, disaffected elements of Nepalese society joined with
King Tribhuvan (ruled 1906–1955) to overthrow the Rana autocracy.

Nepal 1463

Nepal



In the two world wars, Nepal supported the British by sending recruits
for the Gurkha (distortion of Gorkha) Brigade. Since the nineteenth century,
the British had employed Gorkhali fighters for their military needs. A 1947
agreement divided the existing Gurkha battalions between India and the
United Kingdom, and a small number of Gurkha soldiers remain in the British
Army today.

Nepalese cooperation in World War I partly prompted the 1923 treaty
by which Britain recognized Nepal’s independence. Hence, when the British
withdrew from the Indian subcontinent after World War II, Nepal remained
an independent kingdom.

Nepalese foreign policy after 1945 continued a long historical trend of
nonalignment and the practice of balancing itself among the great powers.
Nepal maintained a formally equidistant relationship with both the PRC and
India but made overtures toward one or the other when its interests so war-
ranted. Thus, while Nepal espoused neutrality in the 1962 Sino-Indian Border
War and the 1971 Indo-Pakistan War, the government nonetheless bought
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arms only from India. Although wary of Chinese expansion, Nepal nonethe-
less established relations with the PRC in 1955, recognized its sovereignty
in neighboring Tibet, and concluded an aid agreement the following year
that provided Nepal with Chinese economic and technical assistance.

Nepal dealt with the two Cold War superpowers in a similar fashion.
Cordial diplomatic relations with both the United States and the Soviet Union
ensured the flow of U.S. and Soviet aid to Nepal. In 1973 at the summit of
nonaligned nations in Algiers, King Birendra (ruled 1972–2001) proposed the
concept of Nepal as a zone of peace. Some 110 nations have since endorsed
this proposal.

Since World War II, Nepal’s shift away from its traditional isolationist
posture is also reflected in its membership in a variety of international organ-
izations, including the United Nations (UN), the Non-Aligned Movement,
and the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation.

From 1951 until the launching of the 1990 prodemocracy movement,
Nepal adopted three different constitutions (1951, 1959, and 1962). Although
the 1959 constitution created a bicameral legislature, with a popularly elected
lower house, disproportionate political power still rested with the reigning
monarch. The 1962 constitution, also known as the Panchayat (Council of
Elders) Constitution, introduced a form of guided democracy that abolished
political parties, created a legislature indirectly elected by members of the
local panchayat and other functional groups, and further concentrated royal
power.

In 1990 a prodemocracy movement ended the Panchayat system, and a
new constitution not only created a multiparty parliamentary system and an
independent judiciary but also codified basic individual rights. As subsequent
events have shown, this did not stop King Gyanendra (ruled 2001–present)
from stepping in and dissolving the government as he saw fit.

From 1996 onward, a guerrilla-style People’s War led by the Communist
Party of Nepal (Maoist), a faction that broke off from the United People’s
Front, has been a major threat to internal stability. In 2001 Crown Prince
Dipendra murdered his father King Birendra, mother, and seven other family
members before killing himself. Gyanendra, the new king and Birendra’s
brother, chose to deal with the Maoist insurgency by dismissing his govern-
ment in February 2005 and assuming absolute power to rule, a suspension of
democracy that he justified in the name of national security.

Soo Chun Lu
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A small and densely populated country of 16,033 square miles, or roughly
twice the size of the U.S. state of New Jersey, with a 1945 population of just
over 9 million people. The Netherlands is bordered to the north by the
North Sea, to the southwest by Belgium, and to the east by Germany. Dur-
ing the Cold War, the Netherlands was a solid and dependable member of
the Western community of nations. It was also an economically prosperous and
politically stable state that made a significant contribution to the economic
unification of Europe, while it played a substantial part in Allied defense
efforts with its relatively sizable armed forces.

Few nations suffered the extent of physical damage during World War II
that the Netherlands experienced. Its cities, especially Rotterdam, had been
subjected to extensive air attack, and at the end of the war defensive flood-
ing inundated large areas. Half of the large Dutch merchant marine was lost
in the war. However, economic recovery was surprisingly rapid, and both
Amsterdam and Rotterdam soon flourished. Rotterdam became the major
entrepôt for oil into Europe from the Middle East and the highest-volume
seaport in the world.

Not even the loss of the Netherlands East Indies, formerly a major
source of income for the country, prevented the Dutch resurgence. During
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the war the Japanese had occupied the colony, and they encouraged Ahmed
Sukarno to set up an independent state. Weakened by the war, the Dutch
had no choice but to acquiesce when Sukarno proclaimed Indonesia a repub-
lic in August 1945. The Dutch subsequently tried to reverse events, but
heavy pressure from the United States and Britain led the Netherlands to
agree in December 1949 to the establishment of the United States of Indo-
nesia within a larger Netherlands-Indonesia Union. Sukarno was unhappy
with this solution and continuing ties with the Netherlands, and in 1950 he
set up the unitary Republic of Indonesia.

Again under U.S. pressure, the Dutch gave up Dutch New Guinea (Irian)
in 1962 to Indonesia. Of its former vast overseas empire, the Netherlands
retained only Suriname and Curaçao with a few nearby islands, including
Aruba. Surinam, part of the northeastern Latin American mainland, is now
independent. In 1954 the Netherlands Antilles, including Curaçao and Aruba,
received internal autonomy and equal status, sharing foreign affairs and
defense arrangements with the motherland. Although they lost an empire,
the Dutch have added to their continuous territory thanks to an ongoing pro-
gram of draining the Zuider Zee.

Queen Wilhelmina abdicated in 1948 after fifty years on the throne and
was replaced by her daughter, Queen Juliana. She, in turn, abdicated in 1980,
to be followed on the throne by her daughter Beatrix. Beatrix’s marriage to
Claus von Amsberg, a German diplomat who had been in the Hitler Youth
and in the Reichswehr, was at the time quite controversial.

The Netherlands has enjoyed one of the longest periods of representa-
tive government in all of Europe, although the large number of political par-
ties made parliamentary government at times difficult. In the 1963 elections,
for example, twenty-four parties contested, and ten of them won seats in the
States General, which is allocated on proportional representation. Two parties
dominated: the Catholic People’s Party, later part of the Christian Demo-
crats; and the Labor Party. A coalition made up of these two parties ruled the
country until 1958, when Labor lost support by its unorthodox policy of wage
fixing. After 1958 the Catholic People’s Party formed a ruling coalition. In
the 1960s and 1970s there was a transition from a center-rightist to a center-
leftist government and then, after 1977, a shift back to a center-rightist gov-
ernment. Traditionally, the Christian Democrats or Labor formed cabinets
with Labor and/or lesser parties (such as the Liberals).

The Netherlands remains among the world’s most liberal states. Dutch
theologians clashed with Rome, and Dutch welfare benefits were among the
most advanced in Europe. Among controversial issues during the Cold War
were the 1976 revelations of payoffs by the Lockheed Corporation to Queen
Beatrix’s husband, Prince Bernhard, and the decision to approve the station-
ing of cruise missiles on Dutch territory.

Following World War II, the Dutch abandoned their policy of neutrality,
which dated back more than a century, by becoming a signatory to the Treaty
of Brussels in 1948 and to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
in 1949. This decision was motivated not only by fear of the Soviet Union.
Equally important in the short term was the need to ensure American
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economic aid. For the longer term, the Netherlands regarded U.S. involve-
ment as the best way of opening up international trade, extremely important
for a country dependent on foreign trade, and curbing potential power plays
by larger European powers.

The outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950 prompted the Nether-
lands to increase its defense efforts, within the framework of NATO. The
Dutch sent a battalion to Korea and nearly doubled their defense budget.
The latter was the outcome of intense and prolonged political debate, con-
cluded in early 1951, concerning the direction of the Dutch armed forces.
A strong maritime-naval lobby managed to prevail on the initially reluctant
government to build a relatively large naval force that included an aircraft
carrier, cruisers, frigates, submarines, minesweepers, and aircraft. The Dutch
undertook this program against the wishes of the United States and Britain,
both of which envisaged modest tasks for the Dutch Navy involving the North
Sea and Dutch territorial waters.

The need for the buildup of the army and air force, on the other hand,
was not in dispute. In close consultation with Supreme Headquarters Allied
Powers Europe (SHAPE), the Royal Netherlands Army (RNLA) constructed
an army corps with one combat-ready division and just under four mobiliz-
able divisions. The fact that the Netherlands, against the wishes of SHAPE,
maintained a large number of mobilizable territorial units showed the limits
of NATO influence. The Royal Netherlands Air Force (RNLAF) developed
into a sizable power with squadrons of fighter jets and squadrons of tactical
fighter bombers.

Under Dutch Minister of Foreign Affairs J. M. A. H. Luns (1952–1971),
the Netherlands showed itself to be a loyal ally. Following the relinquishing
of Dutch New Guinea in 1962, the Dutch armed forces concentrated almost
exclusively on conventional and nuclear NATO tasks. Thus, the Royal
Netherlands Navy (RNLN), together with Great Britain, focused on the for-
ward combat of the fast-growing Soviet submarine fleet near the Norway-
Iceland gap. A second combat-ready division gave added mobility to the
army corps. On top of that, a reinforced brigade was garrisoned in close prox-
imity to the deployment area on the North German plain. The RNLAF, with
surface-to-air guided weapons, among others, contributed to the Allied air
defensive perimeter that extended over Federal Republic of Germany (FRG,
West Germany) territory from the North Sea to the Swiss and Austrian borders.

From the second half of the 1960s, the image of the staid Netherlands
was restyled by a number of developments. Young people no longer imbibed
traditional concepts and beliefs, instead adopting a more critical stance. Many
Dutch began contemplating probing questions. Could the United States,
which intervened with large-scale air strikes and napalm in the war in Viet-
nam, remain the leader of the West? How could continued membership in
NATO, which allegedly defended freedom and democracy, be rationalized
when these same values were being trampled by dictatorial regimes in vari-
ous South European states? Was it not time, in a period of détente between
East and West, to move the North-South issue to the forefront of the inter-
national agenda? For the first time, the Dutch NATO policy and the military
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contribution to NATO became the subjects of frenzied public debate in the
Netherlands.

The Netherlands also manifested itself strongly in new domains, such
as human rights within the context of the Conference on Security and Coop-
eration in Europe (CSCE). Until the end of the Cold War, however, the
Netherlands embraced the policies of maintaining Atlantic unity, the move-
ment toward the economic integration in Western Europe, and a supra-
national European Economic Community (EEC). The Netherlands made a
contribution to the peacekeeping mission in southern Lebanon, the United
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) during 1979–1985.

The UNIFIL episode coincided with the dramatic national and inter-
national debate on the stationing of new intermediate-range nuclear weapons
on the territories of Belgium, West Germany, Great Britain, Italy, and the
Netherlands. After three times deferring a decision, the Dutch government
finally agreed at the end of 1985 to the United States flying in forty-eight
cruise missiles. The Dutch behavior was a source of constant irritation to its
allies, who characterized it as “Hollanditis” or the “Dutch disease.” The rat-
ification by Moscow and Washington of the Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces (INF) Convention in 1987, which provided for the removal from
Europe of all American and Soviet nuclear arms of intermediate range, pre-
cluded the actual stationing of the cruise missiles. This agreement formed
part of a period of relaxation that ended with the dissolution of the Soviet
Union and the end of the Cold War.

Jan Hoffenaar and Spencer C. Tucker
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A nuclear device, also called an enhanced radiation weapon (ERW), designed
to minimize the usual catastrophic blast effects of a conventional nuclear
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detonation while releasing large and concentrated amounts of deadly radia-
tion. Invented by the American scientist Sam Cohen at the Lawrence Liver-
more National Laboratory, neutron bombs are thought to have been first
added to the U.S. nuclear arsenal in the mid-1970s. The bomb is a nuclear
device similar in construction to other small thermonuclear devices. How-
ever, the neutron bomb differs in that its explosive yield is purposefully
capped. Thus, damage to structures is limited in scope.

The bomb’s true effectiveness as a weapon comes in the amount of radi-
ation that is unleashed in a fairly concentrated area. Indeed, the radioactive
yield of a neutron bomb can be many times more potent than that of other
nuclear warheads. Upon detonation, a neutron bomb unleashes massive
amounts of ionizing radiation (neutrons, hence its name), which in turn
delivers an immobilizing electromagnetic pulse (EMP) and a lethal dose of
radiation.

Because of its unique characteristics, the neutron bomb had several tac-
tical uses. First, it could be deployed around U.S. nuclear missile silos and
detonated during a Soviet missile attack. The damaging EMP would disrupt
the electronics of incoming missiles and render them inoperable. Second, the
neutron bomb was built to be deployed as a tactical (or battlefield) nuclear
bomb. In this case, it would be used to kill soldiers protected by armor and
to stop advancing armored vehicles such as tanks, which tended to be some-
what more impervious to the effects of nuclear-induced blast and heat. The
lethal doses of radiation would kill humans almost instantly, while the EMP
would render mechanized vehicles useless. Finally, the bomb could be used
as a tactical weapon in densely populated areas (such as Central and Western
Europe) without causing wholesale destruction to surrounding towns or cities.
Of course, many of the alleged benefits of the neutron bomb were theoretical
and oversold. Damage to surrounding structures, not to mention to people,
would have been astronomical anywhere near ground zero. Cohen also made
the argument that the bomb could be a highly effective antiship weapon if
detonated high above enemy vessels.

In the late 1970s, President Jimmy Carter’s administration announced
its intention to deploy tactical neutron bombs in Europe, ostensibly to stop
a Soviet armored attack against the West. The decision brought immediate
consternation in Western Europe as well as in the United States. Mass
protests quickly ensued across Western Europe, and Belgium, Holland, and
Norway publicly refused to allow neutron bomb deployments on their soil.
Carter had intended to deploy neutron warheads on Lance missiles and as
artillery shells in Europe. In the spring of 1978, he announced that he was
delaying production of the bomb but was reserving the right to go forward
with it at a later date for the purposes of negotiating future arms control deals.

During the 1980 presidential campaign, Republican candidate Ronald
Reagan pledged to reverse the Carter administration’s neutron bomb mora-
torium. When Reagan became president in 1981, he gave the green light to
resume neutron bomb production. It is believed that approximately 1,000
neutron bombs were built during the early and mid-1980s, but strong anti-
nuclear campaigns in Western Europe prevented the deployment of the
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weapons. At the same time, the Soviets, French, Chinese, and Israelis all
embarked on neutron bomb programs or built their own stockpile of ERWs.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Embraced by President Dwight D. Eisenhower’s administration on 30 Oc-
tober 1953, through the National Security Council (NSC) policy document
NSC 162/2, the New Look defense policy was designed to implement U.S.
military policy in a more cost-effective way without losing any ground in the
Cold War. During the 1952 presidential election, Eisenhower had criticized
President Harry S. Truman’s administration both for being soft on commu-
nism and for risking the economic health of the nation due to high defense
costs and budget deficits. Once in office, the Eisenhower administration
sought a new policy that would fulfill its election pledges and address the
events that unfolded during 1953.

Following the start of the Korean War in June 1950, the defense budget
had nearly quadrupled by 1953, a fact that greatly troubled President Eisen-
hower. Working with his treasury secretary, George Humphrey, and his direc-
tor of the Bureau of the Budget, Joseph Dodge, the president proposed a
policy of fiscal conservatism that would help balance the budget and allow
the nation to wage the Cold War without risking its economic well-being.

The need for a new defense posture was highlighted further when the
policymaking apparatus of the Eisenhower administration ground to a halt
as its leading protagonists were racked by indecision in the wake of Soviet
leader Josef Stalin’s death in March 1953 and the East German uprising in
June of the same year. Leading members of the NSC argued over how best
to exploit these situations and whether or not the United States should seize
the initiative and attempt to roll back communism. In May 1953, Eisen-
hower launched Operation SOLARIUM, which established three task forces to
study and debate the future of American military policy. Task Force A was
headed by George Kennan and advocated a scenario loosely based on the
containment policy already in place; Task Force B, led by Major General
James McCormack, proposed a more muscular type of containment that
would emphasize nuclear deterrence; and Task Force C, headed by Admiral
Richard L. Conolly, examined the potential of a policy that would liberate
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Eastern Europe by rolling back communism. By July 1953 all three task forces
had reported their findings to the NSC, although they were unable to reach
consensus on the preferred course of action. Ultimately, the approach chosen
would borrow from all three recommendations.

Discounting the 1950 NSC-68 policy document that presumed 1954
would be the “year of maximum danger,” NSC 162/2 instead outlined a plan
that would see the United States prepare for a long-haul struggle. The doc-
ument called for greater use of covert operations and psychological warfare,
an increase in aid to European and Asian allies, and a readiness to use nuclear
weapons as a first response to any Soviet aggressive action, be it conventional
or nuclear. At the same time, the New Look would decrease reliance on con-
ventional forces, which, it was hoped, would bring down defense expendi-
tures. The document was eventually initialed by Eisenhower on 30 October
1953. The policy was soon put into place, although U.S. defense budgets fell
only marginally during 1954–1958 before rising once more.

Bevan Sewell
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An important component of Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev’s far-reaching
perestroika reform agenda begun in 1985 and designed to bring about a new
approach to Soviet foreign policy. New thinking (novoe myshlenie) acknowl-
edged that a superpower nuclear exchange would bring about mutual assured
destruction (MAD). Thus, a major goal of new thinking was to greatly ease
tensions between East and West.

In July 1985, for example, Gorbachev unilaterally announced a morato-
rium on nuclear tests to demonstrate his commitment to nuclear arms reduc-
tions. President Ronald Reagan dismissed the initiative as propaganda, and
when Gorbachev came under fire from Soviet military leaders, he was forced
to back away from the moratorium. Even so, he never allowed nuclear tests
to resume at the same scale as before the moratorium. In 1987, he negotiated
reductions in both nations’ nuclear arsenals via the Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty. Despite Gorbachev’s agreement to a highly dis-
proportionate reduction of Soviet missiles, Reagan insisted on moving forward
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with the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), which in turn threatened Gor-
bachev’s ability to further justify Soviet disarmament on a large scale. The
most important example of the new thinking in Soviet foreign policy was
Gorbachev’s December 1988 speech to the United Nations (UN) in which
he announced a dramatic reduction in Soviet conventional forces and com-
mitted the USSR to grant freedom of choice to East European nations.

The explanation for this radical shift in Soviet foreign policy is twofold.
First, Gorbachev recognized that his nation could no longer afford to engage
in a never-ending arms race because of the severe strains under which the
Soviet economy was laboring. Second, the new thinking was based on a fun-
damental shift in ideology. The influx and acceptance of new ideas, particu-
larly from Western Europe, prompted greater awareness of the advantages of
a free-market economy and an open society.

These new ideas were aimed toward incrementally transforming the
Soviet economy to a mixed system of free market and central planning. This
synthesis of socialism and capitalism sought to create a new hybridized form
of socialism. In foreign policy, the new thinking turned present economic
weakness into a moral strength. By reducing military spending, perestroika
reforms were meant to unburden the Soviet economy while at the same time
demonstrating the moral superiority of the new Soviet socialism. Instead of
promoting the age-old class struggle and the East-West antagonism that went
with it, new thinking based Soviet foreign policy on universal human values
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and the creation of a new and mutually beneficial system of security in Europe
and around the world. Ultimately, of course, the new thinking wrought his-
torical changes that neither Gorbachev nor his fellow reformers could have
envisioned. The new thinking not only hastened the end of the Cold War
but also led to the dissolution of the Soviet empire in 1991.

Frank Beyersdorf
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English-speaking island nation in the South Pacific Ocean located approxi-
mately 1,000 miles to the southeast of Australia. With an area of 104,454
square miles and a population of approximately 1.7 million in 1945, New
Zealand experienced the Cold War as a product of both its geographic isola-
tion and its own foreign policy priorities.

Domestically, the Cold War influenced New Zealand politics. In 1949 the
New Zealand National Party came to power under a platform aimed at safe-
guarding the country against communism and socialism. The National Party
retained power in New Zealand for much of the remainder of the Cold War.

New Zealand formalized its relationship with the United States via the
September 1951 Australia–New Zealand–United States (ANZUS) Pact. The
ANZUS Pact provided New Zealand with some assurances that the United
States would come to its assistance if attacked, while New Zealand’s inter-
pretation of the pact served as its guide for Cold War foreign policy. The
treaty is significant in that it was the first one signed by New Zealand with-
out the United Kingdom and ultimately led to New Zealand’s participation
in various Cold War conflicts around the world.

New Zealand was one of the first countries to respond to the call by the United
Nations (UN) for troops in support of the Republic of Korea (ROK, South
Korea) after that country was invaded by the Democratic People’s Republic of
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Korea (DPRK, North Korea) on 25 June 1950. On 26 July, the New Zealand
government voted to raise a volunteer force, known as Kayforce, to serve
with UN forces in Korea. Kayforce remained in Korea until 1957, almost four
years after the July 1953 armistice. Nearly 6,000 New Zealanders served in
Korea during this period, with 33 killed in action.

Concurrent with the Korean War, New Zealand responded to British ap-
peals for support during the Malayan Emergency (1948–1960). New Zealand
contributed a number of different types of forces to the Commonwealth
cause against the communist insurgents, and in the process fifteen New
Zealanders died. New Zealand also contributed to the Commonwealth force
that operated in Borneo during Indonesia’s konfrontasi policy during 1963–
1965 and remained involved in the region until October 1966, after which
time its Cold War focus turned to the conflict in Vietnam.

New Zealand’s involvement in the Vietnam War began in 1962, when it
sent a small number of military advisors to the Republic of Vietnam (RVN,
South Vietnam) in support of that country’s war against communist insur-
gents. In May 1965, New Zealand agreed to add an artillery battery to its
Vietnam contingent. Prime Minister Keith Holyoake (1957, 1960–1972)
helped push through parliament a resolution to introduce additional forces in
June 1966 that fell under the operational control of the Australian Task Force
positioned in Phouc Tuy Province. Approximately 3,900 New Zealanders
served in Vietnam during 1962–1972, with a peak strength of 543 in January
1969. Thirty-eight soldiers were killed in the war.

In 1972, New Zealand elected the Labour Party to power, altering the
country’s foreign policy objectives and Cold War experiences. The Labour
Party had opposed New Zealand’s Vietnam War participation and believed
that an adjustment in that country’s alliance system was required in order
to avoid future foreign entanglements. Prime Minister Norman Kirk (1972–
1974), who oversaw New Zealand’s withdrawal from Vietnam, pushed for a
more independent foreign policy that limited American and British influ-
ences in favor of action better suited toward New Zealand’s regional goals.
The first test of this new policy emerged in the Middle East. When the
United States called for a trade embargo against Iran after Iranian students
had taken hostages from the American embassy in Tehran in 1979, New
Zealand refused to go along. The first significant movement away from New
Zealand’s traditional Cold War policy would culminate six years later with a
break between the two Cold War allies.

While New Zealand’s Cold War experience often occurred beyond its
borders, the perceived threat of communist agent provocateurs was always
present during the period. One prominent example was the case of William
Ball Sutch who, in September 1974, was charged under the 1951 Official
Secrets Act with passing information to Soviet embassy officials. Sutch, New
Zealand representative to various UN offices and secretary for the Depart-
ment of Industries and Commerce, was accused of being a communist. He
was acquitted in February 1975 after an investigation yielded no evidence
that he had passed information or had been a member of the Communist
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Party. The episode, however, was a reminder that the Cold War mentality
that pitted the Western world against communism could permeate even a
remote island-nation such as New Zealand.

Toward the end of the Cold War, the New Zealand government re-
assessed its international position. In January 1985, when the U.S. Navy
destroyer Buchanan was scheduled to make a visit to Auckland, Labour Party
Prime Minister David Lange (1984–1989) asked for assurances that the ship
carried no nuclear weapons. Because it was American policy not to identify
whether one of its ships possessed nuclear weapons, the visit was denied.
This event precipitated a rift between the two countries during which the
United States canceled nearly thirty combined military exercises and stopped
sharing intelligence information. In August 1986, the rift widened when the
United States officially proclaimed that it no longer considered New Zealand
a participating member of the ANZUS Pact, and New Zealand was thus no
longer eligible for U.S. security guarantees.

This rupture in relations occurred near the end of the Cold War. It was
probably no coincidence that the two events were contemporaneous. The
end of the Cold War called for a reevaluation of foreign policy objectives for
all involved. For New Zealand, whose reliance upon the United States
resulted in its participation in a number of Cold War battles, the end of the
Cold War meant an opportunity to realign itself toward regional matters. The
rift did not last long, as the two countries, which shared similar histories and
traditions of democracy, searched for accommodation and consensus follow-
ing the Cold War.

Ronald B. Frankum Jr.
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Vietnamese politician, prime minister of the State of Vietnam during 1954–
1955, and president of the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam)
during 1955–1963. Born on 3 January 1901 in Hue to an aristocratic Roman
Catholic family with close ties to Vietnamese Emperor Thanh Thai, Ngo
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Dinh Diem for a time considered entering the priesthood. His elder brother,
Ngo Dinh Thue, became a priest and eventually archbishop of Saigon. Diem
graduated from the School of Law and Administration of the University of
Hanoi in 1921 and embarked on a promising career as a public administrator.
He became a provincial governor at age twenty-five, and at age thirty-two he
joined the cabinet of the youthful emperor Bao Dai. During and after World
War II, Diem opposed both French colonial rule and the communist-led
national independence movement.

In 1945, Diem rejected an offer from Ho Chi Minh to join the communist-
dominated Viet Minh as premier of the short-lived Democratic Republic of
Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) government because he viewed the com-
munists as a threat to his Catholic values and to his vision of an independent
Vietnam and because the North Vietnamese government had executed one
of his brothers. Diem left Vietnam in 1950 in self-imposed exile. During the
next four years, he traveled extensively in Europe and the United States. He
lived in a Catholic seminary in New Jersey for two years, and there he met
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several prominent American Catholics, including Cardinal Francis Spellman
and then-Senator John F. Kennedy. Through his youngest brother, Ngo Dinh
Luyen, Diem also kept in contact with Dai. As the French negotiated their
exit from Indochina at the 1954 Geneva Conference, Dai named Diem prime
minister in June 1954.

In October 1955, with the help of his large family, especially his younger
brother Ngo Dinh Nhu, Diem staged a referendum that deposed Dai and
made Diem president of the newly created South Vietnamese government.
Most of the key positions in the new government went to Diem’s family
and friends or to fellow Catholics, although the latter comprised only 10 per-
cent of the population. Diem’s government was characterized by corruption,
nepotism, and favoritism. His secret police, directed by brother Nhu, sought
to repress all political opposition. With American support, Diem canceled
the 1956 elections that had been called for in the Geneva Accords. Discon-
tent in South Vietnam grew into an armed insurgency, which North Vietnam
clandestinely helped organize as the National Liberation Front (NLF).

American officials had harbored doubts about Diem’s leadership since
1954 but overlooked his liabilities because of his staunch anticommunist
stance, trumpeting him as a leader who had triumphed over great obstacles
to create an independent South Vietnam. Diem refused to accept American
advice to institute domestic reforms to win the support of the South Viet-
namese people, and he would not accept American advice on the choice of
his army commanders and tactics to win the guerrilla war then raging. As his
regime became more oppressive, even forbidding Buddhist religious obser-
vances in a country that was 80 percent Buddhist, Diem faced growing chal-
lenges not only from Buddhist monks but also from students, peasants, NLF
guerrillas, and even members of his own armed forces. As the situation grew
more untenable, a group of South Vietnamese generals, tacitly supported by
the U.S. government and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), plotted
against Diem. The coup began on 1 November 1963, and the next day Diem
and his brother Nhu were assassinated. Although President Kennedy voiced
shock at Diem’s murder, his administration was certainly complicit in the
coup. After Diem’s death, South Vietnam was ruled by a rapid succession of
unstable military governments.

James H. Willbanks
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Vietnamese military officer and politician, premier of the Republic of Viet-
nam (RVN, South Vietnam) during 1965–1967, and vice president during
1967–1971. Born on 8 September 1930 in Son Tay, Nguyen Cao Ky gradu-
ated from high school and in 1951 was drafted into the Vietnamese National
Army, formed to fight the communist-led Viet Minh. Following six months
of officer training, he was commissioned an infantry lieutenant. Volunteering
for pilot training, he spent two years in France and Morocco and returned to
Vietnam in 1954 a fully qualified pilot.

Ky rose rapidly in rank in the new Republic of Vietnam Air Force
(RVNAF, South Vietnamese) and participated in the November 1963 coup
against Ngo Dinh Diem that brought General Duong Van Minh to power.
That same month, Ky was promoted to brigadier general and assumed com-
mand of the RVNAF, a post he held until June 1965. In January 1964 he
supported Major General Nguyen Khanh in a coup against Minh. The new
regime promoted Ky to major general. In 1965, after several more coups
and changes of government, a group of military officers
known as the Armed Forces Council formed a new gov-
ernment, and Ky was subsequently elected premier while
Nguyen Van Thieu, an army general, became the head of
state.

As premier, Ky directed the daily operations of the
government and played the principal role in meetings with
U.S. President Lyndon B. Johnson in Hawaii in February
1966. As the 1967 presidential election approached, he
and Thieu vied for control of the government. The Armed
Forces Council put Thieu at the head of its ticket and gave
Ky the vice presidential slot, based solely on military sen-
iority. They won the election, with 34.8 percent of the vote
against ten other tickets.

Alienated from Thieu, Ky intended to challenge him
in the 1971 elections but instead decided to retire from
politics when he found that the Thieu faction would never
permit a free and unfettered election. Ky was well known
for his personal integrity and honesty, and he never trusted
Thieu or his supporters. Although the Republic of Viet-
nam Supreme Court agreed to permit Ky’s name on the
ballot, he nevertheless chose to withdraw from the race.

Ky publicly criticized Thieu’s leadership in the last
days of South Vietnam, proclaiming defiantly that he would
never leave Vietnam. On 29 April 1975, however, as North
Vietnamese forces closed in on Saigon, Ky flew a helicop-
ter to a U.S. aircraft carrier off the coast and later settled in
California. In 2004, he became the first former South Viet-
namese leader to visit Vietnam.

James H. Willbanks
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sions regarding the Vietnam War in Honolulu, Hawaii,
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Military officer and president of the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Viet-
nam) during 1967–1973. Born on 5 April 1923 in Try Thu, Ninh Thuan
Province, the son of a small land owner, Nguyen Van Thieu was educated in
Roman Catholic secondary schools in Hue. He joined the Viet Minh nation-
alist organization in 1945 but became disillusioned with it because of its
hard-line communist leanings. He abandoned his flirtation with the Viet Minh
and attended the National Military Academy in Hue, graduating in 1949. He
also attended infantry school in France and the staff college in Hanoi in
1952. As a battalion commander in 1954, he drove the Viet Minh from his
native village.

Following the 1954 division of Vietnam, in 1955 Thieu assumed com-
mand of the South Vietnamese Military Academy in Da Lat and then rose
rapidly through the ranks of the South Vietnamese army. During the mili-
tary coup against South Vietnamese President Ngo Dinh Diem in Novem-
ber 1963, Colonel Thieu led a regiment of his troops against the presidential
palace. Promoted to brigadier general, shortly thereafter he became a mem-
ber of General Duong Van Minh’s ruling Military Revolutionary Council.
Thieu and a group of other officers led a coup against Duong in January
1964, which brought Major General Nguyen Khanh to power. Thieu cooper-
ated with a subsequent coup against Khanh and was appointed deputy prime
minister in the short-lived government of Dr. Phan Huy Quat. In June 1965,
Thieu was promoted to lieutenant general and became chief of state and
chairman of the military junta, the National Leadership Committee, while
General Nguyen Cao Ky was installed as prime minister.

In the 1967 presidential elections held under the auspices of a new con-
stitution, the junta selected Thieu as the presidential candidate and Ky as
the vice presidential nominee. They won the election with 34.8 percent of
the vote against ten other tickets. Staunchly anticommunist, Thieu presided
over a regime that opposed any settlement with the Democratic Republic
of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) and its National Liberation Front (NLF)
in South Vietnam. Taking advantage of the January 1968 Tet Offensive, he
launched a general mobilization that doubled the size of the South Viet-
namese armed forces. In 1971, he finessed an election law that effectively
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disqualified his major opponents, Ky and Minh. Thieu was
thus reelected president in 1971.

Agreement was reached in the Paris Peace Talks in late
1972 on a framework to end the war, and U.S. Secretary of
State Henry Kissinger traveled to Saigon to present it to
Thieu. He rejected the agreement, however, believing that
it provided few guarantees and that the U.S. government
had betrayed South Vietnam in the negotiations, chiefly
because People’s Army of Vietnam (PAVN, North Viet-
namese Army) forces did not have to withdraw from South
Vietnam but merely had to promise not to reinforce. When
the North Vietnamese refused to renegotiate, President
Richard M. Nixon ordered extensive bombing of North
Vietnam in December 1972. This brought Hanoi back to
the negotiating table, and a new peace agreement was
reached in January 1973 with a few cosmetic changes. Kis-
singer insisted that Thieu sign or face the end of U.S. aid.

As the last of the American troops departed, fighting
resumed in South Vietnam between the two sides, and
Thieu ordered attacks on areas controlled by the commu-
nists in defiance of the peace agreement. By mid-1974, the
so-called Third Indochina War was well under way. The
situation steadily deteriorated for the South Vietnamese
government forces, especially after the U.S. Congress
reduced military aid to Saigon and Nixon resigned because
of the Watergate scandal in August 1974.

When the North Vietnamese government launched
the Ho Chi Minh Campaign in the spring of 1975, Thieu
made the disastrous decision to abandon northern South Vietnam, which pre-
cipitated collapse elsewhere. On 21 April 1975, with PAVN forces closing in
on Saigon, he appeared on television and addressed his people. He accepted
no blame himself and denounced the United States. Five days later, he fled
to Taiwan in a U.S. transport plane. Thieu later settled in the United States
and died in Boston, Massachusetts, on 29 September 2001.

James H. Willbanks
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Central American nation encompassing 49,998 square miles, slightly bigger
than the U.S. state of New York. With a 1945 population of just 1 million
people, Nicaragua borders Honduras to the north, Costa Rica to the south,
the Pacific Ocean to the west, and the Caribbean Sea to the east.

Nicaragua gained its independence from Spain in 1821. In 1823, Agustin
Iturbide, the Mexican emperor in charge of the region, was overthrown. The
United Provinces of Central America, led by Guatemala, rebelled and cre-
ated a federation. Soon, each Central American entity became a republic,
and the federation dissolved in 1838.

Considerable political turmoil characterized Nicaragua during the nine-
teenth and the twentieth centuries. The strategic position of the country
attracted the attention of the larger powers, first Great Britain and then the
United States. In 1850, the United States and Britain signed the Clayton-
Bulwer Treaty, thereby agreeing to joint control of a canal across Nicaragua.
The treaty is emblematic of American will to dominate the area, as Nica-
ragua’s government was not even consulted before the treaty was signed.

In addition to U.S. governmental involvement in Nicaragua, there were
also American adventurers, known as filibusters, always eager to be part of the
Nicaraguan predicament, sometimes even in opposition to U.S. official policy.
The most prominent of these filibusters was William Walker, who invaded
Nicaragua in 1851. Walker’s invasion was defeated by a coalition of Nicaraguan
political parties in 1858, with the support of Great Britain and the economic
aid of Cornelius Vanderbilt, the American financier and railroad magnate.

U.S. troops intervened repeatedly to protect the economic interests of
the United States. A major intervention occurred in 1927 to stop a civil war.
Some Nicaraguans resented such frequent intrusions in their national affairs
and organized a guerrilla campaign led by Liberal Party General Augusto
César Sandino. Although Washington considered Sandino an outlaw, many
Latin Americans supported him as a resistance hero.

In 1932 Liberal leader Juan Sacasa won the presidential elections, and
the United States withdrew its troops. President Sacasa appointed Anastasio
Somoza as director general of the Nicaraguan Army (National Guard). In
June 1936, the ambitious Somoza overthrew Sacasa and took control of the
presidency and the Liberal Party. From 1936 to 1979, a Somoza dynasty ruled
Nicaragua through its control of the National Guard. Before his death in
1956, Somoza had transformed the country into a family estate. His two sons,
Luis and Anastasio “Tachito” Somoza Debayle, subsequently controlled Nica-
ragua’s politics and economy.

The Somoza brothers continued their father’s personal dictatorship.
Congress chose Luis Somoza to complete his father’s term. In 1966, Tachito
became president and commander of the National Guard. Ruthless dictators
who played on Cold War sensibilities, the Somozas presented themselves
as the last anticommunist bulwark in Latin America. They ruled Nicaragua
with fierce anticommunist rhetoric and by torturing and killing their political
opponents. The Somozas controlled not only Nicaragua’s politics and the army
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but also the entire economy. In 1979, the Somoza family’s personal wealth was
estimated at $900 million.

By the mid-1970s, Somoza’s control began to erode. An earthquake de-
stroyed Managua in 1972, killing more than 10,000 people and leaving many
more homeless. With complete disregard of the tragedy, Somoza profited from
the international aid and the control of government contracts for reconstruc-
tion. Such corruption strengthened the armed opposition known as the
Sandinista Front, a radical leftist organization inspired by the 1959 Cuban
Revolution. In 1974, Somoza ran for president in fraudulent elections in
which the leader of the legal opposition refused to participate and which
Archbishop Miguel Obando refused to recognize. Needless to say, Nicaragua
remained desperately poor as the Somoza dynasty siphoned off any money
earmarked for poverty mitigation and economic development. While the
Somozas weaned the country from its reliance on banana imports, they did
nothing to build or modernize the economy.

When Jimmy Carter became president of the United States, human rights
became a central focus of U.S. policy toward Latin America. Somoza felt
betrayed by an American president who placed human rights above anti-
communist loyalties. The Carter administration viewed Somoza as a liability
rather than an asset to the United States and began to pressure him to imple-
ment reforms.

On 10 January 1978, a plot organized by Pedro Ramos, a right-wing Cuban
American exile, killed the leader of Nicaragua’s moderate opposition, Pedro
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Joaquín Chamorro. Somoza was blamed for the murder, catalyzing a united
front against the dictatorship. Afraid that a reformist solution might neu-
tralize their insurrection, the radical Sandinistas had accelerated their armed
struggle in 1977 and created a national front. The Sandinista opposition found
receptive friends not only in Cuba but also in Costa Rica, Venezuela, and
Panama, which recognized a state of belligerency in Nicaragua. Indeed,
the Organization of American States (OAS) passed a resolution declaring
Somoza “the fundamental cause” of the Nicaraguan crisis.

On 28 May 1979 the opposition proclaimed a provisional government in
San José, centered on a democratic program of political pluralism and a
mixed economy. During the first half of 1979, the Sandinista leftists under-
took a formidable guerrilla offensive with massive military aid from Cuba,
Venezuela, Panama, and Costa Rica. The different Sandinista factions also
reconciled among themselves, focusing on the overthrow of Somoza and sus-
pending ideological differences. Some were social democrats, others were
Marxists, and a significant group was Fidel Castro’s sympathizers. On 19 July
1979, the insurrection triumphed. A Nicaraguan provisional government
was inaugurated with massive popular support and international approval. Ac-
cording to the Inter-American Human Rights Commission, more than 45,000
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Nicaraguans had died during the war against Somoza, and the country had
suffered more than $2 billion in economic losses.

Carter’s policy toward the Sandinistas tried to avoid a confrontation of
the kind that pushed Castro into the Soviet bloc. In September 1979, Carter
met with Daniel Ortega, Sergio Ramírez, and Alfonso Robelo, leaders of the
new government. In the meeting, Carter and Ortega agreed not to let the past
interfere with relations between the two governments. The Carter adminis-
tration then announced that it would not support the ex-Somoza guardsmen
who were organizing subversive activities. At the same time, Carter pointed
out that human rights were a major concern of the United States. The Nica-
raguan officials expressed support for the policy and committed to not aiding
civil conflicts in Guatemala and El Salvador.

The end of détente by 1980 influenced the mood in both Washington
and Managua. In Nicaragua, the moderate members of the junta—Robelo
and Violeta Barrios de Chamorro—resigned when the Sandinistas packed the
Council of State with their own supporters. In the United States, new U.S.
President Ronald Reagan defined Nicaragua as a test case to stop Marxist
subversion. His presidential campaign platform had called for terminating all
economic aid to Nicaragua and for supporting anti-Sandinista forces.

Whereas Carter had tried to keep Nicaragua out of the East-West con-
flict, the Reagan administration transformed Central America into a Cold
War battleground. On 9 March 1981, Reagan instructed the Central Intelli-
gence Agency (CIA) to organize covert antigovernment actions and to sup-
port the group of Somoza loyalists led by Colonel Enrique Bermúdez who
were already battling against the Sandinista government. Yet the Reagan
administration faced two main obstacles in its unilateralist policy toward
Nicaragua. Domestically, the U.S. Congress was reluctant to engage in a war,
and it reduced and then banned aid to the anti-Sandinista forces (Contras).
In Nicaragua, a significant sector of the opposition did not support the radi-
calization of the revolution but instead sought a third negotiated option to
the Contra program. Indeed, this internal moderate opposition was critical of
Reagan’s support of the Contras and finally articulated an alternative to both
the Sandinistas and Contras.

The civil war in Nicaragua cost more than 30,000 lives and close to $2.5
billion, without increasing the likelihood of a stable democracy or dislodging
the Sandinistas from power. The ideologues behind the war in Washington
and Managua provided each other with enough provocation and cannon fod-
der to last for more than a decade of war in Nicaragua, with important rami-
fications for El Salvador and Guatemala. In addition, between 1986 and 1988,
congressional reports confirmed that Reagan administration officials diverted
profits from arm sales to Iran to provide illegal support to the Contras in what
became the Iran-Contra Affair.

Alarmed by Reagan’s interventionist policy and the deterioration of Nica-
raguan democracy under the Sandinistas, Mexico, Venezuela, Colombia, and
Panama created the Contadora Group in January to search for a Latin Amer-
ican solution to the Nicaraguan problem. After democratization processes
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in South America, the Contadora Group included a support group (consisting
of Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay, and Peru) that provided a unified appeal for
regional agreements of peace and reconciliation among and within Central
American countries and that received significant support from the demo-
cratic majority in the U.S. Congress.

In February 1989 another summit of Central American presidents held
in El Salvador led the Sandinista government to agree to hold elections in
early 1990. The internationally supervised elections of 25 February 1990
brought an opposition victory and a democratic transition process under the
moderate leadership of Violeta Barrios de Chamorro.

Arturo Lopez-Levy
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Influential Protestant U.S. theologian and political activist, perhaps most well
known for his ideas that link Christian principles with statecraft and diplo-
macy, and also a key contributor to modern-day just war theories. Karl Paul
Reinhold Niebuhr was born on 21 June 1892 in Wright City, Missouri, the
son of German immigrants. His father was a Protestant minister. From an
early age, Niebuhr exhibited interest in pursuing a clerical career. He gradu-
ated from Elmhurst College in Elmhust, Illinois, in 1910, majoring in reli-
gion and theology. From there he went to the Eden Theological Seminary
in St. Louis, from which he graduated in 1913. He entered Yale University in
1914 and received a master’s degree in theology in 1915. That same year, he
was ordained to the Evangelical Synod, an offshoot of the German Lutheran
Church.

Niebuhr’s first assignment was the pastorate of the Detroit Evangelical
Church, which mainly served automobile workers. There he came to iden-
tify with the harsh effects of industrialization on American workers. He soon
became an archenemy of industrialist Henry Ford and a staunch proponent
of unionization. The effects of World War I infused Niebuhr with a powerful
strain of pacifism, which he extolled both in print and from the pulpit.
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In 1928 Niebuhr took a faculty position at New York’s famed Union
Theological Seminary. In the 1930s he strongly advocated on behalf of the
more militant faction of the Socialist Party of America, and he believed that
a united front that included the Communist Party of the United States was
the only prescription for the ills of the Great Depression. World War II moved
Niebuhr away from his earlier pacifist stances. Indeed, he became a sup-
porter of war to arrest the march of the Axis powers.

During and after World War II, Niebuhr continued to modify his beliefs
and political sympathies. He became the key adherent of what would be
called Christian Realism, which advocated a tough approach to politics and
diplomacy, especially those that dealt with communist powers such as the
Soviet Union. Soon, he became an influential anticommunist crusader and a
supporter of nuclear weapons as a deterrent to Soviet aggression. Indeed, he
had come full circle from his early years in the ministry.

Niebuhr had a profound influence on policymakers and political thinkers
such as George F. Kennan and Hans J. Morgenthau, who are credited with
the rise of political realism, a direct offshoot of Christian Realism. From the
early 1950s through the mid-1970s, Niebuhr’s prolific writings and lectures
on theology, politics, and social issues made him the most important theolo-
gian of the time and one of the top political philosophers of the mid–Cold
War period. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. read widely in Niebuhr’s many works.

In the end, Niebuhr expressed optimism in the U.S. journey toward
social justice, despite the prickly issues that were emerging from the Viet-
nam War. He was perhaps unique for his era in the sense that he was able
to straddle the political and the theological so ably. His influence on social,
political, and religious thinking cast a long shadow over the Cold War and
continues to influence modern-day thinking. Niebuhr retired from the min-
istry in 1960 and died in Stockbridge, Massachusetts, on 1 June 1971.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Western African nation and Africa’s most populous country. Nigeria covers
356,667 square miles, about one-third larger than the U.S. state of Texas.
Nigeria is bordered by Benin to the west, Cameroon to the east, the Gulf of

Nigeria 1487

Nigeria



Guinea to the south, and Niger and Chad to the north. In 1945 Nigeria’s pop-
ulation numbered 22 million and by 1990 had grown to at least 90 million.
During the Cold War, the country gained independence from Britain (1960),
underwent a civil war (1967–1970), and alternated between short periods of
democratic government and long spells of military rule.

Since its days as a British colony, Nigeria has been divided along ethnic
and geographic lines. Among hundreds of ethnic groupings, three are espe-
cially prominent, as reflected in the regional division of the country at the
time of independence. Muslims of the linked Hausa and Fulani groups dom-
inate the northern half, or Northern Region, of Nigeria. The Western Region,
which takes up the quadrant of the country to the south and west of the
Niger River, is populated heavily by the Yoruba people. The southeastern
quadrant of Nigeria, known as the Eastern Region, is home to a large popu-
lation of Igbo (or Ibo) people.

Britain made the kingdom of Lagos into a Crown colony in 1861 and
then expanded its imperial influence along the Niger Delta in the 1870s and
1880s. By the turn of the twentieth century, virtually all of modern Nigeria
was under British control. In 1914, British officials united the Muslim North-
ern Region and the mostly Christian Southern Region under a single admin-
istration. Following World War II, Britain slowly granted more autonomy to
Nigeria’s native population. British policy favored continued federation for
the rival ethnic regions and also institutionalized the preeminence of the
Muslim Northern Region.

Nigeria gained its independence on 1 October 1960 under civilian lead-
ership and formalized a federation style of government in 1963. While this
structure was meant to provide the various regions with a high degree of
autonomy, in practice the central federal government has typically dominated
affairs. At independence, Nigeria was divided into just three regions, but over
time it continued to subdivide and reapportion provinces in response to the
political demands of smaller ethnic groups. There are now dozens of states.

The country elected rulers democratically until January 1966, when a
coup overthrew the First Republic and Major General Aguiyi Ironsi came to
power. Ironsi himself fell to another coup just six months later, when senior
military officer Yakubu Gowon seized power. Gowon ruled during 1966–1975.
Subsequent military rulers of the country included Ramat Mohammed
(1975–1976), Olusegun Obasanjo (1976–1979), Muhammad Buhari (1983–
1985), Ibrahim Babangida (1985–1993), and Sani Abacha (1993–1998). A
civilian, Shehu Shagari, served as president during the years of the Second
Republic (1979–1983).

Regional tensions in Nigeria came to a head in 1967, when the Eastern
Region attempted to secede from the Nigerian federation as an independent
nation called Biafra. Despite some international support for the Biafran cause,
Nigeria’s federal government had defeated the separatist movement by
1970. More than a million people died during the conflict. Most of the deaths
occurred among the Eastern Region separatists, and many of those deaths were
caused by starvation, as federal military forces used blockades of food and
food shipments as a key strategic weapon to crush the rebellion.
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The 1970s witnessed an economic resurgence as the country recovered
from the civil war and reaped great profits from its considerable oil reserves.
Since independence, the nation’s economy has been increasingly dominated
by oil, which accounts for more than half of Nigeria’s gross domestic product
(GDP) and the vast majority of its exports. Much of the wealth derived from
oil has ended up in the hands of Nigeria’s military rulers and civilian bureau-
cracy, and there has been little technological transfer from foreign-owned oil
concerns to native-owned industries.

During the Cold War, Nigeria remained formally nonaligned but gener-
ally maintained warm relations with the United States and Great Britain.
English remained Nigeria’s official language, as it had since colonial days.
Nigeria also carried on steady trade with France, the Federal Republic of
Germany (FRG, West Germany), and other Western commercial nations. At
various times, Nigeria attempted to assert itself as a regional diplomatic and
economic leader, such as in its opposition to South Africa’s apartheid during
the Second Republic in the early 1980s. While economic mismanagement
and corruption hampered Nigeria’s development, the country produced many
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famous intellectuals during the Cold War era, including international literary
figures and Nobel Prize winners such as Chinua Achebe and Wole Soyinka.

T. E. Walker Jr.
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Prominent U.S. Cold War strategist and arms control negotiator. Born on 16
January 1907 in Amherst, Massachusetts, the son of a college professor, Paul
Nitze graduated from Harvard University in 1928. He then became an in-
vestment banker with Dillon, Read & Company on Wall Street. In 1940 he
joined the firm’s former vice president and future secretary of defense,
James V. Forrestal, in government service in Washington. Nitze’s first assign-
ment was to help draft the Selective Service Act. In 1942, he became head of
the Metals and Minerals Branch of the Board of Economic Warfare, and at
war’s end he was vice chairman of the Strategic Bombing Survey.

Nitze’s greatest contribution to the Cold War occurred during his direc-
torship of the U.S. State Department’s Policy Planning Staff (PPS). He was
one of the first to suggest a massive U.S. aid program as essential to Euro-
pean recovery. Beginning in August 1949, he was deputy director of the PPS
under George F. Kennan, assuming the top spot in January 1950 after Ken-
nan’s resignation. In this post, Nitze played a central role in the drafting of
the National Security Council report NSC-68.

NSC-68 was a comprehensive, top secret review of American national
security policy and was triggered in part by the Soviet’s first atomic bomb
explosion in September 1949. The report was given to President Harry S.
Truman in April 1950 but was not officially approved until September 1950,
several months after the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK,
North Korean) invasion of the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea). Con-
vinced that the Cold War was entering a dangerous new phase, NSC-68’s
authors called for a vast conventional and nuclear rearmament program to
counteract perceived Soviet aggression. The report provided the blueprint
for U.S. defense planning during the next twenty-five years.

Nitze left the State Department at the end of the Truman administration
but nonetheless continued to play an active role in the development of U.S.
Cold War policy, contributing to the 1957 Gaither Report that was critical of
Eisenhower’s New Look defense posture. The report was most notable for
warning of a missile gap between the United States and the Soviet Union, an
erroneous conclusion.
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After advising President John F. Kennedy during the
Cuban Missile Crisis, Nitze became secretary of the navy
in 1963. He served as deputy secretary of defense during
1967–1969 and assistant secretary of defense for interna-
tional affairs during 1973–1976.

Skeptical of détente, Nitze was a member of the U.S.
delegation to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT)
and was the principal U.S. negotiator in arms-control talks
in Geneva (1981–1984). In an effort to break a deadlock
over intermediate-range missiles in Europe, Nitze took a
walk in the woods with Soviet Ambassador Yuli Kvitsinsky
in 1982, resulting in a sweeping and unauthorized compro-
mise that was, however, rejected by President Ronald Rea-
gan. Nitze was the principal negotiator of the Intermediate-
Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty of 1987, serving until
his retirement from government service in 1989 as special
advisor on arms control to Reagan.

A quintessential Cold Warrior, Nitze died in Washing-
ton, D.C., on 19 October 2004.

Josh Ushay
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U.S. politician, vice president, and president of the United States. Born in
Yorba Linda, California, on 9 January 1913, Richard Nixon graduated from
Duke Law School and then practiced law in Whittier, California, until 1942.
During World War II he spent four years in the U.S. Navy, serving in the
South Pacific and becoming a lieutenant commander. After demobilization
in 1946 he ran successfully for Congress as a Republican and in 1950 for a Cal-
ifornia Senate seat, races notable for his use of anticommunist smear tactics
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Secretary of the Navy Paul Nitze (left) is shown here being
escorted around a base in Vietnam by Lieutenant Colonel
F. S. Wood of the U.S. 1st Marine Division. (National
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against his Democratic opponents. In 1952 Dwight D. Eisenhower selected
Nixon as his running mate for the presidency, and Nixon spent eight years as
vice president, demonstrating particular interest in foreign affairs and travel-
ing extensively. In 1960 he narrowly lost the presidential race to John F.
Kennedy. Eight years later Nixon was elected president on the Republican
ticket.

As president, Nixon belied his earlier reputation as an uncompromising
anticommunist, restructuring the international pattern of U.S. alliances by
playing the China card and moving toward recognition of the communist
People’s Republic of China (PRC) while using the new Sino-American rap-
prochement to extract concessions on détente and arms control from the
Soviet Union. In doing so, Nixon worked closely with his energetic national
security advisor, Henry A. Kissinger, restricting Secretary of State William P.
Rogers largely to routine diplomatic business. Kissinger finally replaced Rogers
in August 1973.

In 1968 the inability of the United States to achieve victory in the con-
troversial Vietnam War, despite increasingly high deployments of troops,
dominated the political agenda. Nixon, promising that he had a plan to end
the war expeditiously, won the presidency. He accelerated the program of
Vietnamization begun under President Lyndon B. Johnson, gradually with-
drawing American troops while providing Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South
Vietnam) forces with massive amounts of war supplies intended to enable
them to defend themselves. In August 1969 Kissinger embarked on pro-
tracted negotiations with the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North
Vietnam). To win time for Vietnamization, Nixon ordered the secret bomb-
ing of Cambodia as well as a ground invasion of that country that helped
bring the communist Khmer Rouge to power there later. At Christmas 1972
Nixon ordered a massive bombing campaign against North Vietnam to pres-
sure its leaders to accept a settlement. Some assailed him for winning a peace
settlement that effectively assured South Vietnam only a decent interval
before a North Vietnam takeover two years later.

American withdrawal from Vietnam was only part of the broader strate-
gic realignment that Nixon and Kissinger termed their Grand Design. The
Nixon Doctrine, announced in July 1969, called upon American allies to bear
the primary burden of their own defense, looking to the United States only
for supplementary conventional and, when necessary, nuclear assistance.

Conscious that their country no longer enjoyed the undisputed supremacy
of the immediate post–World War II period and that growing economic dif-
ficulties mandated cuts in defense budgets, Nixon and Kissinger hoped to
negotiate arms limitations agreements with the Soviet Union. To pressure the
Soviets, whose relations with communist China had become deeply antago-
nistic by the early 1960s, Nixon began the process of reopening American
relations with China, visiting Beijing in 1972, where he had extended talks
with Chinese communist Chairman Mao Zedong and Premier Zhou Enlai,
and preparing to de-emphasize the long-standing U.S. commitment to the Re-
public of China (ROC) on Taiwan and recognize the communist People’s
Republic of China (PRC) in its stead.
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These tactics alarmed Soviet leaders and facilitated
a relaxation of Soviet-American tensions, broadly termed
détente. At a May 1972 Moscow summit meeting, Nixon
and Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev signed two arms limi-
tations treaties, jointly known as SALT I, that took effect
the following October. The Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM)
Treaty limited antiballistic missile defense sites in each
country to two, with neither hosting more than a hundred
ABMs. The Interim Agreement froze for five years the num-
ber of nuclear warheads possessed by each side. Détente
did not mean the end of Soviet-American rivalry, however.

After winning a second presidential victory in 1972,
Nixon hoped to move toward full recognition of the PRC
and further arms control agreements. The outbreak of the
Yom Kippur War in October 1973, however, diverted his
administration’s attention from these plans. The war pre-
cipitated an Arab oil embargo on Western states that fol-
lowed pro-Israeli policies, contributing to an international
spiral of skyrocketing inflation and high unemployment that
afflicted the United States and Western Europe throughout
the 1970s.

Presidential summit meetings with Brezhnev at Mos-
cow and Yalta in June–July 1974 brought no immediate
results, in large part due to Nixon’s own calamitous do-
mestic problems, even though they set the stage for the
Helsinki Accords and additional arms control agreements
under Nixon’s successor, Gerald Ford. The Watergate polit-
ical scandal, which led to Nixon’s resignation in August
1974, aborted all his ambitions for further progress in over-
seas affairs.

Nixon devoted his final two decades to writing his
memoirs and numerous other books and essays on inter-
national affairs, part of a broader and reasonably successful campaign to en-
gineer his political rehabilitation and to win respect from contemporaries
and a place in history for his presidential achievements and foreign policy
expertise. In Nixon’s final years, several presidents, including Ronald Rea-
gan, George H. W. Bush, and William Jefferson Clinton, sought his insights
on various international subjects, especially relations with the PRC and the
Soviet Union. Nixon died in New York City on 22 April 1994.

Priscilla Roberts
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Richard M. Nixon realized his dream of becoming presi-
dent in 1969. A strong proponent of opening relations with
the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and of détente with
the Soviet Union, Nixon was forced to resign the office in
August 1974 as a result of the Watergate scandal. (National
Archives and Records Administration)
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Cold War foreign policy doctrine of President Richard M. Nixon, formally
enunciated in an address to the nation on 3 November 1969. The Nixon
Doctrine called for the United States to continue to meet all its current
treaty commitments and to provide a nuclear shield for vital allies. However,
the doctrine backed away from the open-ended commitment that the
United States had made to contain communism via the 1947 Truman Doc-
trine. As such, the United States promised only economic aid and military
weaponry to developing-world allies threatened by communist aggression,
with the stipulation that such nations must enlist their own manpower to
confront armed challenges to their security. In the wake of the politically
unpopular deployment of hundreds of thousands of U.S. troops to Korea
and then Vietnam, the Nixon Doctrine warned that the United States would
no longer bear the burden of directly confronting communist threats in the
developing world.

Criticized as a foreign policy retrenchment, the Nixon Doctrine grew
out of a changing international strategic and economic environment. The
doctrine signaled an end to the postwar bipolar era in which a nearly omni-
potent United States rose to counter every perceived Soviet challenge. Nixon
saw the world of the late 1960s as multipolar, a pentagonal world in which
the United States, Western Europe, Japan, the Soviet bloc, and the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) all exerted powerful military and/or geopolitical
influence. The Sino-Soviet rift, France’s 1967 withdrawal from the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) military command, Britain’s retreat from
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the Persian Gulf, and the rise of the developing world all marked this sea
change. The Nixon Doctrine also took into account the relative U.S. eco-
nomic decline as Western Europe and Japan forged competitive economies.
The costs of the Vietnam War, in conjunction with other U.S. commitments,
clearly influenced Nixon’s posture.

Nixon and his national security advisor, Henry Kissinger, realized that
domestic resistance precluded direct U.S. intervention in another bloody
brushfire war such as Vietnam. Indeed, Nixon alluded to his new strategic
initiative on 25 July 1969, the very day that he announced the first U.S. troop
withdrawals from the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam). South
Vietnam served as the first model for the Nixon Doctrine. Nixon’s imple-
mentation of Vietnamization, the gradual replacement of U.S. troops with
South Vietnamese forces, shaped U.S. policy in the later years of the war,
although greater economic assistance and military equipment transfers to
South Vietnam accompanied Vietnamization.

The United States employed the Nixon Doctrine in other key areas of
the globe in the early to mid-1970s. Increasingly, the doctrine relied upon
strong men, or so-called deputy sheriffs, assigned by Washington to guard
U.S. interests. These U.S.-backed deputy sheriffs included Iran’s Shah
Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, Egypt’s Anwar Sadat, Filipino strongman Ferdi-
nand Marcos, Nicaragua’s Anastasio Somoza, Zaire’s Mobutu Sese Seko, and
King Faisal of Saudi Arabia, among others. All were to safeguard U.S. inter-
ests in their respective regions, while the United States provided them with
aid and arms.

Relying on the despotic rule of many of these deputy sheriffs elicited
sharp criticism, however. Opponents viewed the Nixon Doctrine as a strata-
gem for U.S. hegemony on the cheap. Indeed, when many of the rulers fell
in the late 1970s and 1980s, there were costly negative consequences to U.S.
strategic interests. The 1979 collapse of the shah’s regime in Iran offered a
prime example of the Nixon Doctrine’s distinct limitations.

The Nixon Doctrine was born of the recognition that U.S. power had
limits following the Vietnam debacle. No longer could the nation afford to
“pay any price” or “bear any burden,” as President John F. Kennedy had
promised in his 1961 inaugural address. The world had changed drastically
since then. Nixon and Kissinger attempted to manage the U.S. retreat as
cost-effectively as possible, without undue loss of U.S. power and influence.
In the economically stagnant 1970s, the use of U.S. proxies and arms trans-
fers, together with rapprochement with the PRC and détente with the Soviet
Union, seemed the best solution to maintaining U.S. hegemony in a multi-
polar world. President Ronald Reagan’s use in 1983 of U.S. troops in Lebanon
and Grenada effectively ended the Nixon Doctrine, signaling the return of
U.S. unilateralism and direct U.S. military interventions overseas.

Michael E. Donoghue
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African nationalist, prime minister (1957–1960), and president (1960–1966) of
Ghana. Born in Nkroful on 21 September 1909, a date debated by scholars
but accepted by him as accurate, Kwame Nkrumah was educated in mission
schools, where he later taught. He pursued higher education at Lincoln Uni-
versity in Pennsylvania, and in 1943 he earned a master’s degree in philoso-
phy at the University of Pennsylvania.

Nkrumah then traveled to London in 1945 and studied at the London
School of Economics. Influenced by his earlier experiences with racism in
the United States and his studies of American independence and revolution,
Nkrumah’s politicization and nationalist views were furthered in London,

where he founded the West African National Secretariat
and served as joint secretary for the Fifth Pan-African Con-
gress in 1945.

In 1947 Nkrumah returned to the African Gold Coast
to lead the movement for independence. His position as
general secretary of the United Gold Coast Convention
(UGCC) and founder of the Convention People’s Party
(CPP) led to his 1950 imprisonment by British colonial
authorities. In 1951 Nkrumah, still incarcerated, won the
Gold Coast colony’s first general election with a huge major-
ity. Released in January 1951 as leader of the colonial par-
liament, he became prime minister of the Gold Coast in
March 1952. He won reelection in 1954 and 1956 and be-
came prime minister of an independent Ghana on 6 March
1957. When Ghana declared itself a republic on 1 July 1960,
he became president.

Only months after independence, however, Nkrumah’s
regime moved toward dictatorship. As president, he cham-
pioned a nonaligned foreign policy and pursued relations
with both the United States and the Soviet Union. An advo-
cate of economic growth through industrialization, he nego-
tiated the U.S. financing of a hydroelectric dam on the
Volta River, despite his vocal commitment to socialism.

Nkrumah’s popularity declined steadily, along with the
Ghanaian economy. On 24 February 1966, while he trav-
eled abroad, political opponents staged a coup in Accra. Six
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Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana led the drive for independence
and became his nation’s first premier in 1957 and president
in 1960. (Library of Congress)



days later Nkrumah flew to Guinea, where he spent the next six years in
exile. Suffering from cancer, he arranged for secret transport to Bucharest
in August 1971. Nkrumah died there on 27 April 1972.

Mary E. Montgomery
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Prize established by the estate of Alfred Nobel on 27 November 1895,
whereby funds are to be disbursed on a yearly basis among five prizes in the
areas of physics, chemistry, physiology or medicine, literature, and peace.
Nobel also stipulated that prizes were to be given to those who, during the
preceding year, “shall have conferred the greatest benefit on mankind” or
“shall have done the most or the best work for fraternity between nations,
for the abolition or reduction of standing armies and for
the holding and promotion of peace.” With this objective
in mind, a nongovernmental organization known as the
Nobel Foundation was established in 1900 to make such
determinations.

The Nobel Peace Prize is judged by a special com-
mittee of five members known as the Nobel Committee,
appointed by the Norwegian parliament rather than by the
Nobel Foundation. The committee evaluates nominations
with the assistance of numerous experts. The nomination
must be received by the committee before 1 February of
the year that the nominee is to be considered for the prize,
while the final decision is made in October. The Peace
Prize award ceremony is held on 10 December in Oslo,
Norway. The Peace Prize itself is presented by the chair-
man of the Norwegian Nobel Committee in the presence
of the King of Norway. Each laureate receives a medal, a
diploma, and a monetary award and is expected to present
a Nobel lecture to be published in Les Prix Nobel yearbook.

The first Nobel Peace Prize was awarded on 10 De-
cember 1901 to Jean Henry Dunant (1828–1910), the Swiss
founder of the International Committee of the Red Cross.
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Of awards during the Cold War, a number have been given to individuals
whose efforts had been directly related to the work of the United Nations
(UN). For example, the 1950 Peace Prize went to Ralph Bunche (1904–1971),
the principal secretary of the UN Palestine Commission, for his brokering of
the 1949 armistice agreements following the Arab-Israeli War of 1948. In
1957, Canadian Foreign Minister Lester Bowles Pearson (1897–1972) was
awarded the prize primarily for his role in trying to end the 1956 Suez Crisis
through the UN. One of the more interesting awards occurred in 1953, when
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Year Awarded to Country
1945 Cordell Hull United States
1946 Emily Greene Balch; John R. Mott United States
1947 The Friends Service Council; The American Friends United Kingdom; 

Service Committee United States
1948 Not Awarded
1949 Sir John Boyd Orr United Kingdom
1950 Ralph Bunche United States
1951 Léon Jouhaux France
1952 Albert Schweitzer West Germany
1953 George C. Marshall United States
1954 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees International
1955 Not Awarded
1956 Not Awarded
1957 Lester Bowles Pearson Canada
1958 Georges Pire Belgium
1959 Philip Noel-Baker United Kingdom
1960 Albert Lutuli South Africa
1961 Dag Hammarskjöld Sweden
1962 Linus Carl Pauling United States
1963 International Committee of the Red Cross; League of International

Red Cross Societies
1964 Martin Luther King Jr United States
1965 United Nation’s Children’s Fund (UNICEF) International
1966 Not Awarded
1967 Not Awarded
1968 René Cassin France
1969 International Labour Organization (I.L.O.) International
1970 Norman Borlaug United States
1971 Willy Brandt West Germany
1972 Not Awarded
1973 Henry Kissinger; Le Duc Tho (declined) United States; 

North Vietnam
1974 Seán MacBride; Eisaku Sato Ireland; Japan
1975 Andrei Dmitrievich Sakharov USSR
1976 Betty Williams; Mairead Corrigan Ireland
1977 Amnesty International International
1978 Mohamed Anwar Al-Sadat; Menachem Begin Egypt; Israel
1979 Mother Teresa India
1980 Adolfo Pérez Esquivel Argentina
1981 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees International
1982 Alva Myrdal; Alfonso García Robles Sweden; Mexico
1983 Lech Waflecsa Poland
1984 Desmond Mpilo Tutu South Africa
1985 International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War International
1986 Elie Wiesel United States
1987 Óscar Arias Sánchez Costa Rica
1988 United Nations Peace-Keeping Forces International
1989 Dalai Lama Tenzin Gyatso Tibet
1990 Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev USSR



the Nobel Peace Prize was presented to General George C. Marshall of the
United States for his efforts as secretary of state in promoting the European
Recovery Program, also known as the Marshall Plan. Marshall is the only
professional soldier to be so honored. The 1990 Peace Prize went to Soviet
President Mikhail Gorbachev for his effort to liberalize the Soviet regime
and its East European satellite states. Notwithstanding that a principal Nobel
requirement is that recipients have to work “for the abolition or reduction of
standing armies,” the 1988 Nobel Peace Prize was awarded to the UN Peace-
keeping Forces.

Jaroslav Dvorak
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The Russian term nomenklatura was derived from the Latin word nomenclatura,
meaning a list of names. The Soviet Nomenklatura alluded to a list of per-
sons who held senior positions in the bureaucracy of the Soviet Union, such
as those in the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), state insti-
tutions, trade unions, and the like. The appointees to such positions were
nominated by and subject to approval at various levels of the CPSU’s com-
mittees, including the Central Committee (CC) of the party or local provin-
cial and district-appropriate governmental authorities.

The term nomenklatura was first mentioned in a 12 November 1923
decree issued by the Russian Communist Party’s (RCP) CC Organization
Bureau, although it has never been used in government-issued legislative
appointments. Officially, the Nomenklatura system was first created to act
exclusively inside the party hierarchy. In fact, however, it was a nationwide
system, since the party Nomenklatura spread its influence over all Soviet
government communities, at various levels. The lists included not only those
persons to be considered for party appointments and official state institu-
tions but also to those in various social institutions. Even public offices that
were considered to be nominally elective, such as those in the Supreme Soviet
of the USSR and the Central Executive Council of Trade Unions, were
eventually included in the lists of Nomenklatura appointments.

As a rule, Nomenklatura personnel could perform general administrative
and political leadership functions, as their success in climbing upward in
the bureaucratic hierarchy depended almost exclusively upon political fac-
tors rather than on their competence and skill per se. In fact, party leaders
rarely took into account the fact that many Nomenklatura members holding
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government office often had below-average education or lacked formal edu-
cation altogether. They were only required to meet the primary requirement
for advancement, demonstrating unfailing loyalty to the party.

Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev’s perestroika reforms, begun in the
mid-1980s to revitalize and streamline government institutions, began with
a campaign to weaken positions of high-ranking Nomenklatura members,
and he drastically reduced the importance of the Politburo. The CPSU CC
Secretariat lost its function as a body of joint leadership, while new personnel
gradually replaced high-ranking old members of the Nomenklatura. Quite
naturally, such reforms proved unnerving to many members of the old guard.

As the Soviet system collapsed in the late 1980s and very early 1990s, a
paradoxical situation developed and was exploited by parts of the party elite
and governmental personnel, including members of the Nomenklatura.
These individuals declared themselves “defenders of the democratic course
of developments” but at the same time tried to use their former clout to push
their way into the postcommunist governing elite. Thus, despite Gorbachev’s
attempts to de-emphasize the influence of the Nomenklatura, its clout con-
tinued in the post-Soviet, post-Gorbachev era.

Jaroslav Dvorak
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A loose association of nations opposed to Cold War entanglements that sought
to create a third force between the communist bloc and the Western Bloc.
The Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) was originally comprised of twenty-
four Afro-Asian countries plus Yugoslavia. It held its first summit in Belgrade
in September 1961. From the outset, NAM embraced issues theoretically
unrelated to the Cold War, including anticolonialism, antiracism, economic
development, and, under the Arab states’ influence, anti-Zionism. To date
there have been thirteen summits at approximately three-year intervals.
After Belgrade, NAM met in Cairo (1964); Lusaka, Zambia (1970); Algiers
(1973); Colombo, Sri Lanka (1976); Havana (1979); New Delhi (1983); Harare,
Zimbabwe (1986); Belgrade (1989); Jakarta, Indonesia (1992); Cartagena de
Indios, Colombia (1995); Durban, South Africa (1998); and Kuala Lumpur,
Malaysia (2003). In 2003, the movement had 116 members. Mutual interests
in protecting state sovereignty and promoting development account for its
expanding membership and durability.
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Before NAM’s foundation, Indonesian leader Sukarno’s Asian-African
Conference at Bandung in April 1955 demonstrated the value of small-state
collaboration. Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru’s vaguely worded
Panch Sheel (five principles of peace), which formed the basis for Sino-Indian
relations and was popularized at Bandung, anticipated NAM principles by
stressing mutual respect, preservation of state sovereignty, and peaceful
coexistence. In the five years before the Belgrade conference, the founding
countries—India, Yugoslavia, and Egypt—took exception to Great Power
interference in weaker countries’ affairs and to the superpowers’ unwilling-
ness to reduce nuclear tensions.

The simultaneous Suez Crisis and Hungarian Revolution of 1956 drew
together Nehru, Yugoslavian Marshal Josip Broz Tito, and Egyptian President
Gamal Abdel Nasser. Although their politics were dissimilar, they shared
concerns about the Cold War, decolonization, and national independence.
The emergence of sixteen African states in 1960, the intensification of South
African apartheid, the worsening U.S.-Soviet relations, the Congo Interven-
tion, the U.S.-sponsored Bay of Pigs incursion (1961), and the Second Berlin
Crisis furnished the first summit’s historical context.

The Belgrade meeting established enduring precedents for NAM. First,
the organizational meeting, which took place in Cairo in June 1961, confined
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Cuban President Fidel Castro and Palestine Liberation Organization leader Yasir Arafat raise their hands together during
a session at the Seventh Summit of the Non-Aligned Movement in New Delhi in March 1983. (Alain Nogues/Corbis
Sygma)



membership to countries that rejected participation in what were termed
“Great Power conflicts” or signaled their intention of eventually departing
from them. Countries that did not fully meet these criteria could neverthe-
less be invited as observers. Second, the Algerian provisional government’s
invitation as a full member, one year before that country’s independence,
underscored NAM’s commitment to anticolonialism. Subsequent summits
conferred diplomatic recognition upon the Angolan provisional government,
the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), the Zimbabwe African National
Union/Zimbabwe African People’s Union, the African National Congress
(ANC) in South Africa, and the Southwest African People’s Organization
(SAPO) in Namibia. Third, the members reached agreement by consensus
rather than by ballot, a procedure that led to criticism from the United States
at later summits. Finally, Belgrade concluded with a communiqué outlining
joint concerns. Although Nehru wished to make the first meeting a forum
on global peace, the foremost issues were decolonization, noninterference in
sovereign countries’ internal affairs, and combating racism. While the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) was not invited to Belgrade, NAM—as China’s ex-
clusive representative—called for its admission to the United Nations (UN).

Cairo illustrated the host country’s influence over the NAM agenda.
Forty-seven countries attended the 1964 summit. NAM invited all members
of the new Organization of African Unity (OAU) because its 1963 charter
adopted nonalignment. Under Nasser, NAM called for a Palestinian home-
land three years before the PLO’s foundation. Cairo was also significant for
what was ignored: in October and November 1962, the PRC invaded India.
At Cairo, the Chinese invasion was not mentioned because many members
wished to cultivate good relations with the PRC. The selective treatment of
security issues where members’ national interests were at stake typified this
and subsequent meetings. The departure of many NAM founders partially
accounted for the six-year hiatus between Cairo and Lusaka. Nehru died
just before the Cairo summit. In the intervening years, Sukarno, Kwame
Nkrumah, and Burma’s U Nu were deposed.

The conference at Lusaka established the movement’s minimal institu-
tional base. The host country’s leader served as NAM spokesperson between
triennial meetings, and its foreign ministry and permanent UN delegation
dedicated offices to NAM affairs. At Lusaka, members agreed to hold annual
foreign ministers’ conferences and to work as a caucus in the UN. Occasion-
ally, NAM has established emergency funds to support anticolonialist causes
such as the Africa Fund, which assisted the antiapartheid frontline states of
Mozambique, Angola, and Zimbabwe in the 1980s.

Unlike the Afro-Asian People’s Solidarity Organization (AAPSO), NAM
was not an adjunct of Soviet foreign policy. Certain members, such as Saudi
Arabia, had close U.S. ties, while others, such as Yugoslavia, feared Soviet
interference. The movement nevertheless supported certain Soviet initia-
tives, such as the call for two special UN disarmament sessions and the
establishment of nuclear-free zones. Quick to condemn by name Western
countries deemed responsible for violating developing-world countries’ sov-
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ereignty, such as the continuing U.S. naval presence at Guantánamo Bay,
Cuba, NAM did not apply this standard to Soviet interventions in Czecho-
slovakia and Afghanistan.

Although U.S. policymakers in the 1950s decried neutralism as aiding
the Soviets, successive U.S. administrations, even President Dwight Eisen-
hower’s, retained strong relations with many uncommitted countries. Presi-
dents Lyndon Johnson and Ronald Reagan issued reminders to the Cairo
and New Delhi summits that Soviet expansion constituted another form of
imperialism. The Soviets anticipated that NAM would facilitate their goal of
frustrating Western–developing world alliances and of becoming eventual
adherents to the Soviet bloc. A split over North-South issues in the 1970s
demonstrated that Soviet and NAM interests were not identical, however.

The Non-Aligned Movement has repeatedly lobbied for economic aid
to the developing world. A special NAM meeting in Cairo in 1962 called upon
the UN to facilitate development, which led in early 1964 to the first UN
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) in Geneva, at which
the Group of 77, then the world’s poorest countries and including many
NAM members, was formed. At the Algiers conference and afterward, NAM
called for a special UN General Assembly session on development. In 1974,
the UN passed the New International Economic Order (NIEO), an agenda
that sought increased technical, financial, and agricultural aid for nations in
the developing world, to which the Soviets, partly for ideological reasons,
showed little sympathy.

Joseph Robert White
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Panamanian military leader and de facto leader of Panama (1983–1989). Born
in Panama City on 11 February 1938, Manuel Antonio Noriega Moreno
became a career soldier. He attended the elite Military School de Chorrillos
in Peru and the School of the Americas at Fort Benning, Georgia. Noriega
rose quickly through the ranks of Panama’s National Guard. Following a
1968 coup that placed Omar Torrijos Herrera in control of Panama, Noriega
became chief of military intelligence. After Torrijos died in a plane crash in
1981, Noriega was appointed chief of staff to General Rubén Dario Paredes,
head of the National Guard.

Allied with a group of officers who moved against Darío in August 1983,
Noriega proclaimed himself general and effectively took control of the Pana-
manian government. He increased the size and scope of the National Guard,
with which he controlled the government and economy mainly through
cronyism and corruption. He courted popular support among the urban and
rural poor and used the National Guard to eliminate or intimidate his politi-
cal enemies and challengers.

Panama’s first presidential elections since 1972 were
held in October 1984, with Nicolas Ardito Barletta emerg-
ing as the winner. Nonetheless, it was Noriega and not Bar-
letta who controlled Panama. In 1985, Noriega was accused
of ordering the assassination of Hugo Spadafora, an out-
spoken critic of Noriega and the National Guard. When
President Barletta ordered an investigation into the mur-
der, Noriega ousted Barletta from office.

In 1986, allegations surfaced that Noriega was involved
in drug trafficking and money laundering and was work-
ing for the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). When
Panamanians staged mass protests demanding that Nor-
iega relinquish power, he brutally suppressed the demon-
strations and cracked down on civil liberties in 1987. At the
same time, President Ronald Reagan’s administration, em-
barrassed by Noriega’s illegal activities and his ties to the
CIA, began to plan for his removal from office. On 5 Feb-
ruary 1988, the U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA)
indicted Noriega for racketeering and drug trafficking.

The United States resorted to diplomatic pressure and
economic sanctions to force Noriega from office, although
these proved largely futile because of Noriega’s absolute
hold on power. In the presidential elections of May 1989,
the U.S.-supported candidate Guillermo Endara Gali-
many beat Noriega’s handpicked candidate by a large mar-
gin. To avoid losing power and being extradited to the
United States, Noriega nullified the results of the election,
ordered his thugs to severely beat Endara, and crushed anti-
Noriega demonstrations. In December 1989, President
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Panamanian dictator Manuel Noriega, shown here at a
ceremony in Panama City in 1987 commemorating the
national hero Omar Torrijos. (Bill Gentile/Corbis)



George H. W. Bush sent 27,000 troops to invade Panama and remove Nor-
iega from power.

Noriega fled to the Vatican embassy in Panama City, but after a week
and a half of psychological warfare tactics designed to flush Noriega out of
the embassy and negotiations with the Vatican, U.S. forces secured his sur-
render. Noriega was immediately taken to Florida, where he was tried and
convicted in September 1992 of drug trafficking, money laundering, and
racketeering. He was sentenced to forty years imprisonment, reduced to
thirty years in 1999.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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U.S. Army and Air Force general and supreme Allied commander for Europe
during 1956–1963. Born on 24 March 1907 in Minneapolis, Minnesota, Lau-
ris Norstad graduated from the United States Military Academy, West Point,
in 1930. The following year he transferred from the cavalry to the U.S. Air
Corps, commanding the 18th Pursuit Group at Schofield Barracks, Hawaii.
Early in World War II General Henry H. “Hap” Arnold appointed Norstad to
his advisory council, a group of bright young air force officers entrusted with
long-range planning. Shortly thereafter Arnold assigned Norstad to London,
where he helped to organize Operation TORCH, the Anglo-American North
African invasion campaign, in the process attracting favorable notice from
Supreme Allied Commander General Dwight D. Eisenhower.

Promoted to brigadier general in March 1943, as director of the Mediter-
ranean Allied Air Forces Norstad helped devise the bombing campaign
against Axis forces in the Balkans and Italy. Returning to Washington in 1944
as Arnold’s chief of staff, Norstad worked on planning the B-29 strategic
bombing campaign against Japan that preceded the detonation of atomic
bombs over Hiroshima and Nagasaki. He subsequently served on the Spaatz
Board, which revised American airpower doctrine and policy in light of nuclear
weapons and established the Strategic Air Command (SAC). He was pro-
moted to major general in June 1945. From 1945 to 1950, he held several air
force staff positions and was closely involved in postwar air force planning.

In October 1950 Eisenhower, returning from retirement to become the
first Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), which headed the new
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North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), appointed
Norstad commanding general of United States Air Forces
in Europe, soon expanded to include control of all Allied
air forces in Central Europe. In July 1952 Norstad became,
at age forty-five, the youngest American four-star general.
In July 1953 he became air deputy to General Alfred Gru-
enther, the new SACEUR, whom he succeeded in 1956,
the only air force officer ever to hold this position. In 1958
Norstad was concurrently appointed Commander in Chief,
U.S. European Command (CINCEUR).

From the late 1950s Norstad lobbied fiercely for an
independent NATO nuclear-armed force, including both
long-range strategic and short-range tactical missiles, which
he believed were essential to demonstrating NATO’s re-
solve to utilize such weapons if necessary in its own defense,
and increased threefold the number of such missiles under
his command. In 1961 Norstad’s pressure persuaded
President John F. Kennedy to commit Polaris submarines
to such a force, with each NATO member retaining a veto
over nuclear decisions. Norstad wished to enhance West
German defense capabilities, initially proposing a West
German nuclear-armed force, and was instrumental in
equipping Germany with nuclear-capable missiles, al-
though these remained under his control. During the 1961
crisis over Berlin, Norstad unsuccessfully urged Kennedy
to state publicly that the United States would, if necessary,
employ nuclear weapons to defend Berlin. In January 1963

Norstad’s belief that the Kennedy administration’s defense posture overem-
phasized conventional forces at the expense of nuclear weaponry brought his
early resignation.

In retirement, Norstad held various top positions with Owens-Corning
Fiberglass Corporation. In the mid-1960s he urged the Republican Party to
endorse an independent NATO nuclear force. In 1972 he was one of several
senior statesmen who, at the request of President Richard Nixon, success-
fully opposed the congressional Mansfield Amendment, which would have
cut American troops in Europe. Able and energetic, he was instrumental
in setting the direction of post-1945 U.S. aviation and strategic doctrine.
Norstad died in Tucson, Arizona, on 12 September 1988. 

Priscilla Roberts
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Binational military organization established in 1957 between the United States
and Canada to provide collaborative defense for the two countries, espe-
cially against nuclear attack from the Soviet Union. The North American
Air Defense Command (NORAD) had its origins in the cooperation of the
two countries during World War II and a formal agreement on defense col-
laboration signed in 1947. In 1954, the United States and Canada began
developing the Distant Early Warning (DEW) Line across northern Canada

North American Aerospace Defense Command 1507

North American
Aerospace Defense

Command

An orbital analyst in the Space Defense Operations Computation Center at NORAD tracks the Cosmos 1402 satellite in
orbit, 18 February 1983. (U.S. Department of Defense)



and Alaska to provide advanced warning of a Soviet bomber attack across
the polar region.

As the DEW Line became operational in August 1957, the United States
and Canada reached agreement to create an integrated operational control
system for the air defense forces of the two countries. NORAD was thus
established in September. Its headquarters was located at Ent Air Force
Base in Colorado Springs, while an operations center was constructed in a
deep, hardened bunker inside nearby Cheyenne Mountain. Initial opera-
tions began in April 1966. The NORAD commander was a U.S. general who
also commanded the U.S. Continental Air Defense (CONAD) Command
and the U.S. Air Force component, the Air Defense Command (ADC). The
deputy commander was a Canadian flag officer.

The NORAD command and control system integrated the full range of
air defense capabilities. The early warning system included the northern
DEW Line, the Mid-Canada Line, the Pinetree Line, coastal radar sites,
Texas Tower radar sites at sea, U.S. Navy picket ships, and U.S. Air Force
airborne radar platforms. NORAD directed its active defenses through a
series of computerized operations centers that controlled air defense assets
for designated regions of the two countries. The system controlled American
and Canadian interceptor aircraft and U.S. Army and Air Force surface-to-air
missiles (SAMs) dedicated to strategic defense as well as other available
resources such as fighter aircraft that could be assigned to air defense in an
emergency. As the missile threat evolved, NORAD also became responsible
for the Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS) and a range of
space-tracking systems. Although CONAD was responsible for operational
antiballistic missile (ABM) capabilities (the Safeguard system was briefly
operational in 1975–1976), the Canadian government declined to become
involved in ABM activities.

During the 1970s, the air defense forces assigned to NORAD were sig-
nificantly reduced, and subordinate command structures were revised, re-
flecting the increased threat from ballistic missiles and changing national
strategies. The strategic SAM sites were phased out, dedicated interceptor
units were substantially reduced, and the multiservice CONAD was dis-
banded, replaced by the Aerospace Defense Command. The Canadian com-
ponent changed from the Canadian Forces Air Defence Command to the Air
Defence Group. The role of NORAD shifted to emphasize warning and
attack assessment as well as space surveillance and supporting nuclear deter-
rence by ensuring that a surprise attack would not destroy U.S. retaliatory
forces. In 1979, a major U.S. Air Force reorganization resulted in most ADC
operational capabilities being dispersed to the Tactical Air Command and
Strategic Air Command (SAC), with the ADC being inactivated in 1981.

The increased role of space in NORAD operations was recognized when
the name was changed to the North American Aerospace Defense Command
in 1981. As the Cold War ended, NORAD’s functions continued to provide
the warning and space surveillance missions.

Jerome V. Martin
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Collective security treaty that served as the basis of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO). The North Atlantic Treaty was signed in Washington,
D.C., on 4 April 1949 by Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, the United Kingdom, and
the United States. The treaty was a seminal event in the Cold War because
it provided for the eventual militarization of the containment policy and the
Cold War and was soon followed by the Soviet bloc’s creation of the rival War-
saw Pact. The treaty was also the first permanent peacetime alliance that the
United States had ever concluded, a major break with the long-established
isolationist U.S. foreign policy tradition. Still, the treaty adhered to the
United Nations (UN) Charter and upheld the principles of democracy, lib-
erty, and the rule of law. The self-defense and collective security agreement
provided that all signatories desired to live in peace and security within the
North Atlantic area. If one nation were attacked, all signatory nations would
endeavor to maintain the peace and security of the other nations. The treaty
came into force on 24 August 1949 and consisted of fourteen articles.

Article 1 simply stated that the treaty was in accord with the UN Charter
and that international disputes were to be settled peacefully. Article 2 asserted
that “free institutions” were to develop cooperative economic arrangements
and prevent economic conflict among the twelve signatory nations. Article 3
held that to pursue the objectives of the treaty it was necessary to adopt and
maintain measures to repel “armed attack.” Article 4 stipulated that signato-
ries would consult with one another if the “territorial integrity, political inde-
pendence or internal security” of any were threatened. Article 5 stated that
if one or more of the signatory nations came under “armed attack,” such
attack would be deemed an attack upon all nations of the treaty, recognized
pursuant to Article 51 of the UN Charter. Article 6 qualified Article 5 by stating
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that an attack on one or several nations or on the military and their equipment
wherever stationed constituted an attack on the territory of the signatory
nations.

Article 7 held that the role of the UN Security Council to maintain inter-
national security was not to be undermined and that the rights of UN mem-
bers were not to be affected. Article 8 declared that the treaty did not conflict
with previous international agreements. Article 9 established a NATO Coun-
cil to meet upon request and to establish a defense committee to ensure the
implementation of Articles 3 and 5. Article 10 stated that other European
nations could accede to the treaty with the unanimous agreement of the sig-
natory nations. Article 11 declared that ratification would be undertaken
within each member nation and that the treaty would be in force when the
majority of signatories ratified it. Article 12 stipulated that a treaty review
could take place after ten years. Article 13 maintained that once the treaty
had been in force for twenty years, nations could leave the organization
providing they gave one year’s notice to the U.S. government. Article 14
declared that the treaty was to be written in English and French and was to
be deposited with the U.S. government.

Dewi I. Ball
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Preliminary discussions surrounding an Atlantic treaty among the United
States, Canada, and the Brussels Treaty Powers (Belgium, France, Luxem-
bourg, the Netherlands, and Britain) began on 6 July 1948 in Washington,
D.C. By the end of October, the framework for a mutual defense pact for the
North Atlantic region was agreed upon. Drafting commenced in December
1948, and the final text was made public in March 1949. On 15 March 1949
the United States, Canada, and the Brussels Treaty Powers formally invited
Denmark, Iceland, Italy, Norway, and Portugal to join the alliance. These
nations all endorsed the North Atlantic Treaty on 4 April 1949, providing the
legal basis for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). On 24 August
1949 the treaty entered into force, and the first North Atlantic Council
(NAC) meeting took place in Washington on 17 September.

The first and primary task for the new organization was to put in place an
effective and credible apparatus for collective defense. During NATO’s first
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few years, efforts focused primarily on defense-related problems and their
economic implications. The political process of cooperation, which was also
a component of the alliance, remained largely undefined. In October 1949
President Harry S. Truman signed the Mutual Defense Assistance Act, set-
ting the stage for U.S. involvement in NATO collective security arrange-
ments. In January 1950 he approved plans for the integrated defense of the
North Atlantic region and authorized the expenditure of a significant sum of
money for military aid.

Other important tasks after NATO’s founding were establishing its main
organizations and bodies and making them operational. To this end, the NAC
appointed U.S. General Dwight D. Eisenhower as the first Supreme Allied
Commander Europe (SACEUR) on 19 December 1950. In April 1951, Su-
preme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) became operational at
Roquencourt, near Paris. Later that year, the NATO Defense College (NDC)
was unveiled in Paris. In March 1952, British General Hastings Lionel Ismay
was appointed NATO’s first secretary-general. A month later, NATO opened
its provisional headquarters in Paris and convened the first NAC meeting in
permanent session. The first enlargement of the organization also took place
in 1952, when Greece and Turkey were invited to join NATO.

On 31 March 1954 the Soviet Union requested membership in NATO
but Britain, France, and the United States vetoed it. The Federal Republic
of Germany (FRG, West Germany), on the other hand, was invited to join
and became a member in 1955. By the mid-1950s, broad lines of intra-
alliance cooperation on defense issues had been defined, and the main in-
stitutional bodies had been established. Thus strengthening the political
consultation process and cooperation in nonmilitary areas was identified as
the new priority for NATO. In 1956 the NAC approved the recommendations
on nonmilitary cooperation within NATO. In 1957, Belgium’s Paul-Henri
Spaak succeeded Ismay as NATO secretary-general. At an NAC meeting
later that year, member nations reaffirmed the principles and purposes of the
alliance. In 1958 NATO defensive strategy was likewise reaffirmed, and in
1959 a new NATO headquarters was opened in Paris.

In 1961, Dirk U. Stikker of the Netherlands succeeded Spaak as secre-
tary-general. In an NAC meeting that year, NATO members reaffirmed their
support of West Berlin, strongly condemning the building of the Berlin Wall,
and approved the renewal of diplomatic contacts with the Soviet Union. In
the 1962 Athens Guidelines, the circumstances involving the use of nuclear
weapons were reviewed. Toward this end, the United States and Britain
agreed to contribute and integrate part of their strategic nuclear forces to
NATO. In a NATO military exercise (dubbed Operation BIG LIFT) in 1963,
the United States ably demonstrated how quickly it could reinforce NATO
forces in Europe in the event of a crisis. The following year, Italy’s Manlio
Brosio became the new secretary-general.

In a move deeply troubling to other NATO states, French President
Charles de Gaulle withdrew his nation from the integrated military struc-
ture of NATO in 1966. As a consequence, NATO offices were relocated. In
1967 the NDC moved to Rome, SHAPE relocated to Mons, and NATO’s
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headquarters was established in Brussels. In 1967 the NAC also approved
the Harmel Report, aimed at reducing East-West tensions by proposing a
new military strategy for NATO. The new strategic concept of flexible re-
sponse provided the alliance with myriad options to respond to many types
of enemy aggression. NATO’s old strategy had required a massive military
response to any form of aggression. Improving East-West relations thus
became a new priority for NATO. In 1968, NATO issued the Declaration on
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR), an initiative to work for
disarmament and nuclear nonproliferation.

In 1970 NATO’s first communications satellite was launched, and at the
ministerial meeting later in the year the United States announced that it
would not reduce its forces in Europe unilaterally. In 1971, Joseph Luns of
the Netherlands succeeded Brosio as NATO secretary-general, while Brosio
was tasked with conducting exploratory talks with the Soviets and other gov-
ernments vis-à-vis MBFR. In 1974, member countries signed the Declara-
tion on Atlantic Relationships, reaffirming the partnership between Europe
and North America and also ensuring the continued development of trans-
atlantic cooperation. Also in 1974, Greece withdrew its military forces from
the integrated military structure of NATO to protest Turkey’s military inter-
vention in Cyprus.

In 1976 the prospects for MBFR were discussed. Because of the relent-
less growth in Warsaw Pact forces, the NAC agreed to further strengthen
NATO conventional defenses. Unfortunately, this decision interrupted the
promising developments in the MBFR process. The 1979 Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan also endangered the improvement in East-West relations. The
controversial double-track decision made at a special ministerial meeting in
1979 announced the deployment of intermediate-range ballistic missiles
(IRBMs) in Europe, to be paralleled by an arms control effort to obviate the
need for such deployments. In 1980 Greek forces were reintegrated into the
NATO military structure. In 1982 Spain joined the alliance.

The first deliveries of IRBM components to Britain in 1983 were the
ultimate result of the double-track decision. Deployment of the missiles
proved highly controversial and sparked a considerable nuclear freeze move-
ment throughout Western Europe. In response, the Soviet Union suspended
negotiations on intermediate nuclear forces reductions. In 1984, Britain’s
Peter Alexander Rupert Carrington, 6th Baron Carrington, became the new
secretary-general.
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Name Country Term
Lord Hastings Lionel Ismay United Kingdom April 4, 1952–May 16, 1957
Paul-Henri Spaak Belgium May 16, 1957–April 21, 1961
Dirk Stikker Netherlands April 21, 1961–August 1, 1964
Manlio Brosio Italy August 1, 1964–October 1, 1971
Joseph Luns Netherlands October 1, 1971–June 25, 1984
Lord Peter Alexander United Kingdom June 25, 1984–July 1, 1988

Rupert Carington
Manfred Wörner (West) Germany July 1, 1988–August 13, 1994



In the mid-1980s, East-West relations began to thaw. In 1986 NATO
called upon the Soviet Union to help promote peace, security, and a produc-
tive East-West dialogue. A high-level task force on conventional arms control
was established in 1986, and at the end of the year NATO foreign ministers
issued the Brussels Declaration on Conventional Arms Control, calling for
further negotiations on confidence-building measures and conventional sta-
bility. In 1987 the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty was
signed, which eliminated American and Soviet land-based IRBMs. The for-
ward progress in East-West relations continued throughout 1988. NATO
issued a statement on conventional arms control, calling for progress in elim-
inating conventional force disparities. In July 1988, West Germany’s Man-
fred Wörner succeeded Carrington as secretary-general. In December, NATO
foreign ministers welcomed Soviet reductions in conventional forces and
outlined NATO proposals for negotiations on confidence-building measures
and conventional stability.

In 1989 two new sets of negotiations were launched at the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) follow-up meeting in Vienna:
talks on conventional armed forces in Europe (CFE) between NATO and
the Warsaw Pact and negotiations on confidence-building and security mea-
sures among all thirty-five CSCE members. In December 1989 NATO cele-
brated its fortieth anniversary at a special summit meeting in Brussels.
NATO set forth new goals and policies in recognition of the recent and
sweeping changes in the waning Cold War and to further extend East-West
cooperation. In July 1990 NATO issued the London Declaration, which pro-
vided a road map to guide the transition of the alliance from the era of Cold
War confrontation to the age of post–Cold War cooperation and partnership.
A joint declaration and commitment to nonaggression was signed in Paris
in November 1990. The transformation of the alliance in the new security
environment was clearly reflected in its new strategic concept unveiled in
November 1991. Cooperation and partnership with Central and East Euro-
pean nations thus became a central and integral part of NATO policies.

The roots of change in NATO’s history can be traced as far back as the
Harmel Report of the late 1960s. Throughout the decades, NATO contin-
ued to play an important role in providing the framework for consultation
and coordination of policies among its member countries to diminish the risk
of crisis and war.

Anna Boros-McGee
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Multinational politico-military organization, the mission of which is to safe-
guard freedom and security in the transatlantic region. In 1945, the United
Nations (UN) was founded on the assumption that the big powers would be
able to reach agreement on major issues and that none of them would seek
any territorial aggrandizement. Neither of these premises came to pass once
the Cold War began.

British Prime Minister Winston Churchill expressed his concerns over
this as early as 1945, as he witnessed Soviet policy in action and the with-
drawal of U.S. troops from Europe. In 1947, numerous conciliation efforts
between the Western powers and the Soviet Union concerning the future of
Germany failed, and that same year President Harry S. Truman announced
in what became known as the Truman Doctrine that the United States
would support free people in resisting subjugation by outside forces. As such,
Greece and Turkey soon received American aid to wage the fight against
communism.

In general, in the immediate postwar era, West European economies and
military establishments were weak and almost wholly uncoordinated. Thus,
the idea of European economic and military cooperation and integration
began to emerge. Churchill mentioned the idea of a defensive alliance be-
tween like-minded nations as early as 1946.

In a bid to encourage Western cooperation, U.S. Secretary of State
George C. Marshall initiated the European Recovery Program, also known
as the Marshall Plan, in June 1947. The 1947 Dunkirk Treaty was a sign of
collaboration between Britain and France, serving as a basis for Britain’s pro-
posal for a Western union, which would consist of a network of bilateral
agreements. This concept was fine-tuned at a March 1948 meeting in Brussels
among Belgium, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Great Britain.
A few days later, leaders of these states signed the Treaty of Brussels, which
set up a joint defense system and strengthened economic and cultural ties to
resist ideological, political, and military threats.

U.S. involvement and commitment in such arrangements was still open
to question, however. The Vandenberg Resolution passed by the U.S. Con-
gress in June 1948 bridged the legal gap and made it possible for the United
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States to enter into an Atlantic alliance in time of peace. Preliminary talks on
the Atlantic Treaty began on 6 July 1948 in Washington, D.C., and by the
end of October the principles of a defensive pact for the North Atlantic area
had been agreed upon.

The drafting of the treaty began in December 1948, and the final text was
made public in March 1949. On 15 March 1949 the United States, Canada,
and the Brussels Treaty Powers invited Denmark, Iceland, Italy, Norway, and
Portugal to join the North Atlantic Treaty, signed on 4 April 1949 in Wash-
ington, D.C.

The treaty is a classic diplomatic document, offering wide areas of coop-
eration among its members. Its purpose was to establish a just and lasting
peaceful order based on the commonly shared values of democracy, human
rights, and the rule of law. It committed each signatory to share the risks and
responsibilities, as well as the benefits, of collective security. The North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) currently has twenty-six member
nations.

Anna Boros-McGee
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Scandinavian nation located in the western portion of the Scandinavian
Peninsula. The Kingdom of Norway borders the Norwegian Sea to the west,
the North Sea to the south, Sweden to the east, and Finland and Russia to
the north. Norway covers 125,181 square miles, making it just slightly larger
than the U.S. state of New Mexico. Norway had a 1945 population of nearly
3.1 million people.

During 1397–1814 Norway was part of the Kingdom of Denmark, and
during 1814–1905 it was part of Sweden. Norway has also had significant ties
with Britain as a trading partner and guarantor of its access to the high seas.
During World War II, in spite of its effort to remain neutral, Norway was in-
vaded and occupied by Germany (1940–1945). The outcome of the war gave
Norway a shared border with the Soviet Union.
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At the end of the war, King Haakon (ruled 1905–1957) returned to Nor-
way from exile in Britain and called on Social Democrat Einar Gerhardsen to
form a government. One immediate task was to investigate wartime col-
laboration with the Germans. Some 93,000 Norwegians were investigated.
Twenty-five were executed, the most prominent being Vidkun Quisling, the
Nazi puppet ruler of Norway during the war. Seventeen thousand others
received lesser sentences.

The ruling Social Democratic Labor Party (DNA), which held power
during 1945–1961, initially hoped for the restoration of Norwegian neutrality
through great power cooperation within the context of the United Nations
(UN), but the advent of the Cold War shattered this. Norwegian leaders
attempted a balancing act between East and West but soon gave that up in
the face of a growing Soviet threat.

Many Norwegians had admired Soviet economic progress in the years
before World War II. Norwegians were also grateful for the Red Army’s lib-
eration of northern Norway toward the end of the war, and they were pleased
that the Soviet Union supported the candidacy of Norwegian Foreign Min-
ister Trygve Lie as UN secretary-general. Nonetheless, Norwegians harbored
a general distrust of the Soviet Union.

Skepticism of the capitalist West and the fear of provoking the Soviets
made a firm alignment with the West difficult, but strong wartime ties with
Britain, the failure of efforts at creating a defensive alliance among Norway,
Sweden, and Denmark in early 1949, and fears that the Western powers
might not come to its defense without a firm security arrangement all led to
a decision by the DNA leadership to opt for a defensive arrangement with
the West. Thus, Norway formally abandoned its traditional neutrality in
signing the North Atlantic Treaty on 4 April 1949. Finland had been forced
to sign a treaty aligning it to some degree with the Soviet Union in 1948,
while Sweden remained neutral. The constellation of Norwegian and Dan-
ish NATO membership, Swedish nonalignment, and Finnish ties to the
Soviet Union has frequently been termed “the Nordic balance.”

In order to minimize tensions with the Soviets, Norway imposed limita-
tions on its NATO membership and objected to specific NATO policies.
Thus, the allies were not allowed to establish permanent bases in Norway
during peacetime and were not permitted to hold military exercises in close
proximity to the Soviet border. Oslo also opposed U.S. attempts to bring
Francisco Franco’s fascist Spain into NATO and resisted Turkey’s and
Greece’s accession as members because of their undemocratic governments.
Norway also had reservations over the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG,
West Germany) joining NATO in 1955.

Norwegian territory played a key role in the polar strategy of the Cold
War. The Arctic provided the shortest flight path for long-range bombers
and intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) between North America and
the Soviet Union. The Soviets’ naval buildup in the Kola region following
the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis and U.S.-Norwegian operations to track So-
viet submarines also demonstrated the growing strategic importance of the
region.
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Domestically, Norway reached considerable national prosperity in the
Cold War period. Wartime damage had been relatively modest. The main
priorities of 1945 were economic reconstruction and the creation of a modern
welfare state. Economic planning was heavily influenced by Keynesian eco-
nomics. Norway participated in the Marshall Plan, which proved a major boost
to the nation’s postwar economic rehabilitation. After 1949, a consensus over
foreign policy existed between the DNA and center-rightist political parties.
However, the DNA itself was divided. Its left-wing faction opposed NATO
membership and broke away from the DNA in 1961 to form the Socialist
People’s Party (SF), later renamed the Socialist Left Party (SV). It had close
ties to the international peace movement. The Norwegian Communist Party
remained small.

The DNA and the largest right-wing party, the Conservative Party,
wanted Norway to join the European Community (EC). However, an alliance
of the SF, the left-wing of the DNA, and center-rightist parties based in rural
Norway mobilized the electorate to defeat membership in a 1972 referen-
dum (repeated in 1994). These same political forces have, since World War
II, sought to prevent the depopulation of rural Norway by securing heavy
government subsidies and the regulation of major industries.

Shipping, fisheries, and industrial raw materials such as aluminum had
been traditional Norwegian sources of income. After 1970, however, oil rev-
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enues from newly developed North Sea fields contributed substantially to
the expansion of the public sector and governmental welfare programs. The
developing welfare state helped to preserve Norway as an egalitarian soci-
ety with few socioeconomic divisions. Since the mid-1970s, the Samí ethnic
minority, living mostly in the far northern region of Norway, has received
growing recognition and cultural autonomy. By 1991, Norway ranked among
the world’s five wealthiest countries, and the public sector remains dominant
despite reforms during the 1980s and 1990s.

Norway imposed compulsory military service throughout the Cold War
period, with the armed forces divided into a navy, an army, and an air force.
Based on the experience of the 1940 German surprise attack, a ready reserve
force, the Home Guard, also came into being to secure the vital infrastruc-
ture. Through the reorganization of Free Norwegian Forces in Britain during
World War II, unit structures, equipment, and training had closely mirrored
British models. From the 1950s, however, Norway adopted U.S. equipment,
routines, and unit structures as a consequence of its participation in the
Mutual Defense Assistance Program and bilateral programs. From the 1950s,
the Norwegian Air Force has been equipped with American-built fighters,
while small arms used by the armed forces have mostly been German mod-
els. Norway’s principal contribution to NATO weaponry was in the Penguin
antishipping missile and small arms ammunition.

The main role for Norway’s armed forces in the event of a shooting war
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact was to delay Soviet advances suffi-
ciently to allow allied assistance to arrive. Supplies for units earmarked for
this task were stored in facilities deep in the Norwegian mountains. With the
strengthening of NATO’s Central European defenses by West Germany’s
membership in 1955 and the Soviet buildup on the Kola Peninsula, the Nor-
wegian Army was increasingly concentrated in the northern part of the country.

Despite the end of the Cold War, Soviet-Norwegian territorial disputes
in the Barents Sea remain unsolved. Neither economic aid nor political en-
couragement from Norway and other Western nations has succeeded in re-
moving the environmental hazards resulting from the decaying bases of the
former Soviet Northern Fleet. These continue to pose great risks to Nor-
way’s shoreline and important fishing grounds, which are perilously close to
potential radioactive and chemical leaks.

Frode Lindgjerdet
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Czechoslovak communist official, minister of the interior (1945–1953), and
minister of labor (1953–1955). Born on 26 September 1892 in Velká Dobrá
(in the Kladno Region), Gustav Nosek was by training a miner. Active early
in Social Democratic Party politics, he joined the Communist Party of Czecho-
slovakia (CPCz) at its inception in 1921. During 1924–1938, he served as sec-
retary of the communist unions and was a member of the CPCz Central
Committee during 1929–1936. During World War II, he was one of the party’s
leaders in exile, serving in London as vice chairman of the government-in-
exile during 1942–1945.

Upon his return to Czechoslovakia, Nosek became a member of both
parliament and the CPCz Central Committee, posts he held until his death.
He is perhaps best known for his activities as interior minister during
1945–1953 and especially during the struggle for power in early 1948. As
interior minister, he controlled the Czechoslovak police forces. In February
1948, he used his authority to remove eight noncommunists from leading
positions in the Prague police force and replaced them with CPCz members.

When a government decree demanding the reinstatement of the dis-
missed officers went unheeded, noncommunist government officials sub-
mitted their resignations in protest. This signaled the beginning of the
government crisis that ended on 25 February 1948, when the CPCz essen-
tially took control of the state. In the following years Nosek’s influence
waned, particularly after 1950, when the new ministry of national security
assumed responsibility for the police forces. Nosek left his post in 1953. He
died on 22 July 1955 in Prague.

Bradley F. Abrams
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Czech communist politician, deputy prime minister (1953–1957), and presi-
dent of Czechoslovakia (1957–1968). Born in Letn hany, now part of Prague,
Bohemia, on 10 December 1904 to a working-class family, Antonín Novotny a
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had little formal education and became a locksmith. He
joined the Social Democratic Party and became a found-
ing member of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia
(CPCz) in 1921. Rising through the party ranks, in 1928 he
became the leader of the communist sports organization
and the next year leader of the CPCz in the Karlín district
of Prague. Following the German occupation, he became a
leader of the underground CPCz. Arrested in September
1941, he was sent to the Mauthausen concentration camp
for the duration of the war.

Novotnya became regional CPCz secretary of Prague
and joined the CPCz Central Committee in 1946, playing
an important role in the 1948 February communist coup.
In May 1948 he was elected to the National Assembly. As
a Stalinist, Novotnya profited handsomely from the CPCz
purges during 1951–1954, becoming a Politburo member
in 1951 and deputy prime minister in 1953. Also in 1953,
he replaced Rudolf Slánskya as first secretary of the CPCz.
In November 1957, upon the death of Antonín Zápotocky a,
Novotny a, while maintaining control of the CPCz, was
elected president of Czechoslovakia. He was reelected to
a second five-year term in 1964.

Novotnya steadfastly resisted calls for de-Stalinization
following Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev’s speech of Feb-
ruary 1956 in which he denounced Stalin. Novotny a also
opposed political and cultural liberalization while at the
same time increasing party control over the country by purg-
ing CPCz members who advocated reform. Nonetheless, he
allowed some economic reforms in an attempt to raise living
standards. In spite of this, by the 1960s the Czechoslovak
economy began to falter, and criticism of Novotnya increased. He responded by
firing many of his supporters and permitting investigation into and condem-
nation of the 1950s Stalinist show trials. In the process, many of its victims
were rehabilitated. Despite these token gestures, Novotnya’s lack of education
and political savvy limited his ability to move forward with additional reforms.

At the end of 1967 during a Central Committee meeting, Alexander
Dubc hek, leader of the Slovak Communist Party, denounced the economic
stagnation and repressive nature of the Novotnya regime. When Soviet leader
Leonid Brezhnev refused to intercede, Novotny a was forced to resign as first
secretary of the CPCz on 5 January 1968. He was replaced by Dubc hek, who
began the 1968 Prague Spring reforms.

During the liberalization process, Novotnya resigned the presidency to
General Ludvík Svoboda in March 1968, lost his remaining party positions,
was purged from the CPCz, and retired from public life. Novotnya’s CPCz
membership was restored in 1971, and he died in Prague on 28 January 1975.

Gregory C. Ference
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Antonín Novotnya, Czechoslovakia’s president during
1964–1968 and Communist Party leader during 1953–
1968. The Stalinist Novotny a was forced from office as a
consequence of the reform period known as the Prague
Spring. (Miroslav Zajíc/Corbis)
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General term for the undeclared Cold War contest in which the United States
and the Soviet Union developed, tested, and deployed increasingly advanced
nuclear weapons and delivery systems. The strategic motivation behind the
arms race was each nation’s drive to ensure that its adversary not gain any
measurable advantage in nuclear-strike capability. Also at play was the evolv-
ing concept of nuclear deterrence, which held that a nation must retain ade-
quate nuclear capabilities to deter the enemy from launching a preemptive
nuclear attack. This concept became known as mutual assured destruction
(MAD) and held that any preemptive attack would result in an overwhelming
and catastrophic retaliatory strike.

The nuclear arms race traces its origins to World War II, when the
United States learned that Germany had the capacity and the desire to build
an atomic bomb. Spurred by this threat, the Americans raced the Germans to
build the first nuclear weapon, although it was hardly a competitive endeavor.
The Germans paid less attention to atomic weapons development than the
Americans, and as America poured considerable sums into its Manhattan
Project, Germany focused on what seemed to be more pragmatic weapons
systems.

The race continued beyond World War II. With its first test explosion in
July 1945, the United States possessed an atomic monopoly, and the Soviet
Union, with which the Americans found themselves increasingly at odds,
understandably feared the American nuclear threat, especially given the
demonstrated ability of the United States to conduct long-range strategic
bombing. Thus, the Soviets pursued their own atomic bomb with great
vigor. Soviet spies who had infiltrated the Manhattan Project and a skilled
scientific community allowed the Soviet Union to detonate its first nuclear
weapon in September 1949.

The United States sought to retain its nuclear lead and, in an action-
reaction cycle that would typify the arms race, pursued the next nuclear
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development—in this case, a thermonuclear (or hydrogen)
bomb. America’s success in developing the hydrogen
bomb in 1952 was followed by Soviet success in 1955. The
nuclear arms race now entered its most recognizable form
wherein the superpowers pursued weapons that were
smaller in size, more powerful, and increasingly accurate.
In the same vein, delivery systems became faster, more
accurate, and more difficult to locate.

During the late 1940s and early 1950s, the primary
delivery vehicle for nuclear weapons was strategic bombers.
More advanced aircraft were needed to carry more than
one nuclear weapon, and indeed, nuclear weapons needed
to be smaller so that they could be carried by a variety of
aircraft. The American B-29 was matched by the Soviet
TU-4, but neither proved sufficient. Developments led ulti-
mately to the B-52 and the TU-20, both intercontinental
bombers capable of delivering large payloads to multiple
targets.

The next step in the nuclear arms race was missile
development. Advances in rocketry led to the develop-
ment of ballistic missiles in both the United States and
the Soviet Union. The first U.S. intercontinental ballistic
missile (ICBM), the Atlas D, was deployed on 31 October
1959. The Soviets followed suit with their own ICBM,
the SS-6 Sapwood of North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) designation, on 20 January 1960. ICBMs were a
step up from their cousins, medium-range ballistic mis-
siles (MRBMs) and intermediate-range ballistic missiles
(IRBMs), and became the most popular delivery system
because of their range and relative invulnerability to enemy air defenses.
ICBMs had a maximum range of 10,000 miles and could be stationed on the
other side of the world from their targets.

In the 1950s, both superpowers came to rely on nuclear weapons as the
primary weapon for any major Cold War engagement. The nuclear arms race
created ever-larger arsenals and increasingly effective delivery systems. As a
result, both sides became vulnerable to an enemy attack. It was this vulner-
ability that perpetuated the arms race during the decade and beyond. Nei-
ther side was willing to give up its weapons, and the newer weapons now
meant that the nation that launched a first strike might be able to avoid a
retaliatory strike if its nuclear advantage were enough to allow it to destroy
most of the enemy’s nuclear forces in the first blow. Any large gap in nuclear
arms made one nation vulnerable, and nuclear stability could only be en-
sured by nuclear parity. As a result, scientific advances by one nation had to
be matched by the other, or else a gap would result and one side would gain
advantage.

This situation was aggravated in the 1960s with the evolution of the
counterforce (or no cities) doctrine. Advocates of the doctrine suggested a
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Inspection of an LGM-30G Minuteman III missile inside
a silo about 60 miles from Grand Forks Air Force Base,
North Dakota, 1989. (U.S. Department of Defense)





general agreement between the superpowers to use nuclear weapons only
against military installations, sparing population centers. Adopting this policy
meant accepting the reality that in order to sustain the ability to launch an
effective counterstrike, a nation must deploy enough weapons to ensure that
the enemy could not destroy them all in a preemptive strike. Thus, more and
better weapons were needed.

The alleged existence first of a bomber gap, then a missile gap, later an
antiballistic missile gap, and later still a missile throw-weight gap kept arms
manufacturers in perpetual development. In the United States, the military-
industrial complex also contributed to the arms race as defense industries
fought for lucrative military contracts by driving forward to the next level of
weaponry and delivery systems. In November 1960, the United States de-
ployed the world’s first nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarine (SSBN),
the George Washington, capable of launching sixteen Polaris missiles. The
Soviets followed in 1968 with their own SSBN. These weapons increased
the danger of the arms race and were potentially even more deadly than
ICBMs, as they were capable of avoiding retaliatory strikes because of their
ability to hide deep beneath the ocean.

Changes in computer technology also advanced the nuclear arms race.
Advances were made on both sides in ICBMs, bombers, and submarines, but
the United States maintained strategic superiority. In the late 1960s and into
the 1970s, however, the Soviet Union took the lead in ICBM production and
in the development of antiballistic missile (ABM) technology. Soviet ABMs
were designed primarily to protect major cities, such as Moscow, and were
less effective against a full attack against Soviet military installations. Mul-
tiple independently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRVs) complicated matters.
MIRVs meant that each ICBM could deploy a dozen or more warheads, each
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programmed for a separate target. MIRVs promised to overcome any ABM
system.

Arms control talks and treaties during the 1970s and arms reduction
agreements during the 1980s slowed but did not stop the nuclear arms race.
When the Cold War ended, so did the nuclear arms race in its original form.
Because nuclear weapons remain a strategic force for some nations, a new
and different nuclear arms race seems likely to develop.

Brian Madison Jones
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Nuclear-free zones are areas of the world where nuclear weapons are prohib-
ited. The most prominent example of these is in Latin America and the
Caribbean basin. In February 1967 the Tlatelolco Treaty (Treaty for the Pro-
hibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America) was signed in Mexico City.
Subsequently endorsed by the United Nations (UN), it obligates signatory
states not to acquire or possess nuclear weapons or to permit the storage or
deployment of nuclear weapons on their territory. Amended to include the
Caribbean basin states, it then became formally known as the Treaty for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean and
was ultimately signed by all thirty-three eligible states.

Other examples of self-proclaimed nuclear-free zones are the states of Fin-
land and Sweden. When New Zealand proclaimed itself a nuclear-free zone
and refused to allow U.S. ships carrying nuclear weapons into its ports, it led
to the breakup of the Australian–New Zealand–United States (ANZUS) Pact.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Treaty signed by Great Britain, the United States, and the Soviet Union on
1 July 1968, entered into force on 1 March 1970, to prevent the sale or pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons. The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)
divided the signatories in two categories: the nuclear nations (the United
States, Soviet Union, France, Britain, and the People’s Republic of China)
and the nonnuclear nations. The nuclear states pledged not to provide nuclear
weapons to nonnuclear states (Article I) and to pursue nuclear disarmament
(Article IV). The nonnuclear states pledged not to acquire or develop nuclear
weapons of their own (Article II).

The treaty marked a watershed in the history of arms control and paved
the road to détente between the superpowers. Although the idea of the NPT
had been discussed as early as 1961, it was only in 1965, after the first Chi-
nese nuclear test caught the attention of President Lyndon Johnson’s admin-
istration, that it was seriously debated in Geneva by the Eighteen-Nation
Disarmament Conference (EDC), a committee created in 1962 by the United
Nations (UN) to promote general disarmament.

The main stumbling block to the conclusion of the treaty had been the
U.S. pledge to share its nuclear arsenal with its North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO) allies, particularly those that had no nuclear weapons of
their own, such as the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany)
and Italy. This commitment had been established via the NATO Multi-
lateral Force (MLF). The Soviets regarded the MLF as a step toward pro-
liferation and blocked the Geneva negotiations as long as the Americans
refused to abandon the MLF. Eventually the Johnson administration gave
up the idea behind the MLF and decided to share with its allies only the
plans about the use of its atomic arsenal, in particular the targeting of ballis-
tic missiles.

By late 1966, the U.S.-Soviet rapprochement had gone so far that the two
superpowers tabled a joint NPT draft to write a new one. Some NATO
allies, however, were not particularly pleased by this turn of events and crit-
icized the new draft, which clearly prohibited the MLF. Draft modifications
concerning inspections and the duration of the treaty partly deflected this
criticism, however, and the treaty was concluded by early summer of 1968.
The August 1968 Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia delayed its ratifi-
cation, but the necessary number of signatures was gathered by March 1970,
when the treaty came into effect.

With 188 signatories, the NPT has the widest scope of any arms control
agreement. Yet India, Israel, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
(DPRK, North Korea), and Pakistan—all now either confirmed or suspected
nuclear powers—remain outside the treaty, so doubts about the NPT’s effi-
cacy have increased since the 1990s.

Leopoldo Nuti and David Tal
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Beginning with the first successful test of a nuclear weapon by the United
States in July 1945, nuclear-armed nations have built and tested nuclear
devices in a continuing effort to improve the design and increase the yield of
fission (atomic bomb) and fusion (hydrogen bomb) weapons. Nuclear tests
have been conducted in the atmosphere, underground, and underwater and
have contributed to remarkable progress in nuclear weapons research. Nu-
clear tests serve both military and scientific purposes as well as diplomatic
goals. Often, nations have used nuclear tests to convey a variety of diplo-
matic messages.

The first test of a fission weapon took place near Alamogordo, New Mex-
ico, on 16 July 1945 under the auspices of the Manhattan Project, the top

secret U.S. program aimed at building an atomic bomb.
Named Trinity, the test successfully detonated at 5:29 A.M.
and yielded the equivalent of 20,000 tons, or 20 kilotons
(kt), of TNT.

In the years that followed the Trinity test, other nations
pursued first fission weapons and later fusion, or thermo-
nuclear, weapons. Successful tests were key markers of
progress for these nations as they sought to be included in
the elite “nuclear club.” Indeed, until the advent of super-
computers in the late 1980s, nuclear tests were the only
way of determining readiness of a nation’s nuclear forces.

The United States conducted two additional nuclear
tests after Trinity before the Soviet Union became the sec-
ond nuclear nation, testing a fission bomb yielding 22 kt
on 29 August 1949. The successful Soviet test convinced
American policymakers to pursue the next level in nuclear
weapons, the fusion bomb, which was first tested by the
United States on 3 October 1952. That weapon yielded
the equivalent of 10 million tons, or 10 megatons (mt), of
TNT. The Soviets followed with their own thermonuclear
test on 22 November 1955, a device that yielded 1.6 mt.
The Soviets claimed that a 12 August 1953 explosion was
a thermonuclear test, but it was in fact a fission weapon
boosted in yield by the use of tritium in the nuclear reac-
tion. The United States had tested a similar device in 1951.
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Crater at the Nevada Test Site in Mercury, Nevada. It was
formed when a 100 kiloton explosive buried under 635
feet of desert alluvium was fired at the site on 6 July 1962. 
The crater is 320 feet deep and 1,280 feet in diameter.
(U.S. Department of Energy)



Three more nations—Britain, France, and the People’s Republic of China
(PRC)—all tested fission weapons during 1953–1964. Great Britain tested its
first nuclear weapon on 3 October 1953, France on 13 February 1960, and
China on 16 October 1964. These nations later successfully tested fusion
weapons. Great Britain was first among the three with a thermonuclear test
on 11 November 1957, followed by China on 17 June 1967 and France on
24 August 1968. These five nations constituted the five declared nuclear
nations. However, two other nations—India and Pakistan—have also tested
nuclear weapons. India did so first on 18 May 1974 and then tested three
more times in 1998 before Pakistan tested its first weapon on 28 May 1998
and its second on 30 May 1998. On 9 October 2006, the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) announced its first nuclear detona-
tion. Western intelligence confirmed that a large underground explosion had
occurred and emitted radioactivity, but it is believed that the detonation was
a misfire because of its small yield (under one kiloton). North Korea ad-
mitted that the yield was less than expected but insisted that it was a full-
fledged detonation. Scientists and scholars continue to debate the specifics
of these tests.

During 1945–1998, the five officially declared nuclear nations plus India
and Pakistan conducted 2,051 nuclear weapons tests, 528 (26 percent) of
which have been atmospheric. The Soviet Union and the United States have
accounted for 1,745 (85 percent) of the total number of tests. The British
have tested 45 weapons and the French 210. The biggest year for nuclear
tests was 1962, when 178 tests were conducted.

In the largest nuclear test ever recorded, the Soviet Union conducted an
atmospheric test on 30 October 1961 that yielded 50 mt. The weapon was
not suitable for deployment, however, as no delivery system has been con-
structed to carry such a large device. The largest underground test yielded
5 mt and was conducted by the United States on 6 November 1971. Of the
2,051 nuclear tests, 935 have been conducted in Nevada and 496 in Kazakh-
stan. In the United States, Alaska, Mississippi, and Colorado have also been
hosts to nuclear tests. Tests have been conducted in North America, Asia,
Africa, and Australia.

The goals of such tests vary but generally include a desire to improve the
design, increase the yield, or shrink the size of nuclear weapons. Nations also
utilized such tests to prepare for possible battlefield uses. After a test, troops
would march into the area, simulating an actual engagement and testing
their ability to operate in such an environment. Nuclear blasts were also det-
onated to test the survivability of various infrastructures, civilian homes, and
even ships at sea.

During the Cold War, nuclear tests served as a means of communication
between superpowers and regional powers, as in the case of India and Pak-
istan. The Soviet nuclear test of 1949 announced to the world that the Amer-
ican atomic monopoly had ended, a development that dramatically affected
the course of the Cold War. Now possessing atomic weapons, the Soviets
quickly regained a military advantage because the United States could never
match man-for-man the Soviet Red Army.
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An even better example might be the Soviet test in November 1961.
Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev took every opportunity to test the new
American president, John F. Kennedy. In Cuba, Laos, and Berlin, Khrush-
chev attempted to bully Kennedy. As part of this strategy, Khrushchev broke
the three-year-long nuclear testing moratorium with a series of tests that con-
cluded with the world’s largest nuclear test, of 50 mt. This weapon was 3,000
times more powerful than the atomic bomb dropped on Hiroshima, and it
forced Kennedy to resume nuclear testing in the United States. The Cold
War grew increasingly tense in the months that followed.

In the United States, in particular, nuclear tests became a controversial
political issue. Dangerous radioactive fallout resulted from every atmospheric
test conducted, and those conducted in Nevada and New Mexico impacted
those Americans living downwind of the nuclear fallout. Radioactive dust
settled back to the earth, where it entered the food chain. Americans who
lived close to the test sites suffered lasting and debilitating health effects.
Increased cancer rates and genetic birth defects were just some of the deadly
results of America’s nuclear testing program.

In 1963, the United States and the Soviet Union signed the Partial Test
Ban Treaty (PTBT), which halted nuclear testing in the atmosphere, under-
water, and in space. With negotiations beginning in 1993, the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty is a more inclusive treaty that would all but eliminate
nuclear tests. Failure on the part of major nations to sign or ratify the treaty
has hindered its utility. Neither India nor Pakistan has signed the treaty, and
neither the United States nor China has ratified it. Israel is widely believed
to have nuclear weapons, even though it has conducted no nuclear tests.

Brian Madison Jones
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Small, low-yield nuclear warheads designed to be used against targets within
a theater of war and in support of military operations by field forces, in con-
trast to strategic nuclear weapons designed for planned use against targets in
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the adversary’s homeland. Tactical nuclear weapons pro-
vided additional options for military commanders in accom-
plishing their assigned missions. The size, destructiveness,
and limited numbers of early atomic weapons led to their
assignment primarily to strategic targets, initially enemy
economic centers (generally city targets), as well as key
military facilities, such as command and control centers;
strategic offensive capabilities, such as bomber bases; and
major logistical facilities. However, the power of nuclear
weapons caused military planners to prize their potential
impact on the battlefield. Even in the last stages of World
War II, U.S. military planners considered the option of
employing atomic bombs in the tactical role of supporting
an invasion of the Japanese mainland rather than against
the urban targets of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

In the early 1950s, as America’s nuclear weapons in-
ventory increased and technology improvements created
smaller weapons, military planners began to incorporate
nuclear weapons into theater of war plans and the devel-
opment of doctrine, tactics, and force structures. The
technological advances were especially important in cre-
ating weapons that could be delivered by smaller tactical
aircraft—fighters and light bombers—as well as artillery
pieces and short- and medium-range missile systems.
The smaller warheads were also refined for specialized
functions such as surface-to-air missiles, antiship missiles,
antisubmarine depth charges, and air-to-air missiles and
rockets. Small nuclear weapons even led to the development of backpack
weapons that could be emplaced as atomic demolition munitions for block-
ing lines of advance, channeling enemy movements, or destroying high-
value targets. The Soviet Union and eventually other nuclear-capable states
also developed smaller nuclear weapons that were optimized for tactical
employment.

The U.S. military’s development of tactical nuclear weapons was stimu-
lated by the practical challenge of countering the large Soviet military that
was retained after World War II. Concern over fighting against numerically
superior forces was amplified by the experience of engaging Chinese “vol-
unteer” forces during the Korean War (1950–1953). The technological ad-
vance of firepower provided by nuclear weapons offered a solution to the
threat that would also be more cost-effective than building large conven-
tional forces. President Dwight Eisenhower’s administration quickly formal-
ized a commitment to nuclear weapons as the foundation of national security
planning in the New Look defense posture, which emphasized both strate-
gic and tactical nuclear weapons. The strategic and theater components of
the U.S. Air Force were optimized for nuclear delivery, and even the U.S.
Army developed a new organizational structure (known as the Pentomic Divi-
sion) designed for the more fluid environment of theater nuclear operations.
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The U.S. Army’s Davy Crockett, a hand or jeep portable
tactical nuclear recoilless rifle system deployed by the
United States during the Cold War in support of the army’s
frontline pentomic battle groups, 1960. (Bettmann/Corbis)



The U.S. Navy also developed extensive nuclear capabilities for battles at
sea and for strikes against shore targets. In 1957, the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) adopted the U.S. style of doctrine and force structure,
making nuclear firepower the key element of its ability to deter and poten-
tially defeat aggression by the numerically superior Soviet Army. The Soviet
military responded to the NATO move by expanding its own theater nuclear
forces.

In the 1960s, President John F. Kennedy’s administration moved away
from Eisenhower’s New Look by developing a stronger conventional capa-
bility and a broader range of options for military scenarios in a security policy
known as flexible response. American and NATO military forces developed
conventional operational concepts and supporting force structures and doc-
trines. NATO’s conventional capability provided flexibility and was also a
response to concerns over the extensive damage that nuclear operations
would inflict on European territory and the challenges that this would pres-
ent to postwar recovery. This expanded range of options also continued to
include tactical nuclear forces, which played an important role in NATO
plans and force structure throughout the rest of the Cold War, enhancing
deterrence and providing an option for escalation if conventional defensive
efforts failed.

Some options were developed to minimize the impact of nuclear conflict
on friendly territory, such as revised delivery procedures, smaller-yield war-
heads, and proposals for specialized warheads that would minimize radio-
active fallout and maximize immediate radiation that would kill soldiers and
damage equipment with limited harm to civilian infrastructure and restricted
residual radiation—the so-called neutron bomb. The United States main-
tained an extensive inventory of aircraft, artillery, and missile-delivered
nuclear weapons in Europe throughout the Cold War. Additionally, allied
forces were trained and prepared to deliver nuclear weapons that were con-
trolled and released by U.S. military personnel. The British and French mil-
itary also developed nuclear weapons that they controlled for tactical roles.

The Soviet military also developed an extensive tactical nuclear capabil-
ity, with an apparent emphasis on preempting NATO nuclear forces in any
initial use, with follow-on use as necessary to gain success in rapid, offensive
armored operations. Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces also developed conven-
tional options in the 1970s and 1980s that could be used at the start of any
theater conflict in an effort to gain a rapid, decisive advantage before nuclear
weapons were used.

By the end of the Cold War, both Soviet and Western forces were devel-
oping concepts for using advanced, highly accurate conventional weapons—
combined with enhanced reconnaissance and communications capabilities
—in combat roles that had once been only possible with nuclear warheads.
But even with improved conventional systems, sizable tactical nuclear forces
remained available to both sides of the Cold War deterrence structure as ten-
sions drew down.

Jerome V. Martin
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African nationalist, chief minister (1961–1962), and president (1962–1985) of
Tanganyika (later the United Republic of Tanzania). Born in Butiama in the
British colony of Tanganyika on 13 April 1922, Julius Nyerere was educated
in Great Britain and graduated from Edinburgh University with an MA
degree in history and economics in 1952. He returned to Tanganyika and in
1954 formed the Tanganyika African National Union (TANU), an organiza-
tion seeking to win independence from Britain.

On 1 September 1960, Nyerere won the national elections and became
Tanganyika’s first chief minister. In March 1961, Tanganyika gained its inde-
pendence from Britain. Nyerere was elected prime minister, but he resigned
on 22 January 1962. In December 1962 Tanganyika became a republic, and
Nyerere was elected president on 9 December 1962.

Nyerere was one of the founders of the Organization of African Unity
(OAU) in 1963. In April 1964, Tanganyika formed a union with the Republic
of Zanzibar, establishing the United Republic of Tanzania. Because Zanzibar
had been receiving military aid from the People’s Republic of China (PRC)
and the Soviet Union, this created Cold War tensions in the region. By 1965,
as Tanzania’s relations with Britain and the United States deteriorated, both
countries curtailed their foreign aid to Tanzania.

Even before Tanzania’s relations with the West had begun to decline,
Nyerere had begun to cultivate a closer relationship with the Soviet bloc and
the PRC. Since the communist bloc had been providing weapons and train-
ing for liberation movements supported by Tanzania in southern Africa, it
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was natural for Tanzania to establish closer contacts with
these nations. In August 1964, Nyerere signed an agree-
ment inviting PRC military advisors to Tanzania. In Feb-
ruary 1965 Nyerere visited China, and four months later
PRC leader Zhou Enlai visited Tanzania. Despite his close
relations with the communist bloc, Nyerere had no in-
tention of relying on any single country for support, and he
pursued a pragmatic foreign policy benefiting Tanzania.

On 5 February 1967, Nyerere announced in the Arusha
Declaration that Tanzania was a socialist nation, and a day
later he proclaimed the nationalization of all banks. On
6 January 1968, he admitted that Tanzania had allied with
the communist powers in supporting liberation movements
in southern Africa, but he argued that this did not affect
Tanzania’s other foreign policies.

Although Nyerere instituted a number of socialist pro-
grams, he was first and foremost an African nationalist. He
based his program of collectivization of the nation’s agri-
cultural system, Ujamaa (“familyhood”), on the extended
family of traditional Africa before the coming of the Euro-
peans. The system of collectivization failed, however. By
1976 Tanzania had gone from Africa’s largest exporter of
agricultural products to its greatest importer.

Nyerere resigned the presidency on 31 July 1985. In a
candor unusual in a politician, he admitted frankly, “I
failed.” He remained chairman of the Revolutionary Party

of Tanzania until 1990, however. Nyerere died in London on 14 October
1999.

Edy Parsons
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Julius Nyerere, the first president of Tanzania, helped
form the Organization of African Unity. (National Archives
and Records Administration)


