
Ugandan prime minister (1962–1966) and president (1966–1971, 1980–1985).
Born on 28 December 1924 in Akokoro, northern Uganda, Milton Obote
studied at Busoga College during 1945–1947 and at Makerere University
College beginning in 1948. Makerere officials expelled him in 1950 for polit-
ical activity, and he went to Kenya to work a number of menial jobs.

On his return to Uganda in 1957, Obote organized the Lango branch of
the Uganda National Congress (UNC). He was elected to membership in the
Uganda Legislative Council and in 1958 was elected to represent the Lango
district in the country’s first popular election. When the UNC split in 1959,
he formed the Uganda People’s Congress (UPC). He formed a coalition with
the Bagunda and three other kingdoms, and when the national elections
were held on 27 April 1962, the UPC majority made him prime minister.

On 9 October 1962 Uganda ended sixty-eight years as a British protec-
torate and gained its independence. Obote sought national unity, economic
reform, and better relations with Western nations. But in 1966 he was impli-
cated in a gold-smuggling plot along with his protégé Idi Amin, the deputy
commander of the Ugandan armed forces. In retaliation, Obote suspended
the constitution, staged a coup, and declared Uganda a republic, naming him-
self as president on 2 March 1966.

Although not despotic in his economic or political outlook, Obote’s lack
of charisma, his authoritarian manner, and his widespread unpopularity
doomed his first presidency. His attempts to move his country to the Left,
coupled with several economic crises and scandals, further hamstrung his
rule. On 25 January 1971, while on a state trip to Singapore, Amin deposed
Obote and immediately set up a military regime.

Obote spent nine years in exile in the Sudan and Tanzania. With the help
of Tanzanian President Julius Nyerere, Obote defeated Amin in April 1979
and regained the presidency. Amin fled to Libya.

The election that followed in 1980 was not accepted by a large portion of
the electorate because Obote, who was not chosen on the first ballot, used his
loyal troops to recount the votes and suppress any opposition. Several factions
rose up against him, and the army, which he had always used to his benefit, now
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turned against him. He was deposed in 1985 by General Bazilio Okello. Obote
fled to Zambia, and died in Johannesburg, South Africa, on 10 October 2005.

Gary Kerley
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World War II U.S. foreign intelligence agency and forerunner of the Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA). Created by order of President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt on 13 June 1942 at the suggestion of Colonel William J. Donovan, the
Office of Strategic Services (OSS) was the principal U.S. foreign intelligence
agency during World War II. This civilian-run intelligence agency reported
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). Roosevelt appointed Donovan to head the
OSS. A prominent lawyer and former U.S. assistant attorney general, Dono-
van had fought in World War I and won the Medal of Honor.

The OSS was the equivalent of the British Secret Intelligence Service
(MI6) and Special Operations Executive (SOE), with which it developed a
close relationship during the war. Employing several thousand people, the
OSS undertook a variety of covert activities, including intelligence gathering
and counterintelligence work in both the European and Pacific theaters of
war. Despite some successes, the OSS attracted fierce criticism from the U.S.
military and the Department of State. Donovan’s brash leadership style did
little to reduce tensions with other intelligence agencies, and there were
growing concerns about maintaining a covert intelligence agency in peace-
time. OSS support for resistance movements such as Ho Chi Minh’s Viet
Minh in Indochina also tainted the agency with a leftist aura.

On 20 September 1945 President Harry S. Truman signed Executive
Order 9620, which disbanded the OSS ten days later, despite Donovan’s
appeal for establishing a centralized U.S. intelligence agency. Within a few
months, however, the growing Cold War caused Truman to reverse course.
The OSS was the direct precursor of the CIA, established in 1946 and for-
mally confirmed by act of Congress in the National Security Act of 1947. Many
key figures in the CIA, including directors Allen W. Dulles, Richard Helms,
and William S. Colby, began their intelligence careers as OSS agents.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Territorial conflict between Ethiopia and Somalia fought during 1977–1978.
The Ogaden War was a localized dispute between Ethiopia and Somalia, but
the dynamics of Cold War geopolitics endowed this conflict with global im-
plications. With communist bloc nations providing support to the Ethiopians
and with the Somalis seeking accommodation with the Americans, the pos-
sibility existed that the Cold War would be fought out in the Horn of Africa
through proxies. The United States, however, remained neutral, and in March
1978 Ethiopia triumphed in the war, a victory directly resulting from Soviet
and Cuban aid. For many in the West, this provided yet another example of
communist expansion, and American neutrality was seen as weakness that
would only spur further Soviet aggression. Such a perception led U.S.
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Young Somali recruits training at a Mogadishu army barracks following General Mohammed Siyad Barre’s mobilization
announcement of imminent combat with Ethiopia, February 1978. (Henri Bureau/Sygma/Corbis)



National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski to later claim that “SALT
lies buried in the sands of the Ogaden.”

The Ogaden region, although inhabited mainly by ethnic Somalis, was
territorially part of Ethiopia and had long been a source of contention be-
tween the two nations. In August 1977, border skirmishes erupted into full-
scale war, with some 30,000 troops fighting on each side. Initially, the Somali
incursion into Ethiopia met with success, and by October the Somali insur-
gents controlled all of the Ogaden except for the strategic towns of Harar and
Diredawa. As the year progressed, however, the situation began to improve
for the Ethiopians, mostly because of increasing aid from the communist bloc.

During the first few months of the war, the Soviet Union had also pro-
vided military aid to Somalia. However, Ethiopia was considered the greater
prize in the African Horn region, and Somali leader Mohammed Siyad Barre
feared Soviet abandonment. In October 1977 his fears were realized when
the Soviet Union halted all military support to Somalia while greatly increas-
ing supplies and troops to Ethiopia. In the Cold War context, Barre took the
logical step. He officially broke ties with the Soviets and Cubans in Novem-
ber and expelled all their military personnel. He then approached the United
States for help.

Although the American president, Jimmy Carter, was anxious to improve
relations with Somalia, his reorientation of American foreign policy in Janu-
ary 1977 had led to a de-emphasis of traditional Cold War concerns in favor
of such issues as regionalism and human rights. Instead of responding to the
perceived Soviet threat, Carter insisted that the United States remain neu-
tral and applied a policy that was based on these new principles rather than
on traditional Cold War considerations.

Carter cited Barre’s violations of human rights and pointed out that by
invading Ethiopia he had violated both international law and the Cairo Res-
olution of 1964, which stated that the borders of African nations would be
honored and maintained. Carter therefore refused to provide Barre with mil-
itary aid, called for a peaceful resolution of the conflict, and, following his
policy that “African problems should have African solutions,” suggested that
the Organization of African Unity (OAU) should host peace talks.

Although the OAU attempted to negotiate a peace agreement, it met
with little success. Indeed, all the warring parties seemed dedicated to a mil-
itary solution to the Ogaden conflict, but the extent of communist bloc sup-
port for Ethiopia combined with the lack of support for Somalia meant that
Barre’s territorial ambitions were doomed to failure. On 9 March 1978 he
announced that all Somali forces were being withdrawn from Ethiopia.

Even though the war ended with Ethiopia maintaining its territory, the
implications of the conflict for the Cold War were far-reaching. Brzezinski
would later claim that American reluctance to actively oppose communist
bloc involvement in the war demonstrated American weakness and encour-
aged Soviet aggression. Such a perception, he believed, led to the collapse of
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) II Treaty, the 1979 Soviet inva-
sion of Afghanistan, and ultimately the failure of détente.

Donna R. Jackson
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During the Cold War, the Olympic Games became a prominent tool in the
propaganda war between East and West. Each side believed that Olympic
victories would demonstrate the superiority of its social and political system,
and each side used diplomacy, boycotts, and other political measures to seek
prestige and influence at the Olympics, especially as the event grew into an
enormously popular global festival.

In the United States, Olympic participation was largely funded by pri-
vate sources, and athletes adhered to the amateur ideal (at least in principle)
until that went by the wayside in the 1980s. In contrast, the Soviet Union’s
highly successful “big red sports machine” was entirely state-sponsored, and
the Soviet government poured substantial resources into training and nur-
turing athletes who were amateur in name only.

The Soviet Union entered the Olympics for the first time at the 1952
Helsinki Games as part of a drive to bolster its new superpower status through
demonstrations of athletic prowess. Winning was a high priority indeed for
the Soviet regime, and the first Soviet victory in the unofficial medal count
came at the 1956 Melbourne Olympic Games. With the two superpowers
and their allies competing directly against one another, international sports
events inevitably became highly politicized. The extraordinary growth of
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Summer Olympics Winter Olympics
Year Location Location
1948 London, United Kingdom St Moritz, Switzerland
1952 Helsinki, Finland Oslo, Norway
1956 Melbourne, Austrailia Cortina d’Ampezzo, Italy
1960 Rome, Italy Squaw Valley, United States
1964 Tokyo, Japan Innsbruck, Austria
1968 Mexico City, Mexico Grenoble, France
1972 Munich, West Germany Sapporo, Japan
1976 Montreal, Canada Innsbruck, Austria
1980 Moscow, Soviet Union Lake Placid, United States
1984 Los Angeles, United States Sarajevo, Yugoslavia
1988 Seoul, South Korea Calgary, Canada



television coverage after 1956 and increasing levels of public interest in the
Olympics meant that the Games became a highly visible element of the
struggle for the hearts and minds of the rest of the world. For many Ameri-
cans, Soviet bloc athletic successes fed fears that communism was gaining
ground in the Cold War, while American victories provided reassurance that
freedom would ultimately triumph over tyranny.

The International Olympic Committee (IOC), the international body
that oversees the Games, claimed to eschew politics but could not avoid con-
fronting many thorny political issues during the Cold War. Although the IOC
tried to steer a middle course, it often deferred to the wishes of the West, and
its president during 1952–1972 was an American, Avery Brundage.

One of the most contentious of these issues was the German question.
According to IOC rules, only one committee could be recognized from a
country. In 1950, when the division of Germany was still uncertain, the IOC
provisionally recognized the Olympic committee of the Federal Republic of
Germany (FRG, West Germany) as representing all of Germany. The Ger-
man Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany) also pressed for recogni-
tion, hoping that participation in the Olympics would bring international
recognition. Both West Germany and the United States blocked the East
German bid, however. In 1955 the IOC provisionally recognized East Ger-
many but insisted that East Germans compete jointly with the West German
team. At the 1968 Games, with the division of Germany firmly established,
the IOC finally permitted a separate East German team. The East German
sports system, which was highly regimented and relied heavily on the use of
illegal drugs, achieved impressive successes that undoubtedly aided the coun-
try’s campaign for worldwide political recognition.

The IOC faced a similarly protracted political debate over China. After
the communists established the People’s Republic of China (PRC) on the
mainland in 1949, the IOC debated whether to recognize the PRC, the Na-
tionalists in Taiwan, or both. At the 1952 Games, the Nationalists refused to
come and the PRC athletes arrived too late to participate. In 1958 the PRC
withdrew from the Olympic movement in protest against Taiwan’s continu-
ing participation. In 1971, when the United Nations (UN) expelled Taiwan
and recognized communist China, the IOC haltingly began to make over-
tures to the PRC. In 1976 the Canadian government, which had adopted a
one-China policy, set off a political firestorm when it refused to allow the Tai-
wan team to enter the Montreal Olympics under the name Republic of China
(ROC). Many Americans were outraged and called for a boycott. Taiwan’s
athletes ultimately withdrew, and a few years later a compromise was reached
whereby the IOC admitted the PRC as China’s representative, while Taiwan
remained a member under the name Taipei. The PRC’s first Olympic appear-
ance came at the 1980 Winter Games in Lake Placid. The PRC boycotted
the 1980 Moscow Summer Games.

Despite security precautions, there was a bloody terrorist incident dur-
ing the 1972 Summer Olympics in Munich. On 5 September 1972, eight
members of Yasir Arafat’s al-Fatah faction of the Palestine Liberation
Organization (PLO) gained entrance to the Olympic Village, five of them
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by scaling a fence. They then killed two Israeli athletes and took nine others
hostage.

The terrorists called themselves Black September in order to mask their
al-Fatah identify, but Arafat had ordered the operation. The terrorists de-
manded that Israel free 234 Arab prisoners and that West Germany release
two German terrorist leaders imprisoned in Frankfurt. Following several
hours of negotiations, the German government and the terrorists reached a
deal providing for a plane to Cairo. Meanwhile, German sharpshooters took
up position with orders to open fire simultaneously and kill all the terrorists
without harming the hostages.

The Germans then transported the terrorists, hostages, and several Ger-
man officials by three helicopters to a nearby military airfield where a
Lufthansa jet was waiting. The German rescue attempt there went awry, and
in the bloody shootout that followed at 3:00 A.M. on 6 September, the Pales-
tinians set off a grenade in one of two helicopters, killing all aboard, while
the terrorists in the remaining helicopter killed all the remaining blindfolded
Israeli hostages. The firefight claimed eleven Israelis, five terrorists, and one
German policeman. Three of the terrorists were captured alive.

The next month other terrorists hijacked a Lufthansa
jet, and in order to secure the release of the passengers, the
German government agreed to free the three imprisoned
terrorists, who were flown to freedom in Libya.

The most far-reaching episode of East-West conflict in-
volving the Olympic Games erupted after the Soviet Union
invaded Afghanistan in 1979. To protest the Soviets’
action, President Jimmy Carter pressured the U.S. Olympic
Committee to withdraw the American team from the 1980
Olympics in Moscow. Under American pressure, a number
of U.S. allies, including West Germany and Japan, also
withdrew. Others, such as France, participated as a way of
asserting independence from U.S. policy.

Only a few weeks before Los Angeles opened the next
Olympic Games in 1984, the Soviet Union announced that
it would not participate. The Soviet government cited
concerns over a hostile environment in the United States,
but most commentators saw the move as retaliation for the
1980 boycott. Despite the withdrawal of seventeen other
nations, including East Germany, Poland, Bulgaria, Cuba,
and Hungary, the Games proved popular and—thanks to
unprecedented commercialization—were financially suc-
cessful. As a result of the Soviet boycott, the Olympics
attracted intense nationalistic fervor in the United States.

Cold War rivalries also spawned some of the best-known
Olympic sporting moments. In 1956, in the aftermath of
the brutal Soviet suppression of the Hungarian Revolution,
a Hungarian-Soviet water polo match turned into a bloody
fistfight. In 1972 the unbeaten American basketball team
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In a scene of wild jubilation, U.S. Olympic hockey players
celebrate their upset 4–3 victory over the Soviet Union in
the semifinal game of the Lake Placid Winter Olympics,
New York, 22 February 1980. (Bettmann/Corbis)



lost to the Soviets after a controversial decision in the last seconds of the
gold-medal match. The American ice hockey team’s improbable victory over
the heavily favored Soviet team at the 1980 Winter Games in Lake Placid,
New York, was credited with helping to revive American patriotism after a
decade of economic and political gloom.

The lead in the unofficial medal count at the Games was held more
often by the Soviet Union than the United States. In 1988 in Seoul, the So-
viets and East Germans won a decisive victory in this. These Olympics also
saw the last appearance of athletes from the USSR, although they continued
to represent their new nations.

Barbara Keys
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Plan proposed by U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower on 21 July 1955 at
the Geneva Conference that called for mutual inspection of Western and
Eastern bloc military establishments through aerial reconnaissance, thereby
diminishing the likelihood of surprise attacks by either side. The Open
Skies Proposal was the American response to Soviet leader Nikita Khrush-
chev’s 10 May 1955 proposal calling for deep and mutual cuts in nuclear
weapons.

While Khrushchev accepted planned U.S. reconnaissance flights over
Eastern Europe, he refused to allow such flights over the Soviet Union be-
cause they would expose Soviet weaknesses and provide the United States
with verification of Soviet targets. Khrushchev’s refusal to accept the pro-
posal gave Eisenhower an advantage in the propaganda war, as it belied his
contention that the Soviet Union wanted peace.

Historians are divided over the sincerity of the Open Skies Proposal.
Some, citing various administration studies such as Operation CANDOR, the
Killian Report, and the report of the Nelson Rockefeller working group
(which called for, respectively, explaining the danger of nuclear weapons, a
nuclear test ban, and the exchange of atomic information between the two
blocs as a means to prevent accidental nuclear war), consider the proposal
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sincere. Others argue that because the United States enjoyed a clear tech-
nological advantage, Eisenhower knew that his proposal would never be
accepted. They argue that the proposal represented an easy way for Eisen-
hower to claim moral superiority over the Soviet Union without committing
to any concrete measures.

Chris Tudda

See also
Arms Control; Eisenhower, Dwight David; Geneva Conference (1955); Khrushchev,

Nikita; Nuclear Arms Race

References
Dallek, Robert. The American Style of Foreign Policy: Cultural Politics and Foreign

Affairs. New York: Knopf, 1983.
Gaddis, John Lewis. The Long Peace: Inquiries into the History of the Cold War. New York:

Oxford University Press, 1989.
Rostow, Walt W. Open Skies: Eisenhower’s Proposal of July 21, 1955. Austin: University

of Texas Press, 1982.

U.S. scientist. Born in New York City on 22 April 1904, Julius Robert Oppen-
heimer attended the Ethical Culture School of New York and Harvard Uni-
versity, graduating from the latter after three years in 1925 with honors and a
degree in chemistry. Turning to physics, he spent a year pursuing graduate
work at the Cavendish Laboratory and then switched to the University of
Göttingen, Germany, and the new field of theoretical quantum physics, re-
ceiving his doctorate in March 1927. He pursued postdoctoral studies for two
years in the United States, Holland, and Switzerland before accepting a joint
appointment at the California Institute of Technology (Caltech) and the
University of California, Berkeley. An inspiring teacher, he quickly attracted
a generation of enthusiastic graduate students to Caltech and Berkeley,
which became leading international centers of quantum physics. Although
Oppenheimer published extensively on spectra, particles, neutron stars, and
black holes, his personal scientific contribution was less outstanding, and he
was never a serious contender for a Nobel Prize.

In October 1941 Oppenheimer began fast-neutron research for the U.S.
government in connection with atomic bomb development. One year later
he became director of the central laboratory for bomb design and development
at Los Alamos, New Mexico, supervising the Manhattan Project. In this enor-
mously demanding position he displayed new self-discipline, and his skillful
intellectual leadership, capacity to absorb and process information, concern
for the team of 1,500 working under him, and ability to negotiate the often-
difficult relationship between individualistic scientists and governmental de-
mands for conformity became legendary. After the 1945 atomic explosions over
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the exhausted Oppenheimer, who told President
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Harry S. Truman that “I feel we have blood on our hands,”
hoped that the bomb’s destructiveness might eventually
force nations to abandon war.

Leaving Los Alamos in late 1945, Oppenheimer be-
came director of the Institute for Advanced Study at Prince-
ton two years later and quickly transformed it into the
world’s leading center for theoretical physics while simul-
taneously enhancing its existing reputation in humanist
studies. As the most prestigious American advisor to the
1945–1946 Acheson-Lilienthal Committee on Nuclear
Power and the United States Atomic Energy Commission
(AEC), he advocated international control of atomic energy
and lectured extensively, seeking to enhance popular sci-
entific understanding.

In 1953 growing domestic McCarthyist, anticommunist
sentiment and resentment by some colleagues—notably
Edward Teller—of Oppenheimer’s earlier reluctance to
develop a thermonuclear bomb led the American govern-
ment to withdraw his security clearance. This was done on
the grounds that his wartime evasiveness over potential
security problems and prewar left-wing and communist
associates, including his brother, a former fiancée, and his
wife, had permanently compromised his status. A full-
scale inquiry held in 1954 at Oppenheimer’s insistence
confirmed this verdict. Later evidence revealed that the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) blatantly infringed
Oppenheimer’s civil rights by tapping his telephone
and providing transcripts of his legal consultations to the
inquiry’s members. In 1994 retired Soviet spy General
Pavel A. Sudoplatov claimed in his memoirs that Oppen-
heimer had passed atomic secrets to Soviet agents, but
major errors in his account led most in the scientific
community to doubt this. Although excluded from govern-

mental counsels, Oppenheimer retained his academic position at Princeton
until June 1966, publishing several books on science for the educated gen-
eral reader. He died in Princeton, New Jersey, on 18 February 1967.

Priscilla Roberts
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major influence on the study of quantum physics. For 
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career was marred by allegations regarding his patriotic
loyalty, and he was stripped of his security clearance.
(National Archives and Records Administration)
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Multinational West European economic recovery and integration program. In
order to continue the work of the European Recovery Program (also known as
the Marshall Plan) on a more permanent basis, the Conference for European
Economic Cooperation (also known as the Conference of Sixteen) established
the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) on 16 April
1948. Headquartered in Paris, the OEEC had eighteen founding members:
Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxem-
bourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the
United Kingdom, and the western zones of occupation in Germany. The
Free Territory of Trieste participated until it again became a part of Italy in
1954. Many leading European figures played a role in the OEEC, including
Belgium’s Paul-Henri Spaak and Britain’s Sir Anthony Eden.

The OEEC played a central role in the allocation of Marshall Plan funds
until 1952, when that program ended. The early efforts of the OEEC, how-
ever, were plagued by crises of currency valuation, distribution, and convert-
ibility. These problems were particularly difficult to resolve, as decisions
in the OEEC Council could be made only with unanimity. Under a plan
devised by the OEEC’s so-called Committee of Wise Men in August 1949,
nearly $12 billion in American and Canadian aid to Europe eventually was
meted out through the Marshall Plan. The United Kingdom received nearly
one-quarter of the aid, with France getting one-fifth. Italy and the new Fed-
eral Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) received just over 11 per-
cent each.

As the Marshall Plan shifted its emphasis from issuing credits to pro-
moting economic integration in August 1949, the OEEC once again played a
critical role. The OEEC negotiated limited freedom of trade in foodstuffs,
manufactured products, and raw materials that accounted for nearly 60 per-
cent of intra-European trade by the end of 1950. To prevent further prob-
lems and ease the movement of currencies, the OEEC created the European
Payments Union (EPU) in September 1950. The EPU was dissolved in 1958
when all member currencies became convertible.

Although the OEEC was also involved in early discussions aimed at cre-
ating a single European market, the end of the Marshall Plan in 1952 and
British pressure gave the leading role in these developments to the North
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Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). The OEEC continued to work in the
background, however, establishing the European Productivity Agency (1952)
and the European Nuclear Energy Agency (1957). The OEEC also provided
the institutional framework for negotiations leading to the European Free
Trade Area and eventually to the 1957 Treaty of Rome.

In September 1961, the OEEC was subsumed into the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), a global body that seeks
to facilitate trade. Today, the OECD comprises member thirty nations and is
active in more than one hundred countries.

Timothy C. Dowling
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Pan-African organization formed in October 1963. Early in the twentieth
century, American scholar-activist W. E. B. Du Bois began to organize a Pan-
African movement. When decolonization was under way in earnest in the
early 1960s, Du Bois’ vision was realized when newly independent African
nations gathered in Ethiopia in 1963 to form the Organization of African
Unity (OAU). The history of the organization has been a stormy one, as it
was often drawn into the midst of Cold War conflicts and geopolitics.

Preliminary discussions involving the organization of the OAU precipi-
tated a rift between the Monrovia Group, consisting of medium and small
African states, and the rival Casablanca Group, headed by Ghana’s leader,
Kwame Nkrumah. Generally speaking, the Monrovia Group sought a loose
confederation of African states, while the Casablanca Group proposed a
tighter union. On the surface, Nkrumah seemed the natural choice to lead
a Pan-African movement, given his long dedication to nationalism and the
hopes that Ghana would become a role model for economic development in
Africa. But Nkrumah was also a man with vast personal ambition and dicta-
torial tendencies. Many people feared that his vision for the OAU was of an
instrument to project his political influence far beyond the borders of Ghana.

The tension between the two factions might have left the OAU still-
born, but during the spring and summer of 1963, Ethiopian officials unsuc-
cessfully mediated between the two groups. By October 1963, the delegates
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had finished the OAU charter and officially registered it with the United
Nations (UN).

Still, its member nations were reluctant to delegate authority to the
OAU to resolve African conflicts. As the shameful record of superpower
meddling and proxy wars in Africa became public in the 1960s and 1970s, the
OAU states resolved not to take sides in the internal affairs of other nations.

On the other hand, from its inception the OAU pledged assistance to the
liberation movements in Angola, Mozambique, Rhodesia, and South Africa,
and a Liberation Committee was established to offer support to other African
liberation movements that might arise. Comprised of Algeria, Egypt, Guinea,
Nigeria, Senegal, Tanzania, and Uganda, the Liberation Committee an-
nounced that it would adopt a variety of tactics, including economic boycotts
and diplomatic campaigns, to assist liberation movements throughout Africa.
The most controversial actions in this regard were direct monetary payments
to liberation movements and the construction of military training camps.
The available monetary funds were not substantial, standing at less than
$2 million in 1964. And despite public pledges to make aid to liberation
movements a top priority, the committee’s budget was still less than $4 mil-
lion in 1972.

Even though the OAU’s monetary assistance was meager and had a neg-
ligible effect on the outcome of liberation movements, many Western nations
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Heads of state from thirty independent African nations meet in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, in May 1963 with the intent to
form what would become the Organization of African Unity (OAU). (Bettmann/Corbis)



disapproved of such support. They viewed many of the liberation efforts as
anticapitalist and procommunist. The role of the OAU in leading many
developing-world nations to sever ties with Israel in 1973 also created con-
sternation throughout the West. Within the OAU, debates ensued about how
to deal with the emergence of rival liberation movements in Angola, Rhode-
sia, and South Africa. The OAU offered to mediate between the rival groups,
but its assistance was ineffective. The OAU also came under fire for failing
to object to the arrival of Cuban forces in Angola during the 1970s. The OAU’s
silence on this controversial issue indeed suggested a double standard.

The human rights record of the OAU has been a topic of worldwide con-
cern. During 1963–1982, the OAU received 6,800 complaints of human rights
violations but only acted on 127 of those. In response to international criti-
cism and pressure, the OAU approved a human rights charter in 1986, but
enforcement remained sporadic at best.

The OAU record on refugee assistance has also been consistently dis-
mal. In 1969, there were 500,000 refugees in Africa. By 1994, that number
had skyrocketed to 6 million. Yet the OAU did little to intervene or mitigate
the effects of what was clearly a humanitarian crisis, stating that refugee
assistance would be akin to interfering in the internal affairs of its member
states.

In 2003 the OAU, with great fanfare, announced a name change. It is
now known as the African Union. Whether the organization can bring about
positive change in Africa still remains to be seen.

Michael J. Polley
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Multinational institution established in 1948 by the U.S. and Latin American
governments to promote international cooperation within the Western Hemi-
sphere. The concept of an organization to encourage cooperation among
Western Hemispheric nations originated in the early nineteenth century,
when the South American revolutionary war hero Simón Bolivar unsuccess-
fully proposed a league of Latin American republics. Decades later, the
United States revived the idea with more success and with a different agenda:
the promotion of trade. At a conference in Washington, D.C., during 1889–
1890, eighteen Western Hemispheric nations founded the Commercial
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Bureau of the American Republics (later transformed into the Pan-American
Union), with headquarters in Washington, D.C.

After 1945 various pressures, many related to the Cold War, led the U.S.
and Latin American governments to seek closer cooperation through new
institutions. Latin American leaders worried about declining U.S. economic
engagement following World War II and sought to open new channels for
encouraging U.S. aid and investment. President Harry Truman’s administra-
tion, anxious about worsening Cold War tensions, hoped to consolidate U.S.
authority in the hemisphere.

In 1947, the United States and nineteen Latin American governments
signed the Rio Pact, a mutual defense treaty that advanced the long-standing
U.S. effort to make enforcement of the 1823 Monroe Doctrine a multilateral
responsibility. A year later, twenty-one Western Hemispheric nations gath-
ered in Bogotá, Colombia, to discuss economic and political relations. On
30 April 1948, the attending nations signed the Charter of the Organization
of American States (OAS).

The OAS called for efforts to promote peace, prosperity, and democracy
in the hemisphere and established mechanisms for resolving disputes among
member states. At the insistence of Latin American governments keenly
aware of the long record of U.S. intervention in their nations, the OAS also
declared the principle of nonintervention. Adopted over U.S. objections,
Article 15 of the OAS Charter asserted that “no State or group of States has
the right to intervene, directly or indirectly, for any reason whatever, in the
internal or external affairs of any other State.”

In the decades that followed, Washington repeatedly overcame this limi-
tation by using the OAS as a means to attain U.S. geopolitical objectives
behind a façade of regional solidarity. President Dwight Eisenhower’s admin-
istration established this pattern in 1954 when it used the OAS to help oust
the left-leaning government of Jacobo Arbenz in Guatemala. The adminis-
tration had calculated that an OAS resolution condemning Arbenz would give
a veneer of legitimacy to U.S. action against the regime. Washington told Latin
American governments that the episode was a “test case” of the OAS’s ability
to defend the hemisphere and threatened to act alone if the organization failed
to take a stand. With only Guatemala in opposition, sixteen Latin American
governments grudgingly supported the United States. In June 1954, as a mili-
tary operation sponsored by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) overthrew
Arbenz, U.S. leaders claimed to be acting in the interests of the OAS.

The OAS performed a similar function when the United States sought
to apply pressure on Cuba during the early 1960s. When Cuban leaders
complained to the United Nations (UN) about U.S. hostility, Washington
convinced the UN Security Council that the OAS, not the UN, was the
appropriate body to consider the issue. Under the guise of regional coopera-
tion, the United States then maneuvered to exclude Cuba from the OAS. At
a ministerial meeting in Punta del Este, Uruguay, in January 1962, President
John Kennedy’s administration won OAS approval—by a one-vote margin—of
a statement declaring “Marxism-Leninism incompatible with the American
system.”
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When the United States was on the losing end of OAS votes, U.S. officials
sometimes ignored the organization and simply acted unilaterally. Before the
1982 Falklands War, for example, the OAS voted 17–0, with the United
States abstaining, to back Argentina’s claim to the disputed islands. Wash-
ington then imposed economic sanctions against Argentina and sent military
aid to Britain. In 1989, the United States ignored a 20–1 vote in the OAS con-
demning its December 1989 invasion of Panama.

Mark Atwood Lawrence
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Oil cartel founded on 14 September 1960 at the Baghdad Conference to give
oil-exporting countries leverage in negotiations with foreign oil companies
that, at the time, controlled production and dictated prices and the share of
profits going to producing nations. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, the Arab
member nations of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OPEC) enacted embargoes against supporters of Israel in the 1967 and 1973
wars in an effort to influence Middle East policy. Since the 1980s, OPEC has
acted largely apolitically, seeking to stabilize oil production and prices to
maximize members’ profits while guaranteeing a reliable oil supply to the
world economy.

As early as 1945, oil-producing nations recognized that a unified stance
on pricing and output would improve their effectiveness in bargaining with
the major oil companies. The oil companies’ enactment of a series of unilat-
eral price cuts in 1959 and 1960 finally provided the impetus for the world’s
five largest oil exporters—Saudi Arabia, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, and Venezuela—
to band together with the express purpose of reversing these price cuts. Over
its first two decades of operations, OPEC expanded its membership to
include Qatar, Indonesia, Libya, the United Arab Emirates, Algeria, Nigeria,
Ecuador, and Gabon. It negotiated with oil companies but with little success
in eroding the oil companies’ power. In the early 1970s, however, OPEC
finally succeeded in wresting pricing power from the oil companies, which
were increasingly vulnerable to political decisions made in the oil-producing
states that housed their operations. On 16 October 1973, in reaction to the
Yom Kippur War, OPEC quadrupled the price of oil, beginning a series of
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unilateral price hikes that effectively ended the companies’ control over all
but the technical side of oil production.

As Arab nations’ production made up an increasing share of the world oil
market, they began to use their power politically, applying oil embargoes
against Britain and France during the 1956 Suez Crisis and against the United
States, Britain, and the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany)
during the 1967 Six-Day War. However, these embargoes failed, in large part
because of U.S. willingness to make up the oil shortfalls to its allies.

Arab oil producers’ attempts to use the oil weapon to influence the Arab-
Israeli conflict reached a peak in October 1973 during the Yom Kippur War,
precipitated by Egypt and Syria’s surprise attack on Israel. On 17 October,
one day after OPEC initiated its sharp price increase, the Organization of
Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries (OAPEC) decreased oil production
and initiated a five-month oil embargo against the United States and the
Netherlands to protest their support for Israel. The oil price shock combined
with the embargo caused severe economic disruptions in much of the world,
producing a worldwide recession.

The Soviet Union, itself an oil exporter, had little to risk from the Arab
states’ use of the oil weapon and encouraged the oil embargo because it
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weakened the West economically. At the same time, the Soviet Union took
advantage of decreased Arab production and higher prices, significantly in-
creasing its oil exports to the United States during the embargo—a fact that
neither nation publicized.

The oil embargo caught Americans largely unprepared. As a result, the
U.S. government instituted gasoline rationing that resulted in long lines at
gasoline stations and national anxiety over energy supplies. In response to
the price increases and the embargo, the United States sought to establish a
cartel of oil-consuming nations to confront OPEC directly, but major im-
porters’ diverse oil needs and political positions on the Arab-Israeli conflict
stymied this plan. In 1975, the U.S. Congress did pass legislation to estab-
lish a Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR) to protect against future supply
disruptions.

Although the Arab states ended the oil embargo soon after hostilities
ceased and without securing the desired Israeli withdrawal from territories
occupied in 1967, this unprecedented assertion of Arab power transformed
the position of oil-producing states and fueled Arab nationalism. Both the
United States and the Soviet Union devoted increasing attention to the
Middle East as a strategic battleground, while the Arab world endeavored to
exercise political influence independent of the superpowers.

OPEC’s achievement of higher oil prices in 1973 ultimately damaged
the oil producers’ economies by the late 1970s, when the resulting world-
wide recession produced inflation and falling demand for oil. Oil prices spiked
again during 1979–1980, the result not of OPEC strategy but of two political
crises: the Iranian Revolution and the start of the Iran-Iraq War. Since the
1980s, OPEC has pursued a policy of price control, ensuring substantial profits
without adversely affecting the world economy. Today, OPEC has eleven
member states. Ecuador and Gabon left OPEC prior to the 1990s.

Elun Gabriel
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Influential novelist, journalist, and social critic. Born Eric Arthur Blair in Moti-
hari, India, on 25 June 1903, he adopted the pen name George Orwell in
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1933. He attended the elite Eton College on scholarship but failed to earn
entrance to a university. He instead joined the Indian Imperial Police in
Burma, working there during 1922–1927 before resigning, having witnessed
firsthand the sordidness of imperialism.

On returning to England, Orwell attempted to become a writer but ini-
tially earned little for his effort. His first substantial published work, Down
and Out in Paris and London (1933), was a documentary account of life at the
bottom of the social order. This was followed by his 1934 novel Burmese Days,
a sharp condemnation of imperialism. More novels followed, mainly chroni-
cling the frustrations of lower–middle-class life in interwar England. In 1936
he traveled to the north of England to live with the industrial working class,
subsequently describing their downtrodden, wretched lives in The Road to
Wigan Pier (1937).

At about the same time, Orwell formally became a socialist, although he
remained for only a few years in the Independent Labour Party. His social-
ism was of a vaguely egalitarian, fraternalistic cast, in part a simple reaction
to the snobbery of the British class system and in part fired by a belief in
social justice. He fought in the Spanish Civil War (1936–1939) in support of
the Republicans on the political Left and barely survived a bullet wound to
the neck. He wrote of his time there in Homage to Catalonia (1938). He was
left with an enduring hatred of Soviet leader Josef Stalin and the Stalinist
political modus operandi that, Orwell felt, had undermined the Left’s strug-
gle against the Nationalists led by General Francisco Franco. During World
War II, Orwell broadcast war reports for the British Broadcasting Company
(BBC) and wrote for the left-wing newspaper Tribune.

In 1945 Orwell published Animal Farm, a knowing parody-novella of the
Russian Revolution and its subsequent betrayals of Marxism. In 1949 he
produced his last book, Nineteen Eighty-Four, a dystopian, nightmarish analy-
sis of life in a bureaucratic, totalitarian society. Directed at neither Stalinism
nor fascism but drawing lessons from both systems, this famous work was a
warning with a touch of prophecy. In this final work, which gave us “Big
Brother,” the “Ministry of Truth,” “Newspeak,” and the oxymorons “War Is
Peace, Freedom Is Slavery, Ignorance Is Strength,” Orwell expresses most
vividly his hatred of political oppression in all its forms.

Orwell’s legacy has been clouded in recent years by the revelation,
rather heavily overinterpreted, that toward the end of his life he provided a
list of crypto-communists, or fellow travelers, to a semisecret department of
the British Foreign Office. Orwell died in London on 21 January 1950.

Paul Wingrove
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Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) foreign policy initia-
tive that sought rapprochement with the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact
beginning in 1969, generally coinciding with the beginning of U.S.-Soviet
détente. During 1949–1963, West Germany, under the leadership of Chan-
cellor Konrad Adenauer, pursued Westpolitik (Western Policy). Westpolitik
involved, among other things, membership in the North Atlantic Treaty
organization (NATO), the rearmament of West Germany, and participation in
the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) and the European Com-
mon Market. Westpolitik also dictated a relatively uncompromising attitude
toward the Soviet Union and its East European satellites, the German
Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany) in particular. Epitomizing this
attitude were Bonn’s refusal to open relations with the Soviets until forced to
do so by Moscow’s threat not to release thousands of German prisoners of
war still held in captivity and the Hallstein Doctrine, which held that West
Germany would not enter into relations with any country, the Soviet Union
excepted, that recognized East Germany.

Beginning with Ludwig Erhard’s chancellorship (1963–1966) and con-
tinuing with that of Kurt Kiesinger (1966–1969), West Germany’s leadership
began to modify its approach toward the Soviet bloc, sending trade missions
to Poland, Hungary, and Romania in hopes that economic agreements would
lead to political dialogue. This transformation served as a prelude to the
more radical Ostpolitik (Eastern Policy) implemented by Chancellor Willy
Brandt’s government during 1969–1974.

Mayor of West Berlin during 1957–1966 and foreign minister in the
Kiesinger government, Brandt became West Germany’s first Social Demo-
cratic chancellor in October 1969, heading a coalition cabinet that included
Walter Scheel, leader of the Free Democratic Party, as foreign minister.
Seeking to reduce tensions in Central Europe, hoping to ameliorate condi-
tions for Germans living in East Germany, and recognizing that a hard-line
approach had brought German reunification no closer, Brandt as foreign min-
ister had already set out to improve relations, via negotiations and diplomatic
agreements, between West Germany and the Warsaw Pact. As chancellor, he
and Scheel worked aggressively to expand this process.

Brandt’s Ostpolitik encountered substantial obstacles, both internation-
ally and domestically. President Richard M. Nixon’s administration, itself
seeking détente, proved reluctant to surrender the initiative in East-West
relations to Bonn. At the same time, East Germany, led by Walter Ulbricht,
made negotiations with West Germany dependent upon Bonn’s willingness
to recognize East Germany diplomatically, a condition unacceptable to the
Brandt cabinet. In addition, the Christian Democratic Union/Christian Social-
ist Union (CDU/CSU) opposition in the Bundestag made repeated attempts
to stymie Brandt’s initiatives.

Fortunately for Brandt, the Soviet Union had ample reason to embrace
Ostpolitik. Concerned over growing hostilities with communist China, de-
sirous of increasing economic ties with the West, and sensing an opportunity
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to possibly split NATO, the Kremlin welcomed Ostpolitik, agreeing to dis-
cuss relations with West Germany in early 1970. Talks between the Soviet
Union and West Germany culminated in the Treaty of Moscow on 12 August
1970, whereby both sides renounced the use of force against each other
and acknowledged as inviolable existing European frontiers. Moscow even
added a supplemental declaration affirming Germany’s right to reunify by
peaceful means, thereby undercutting one of the CDU/CSU’s chief criti-
cisms of Ostpolitik. The Soviets also agreed to discuss Berlin with the United
States, Great Britain, and France, with the objective of redressing the divided
city’s status.

West Germany’s willingness to recognize existing European frontiers
paved the way for an agreement with Poland via the Treaty of Warsaw,
signed on 7 December 1970. In so doing, Bonn acknowledged the disputed
Oder-Neisse Line (although stipulating that it remained subject to change in
a final peace settlement), while Warsaw agreed to allow Germans residing in
Poland to relocate to either East or West Germany provided they conformed
with Polish emigration laws. Moscow’s decision to discuss Berlin’s status led to
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the Quadripartite Agreement of 3 September 1971, which saw Britain, France,
the United States, and the Soviet Union acknowledge that West Berlin was
not part of West Germany, recognize West Germany’s right to represent West
Berlin internationally, and offer diplomatic protection to its citizens. Addi-
tionally, the agreement promised Soviet facilitation in the movement of traf-
fic from West Germany to West Berlin and pledged the signatories to resolve
by negotiation any future problems concerning Berlin.

Eight months later, in May 1972, East Germany, now headed by Erich
Honecker, and West Germany signed a transit agreement guaranteeing West
Berliners access rights to East Germany—all but forbidden since the con-
struction of the Berlin Wall in 1961—and granting East Germans the right to
visit West Germany in cases of family emergency. This agreement set the
stage for the West German–East German Basic Treaty, signed on 21 Decem-
ber 1972, in which the two Germanies renounced the use of force in their
relations, agreed to recognize and respect each other’s authority and inde-
pendence, renounced any claim to represent the other internationally, agreed
to respect human rights principles as enumerated in the United Nations
(UN) Charter, and consented to an exchange of permanent missions but not
of ambassadors.

Brandt followed up the Basic Treaty by entering discussions with Czecho-
slovakia that led to a concrete agreement similar to the 1970 Treaty of
Moscow in December 1973. That same month, West Germany exchanged
ambassadors with both Hungary and Bulgaria, meaning that by the time
Brandt left office in May 1974, West Germany enjoyed relations with every
East European communist regime except Albania.

Ostpolitik greatly reduced Cold War tensions in Central Europe and
thereby contributed to the success of détente in the 1970s. It essentially
eliminated Berlin as a Cold War issue, opened the door for the entry of both
Germanies into the UN in September 1973, and improved conditions for
Berliners. It also marked West Germany’s emergence as a state willing to act
independently on the international stage. Finally, Ostpolitik earned Brandt
acclaim both in Germany and abroad, symbolized by his selection as the win-
ner of the 1971 Nobel Peace Prize.

Bruce J. DeHart
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International treaty establishing legal rules for the exploration of space and
creating select limits on military activities in outer space. The formal title of
the Outer Space Treaty is the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities
of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon
and Other Celestial Bodies. The treaty developed from discussions in the
United Nations (UN) that began in the late 1950s concerning the peaceful
use of outer space and two 1963 UN resolutions on the peaceful use of space
and open access to space for all states. The 1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty
(PTBT) also provided a foundation for the Outer Space Treaty by forbidding
nuclear testing in space. The Outer Space Treaty was approved by the UN
General Assembly on 19 December 1966, was quickly signed by the key
states, and formally went into force in 10 October 1967.

The Outer Space Treaty establishes space and all celestial bodies as
open to exploration by all states, with no legal basis for claiming national sov-
ereignty and in accordance with established international law. The treaty
holds that although countries are free to operate in space, they also bear
responsibility for the consequences of their actions. Further, they have an
obligation to act responsibly, to not interfere with the space activities of others,
and to cooperate and provide assistance to others if needed. The treaty for-
bids the placement of nuclear weapons or other forms of weapons of mass
destruction in orbit as well as stationing these weapons on the moon or any-
where else in outer space. Additionally, the treaty language specifically pro-
hibits the building of bases, the testing of weapons, or military exercises on
the moon or other celestial bodies.

Although the treaty emphasizes the peaceful use of space, its specific
limitation on weapons of mass destruction has been interpreted by military
planners as allowing the development of other types of weapons for use in
space unless precluded by other treaties or arms control measures, such as
the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. However, some analysts interpret
the Outer Space Treaty more broadly and argue that all weapons are banned
from space under the peaceful use concept. In spite of these opposing views,
both the United States and the Soviet Union studied and tested various
types of weapons systems that could be used in space, especially for anti-
ballistic missile and antisatellite purposes.

Jerome V. Martin
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British Labour Party politician, cofounder of the Social Democratic Party, and
secretary of foreign and Commonwealth affairs (1977–1979). Born in Plymp-
ton, Devon, England, on 2 July 1938, David Owen studied medicine at Sid-
ney Sussex College, Cambridge University, from which he received his
undergraduate degree in 1959. He began his clinical medical studies at St.
Thomas’ Hospital, London, in October 1959 and qualified as a medical doctor
in 1962.

Joining the Labour Party in 1960, Owen was elected to Parliament in
1966 and rose rapidly through the ranks. He served as navy minister during
1968–1970 and as shadow junior defense spokesman during 1970–1972. He
resigned from the shadow cabinet in 1972 when his party rejected British
membership in the European Economic Community (EEC).

When Labour returned to power in February 1974, Owen became min-
ister of health and served until September 1976, when he was appointed
deputy to the secretary of state for foreign and commonwealth affairs. In
February 1977, he was named secretary of state for foreign and Common-
wealth affairs, a post he held until May 1979. A consistent champion of Euro-
pean integration and a dedicated Atlanticist, he worked closely with U.S.
Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance in 1977 over the independence of Rhode-
sia. In October 1978 Owen helped persuade South Africa to accept a United
Nations (UN) resolution to oversee elections in Namibia. He supported
British troop deployments to the Falkland Islands to forestall Argentinean
claims and was criticized by members of his own party for his pro-American
position during the Iranian Revolution of 1979.

After May 1979, and now in opposition, the Labour Party became in-
creasingly anti-European and hostile to nuclear weapons. Having already
resigned from the shadow cabinet in November 1980, Owen and three other
parliamentarians left Labour and formed the Social Democratic Party in
March 1981. During 1983–1987 Owen headed that party. He left Parliament
in 1992, later working with Vance again in an attempt to establish peace in
the former Yugoslavia.

Paul Wingrove
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Turkish politician, premier, and the eighth president of the Turkish Repub-
lic. Born in Malatya, Turkey, on 13 October 1927, Turgut Özal received his
bachelor’s and master’s degrees in electrical engineering from Istanbul Tech-
nical University and went on to study economics in the United States from
1952 to 1953. Upon his return to Turkey, he served as an advisor to the De-
fense Ministry, the State Planning Organization, the World Bank, and Pre-
mier Süleyman Demirel. Özal proved to be a solid, pro-Western Cold War ally.

After Turkey’s 1980 military coup d’état, Özal was appointed deputy
prime minister. He was forced to resign after a banking scandal in 1982. In
1983, his center-rightist Motherland Party gathered a majority of the votes in
national elections, making him Turkey’s forty-fifth prime minister. Although
the party lost popular support as a result of its economic austerity program, it
maintained its parliamentary majority in the 1987 elections, and Özal secured
a second full term as prime minister. Two years later, the Turkish parliament
elected him the first civilian president of the republic since 1960.

As premier, Özal implemented extensive economic liberalization reforms,
including the lifting of exchange controls and privatization of state economic
enterprises. His liberalism did not, however, extend equally to the political
sphere. He campaigned for the ban on the pre-1980 politicians’ political
rights, favored strict controls over the press, and turned a blind eye toward
widespread human rights violations. He was at best a pragmatic democrat.
He proposed greater rights for the Kurdish minorities mainly to curtail the
military conflict in southeastern Anatolia. In foreign affairs, he pursued pro-
Western Turkish policies, including integration with the
European Union (EU), active involvement in the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), and political part-
nership with the United States. After the breakup of the
Soviet Union, he began to establish cultural and economic
ties with the new Central Asian republics. Özal died un-
expectedly on 17 April 1993 in Ankara, Turkey.

Burcak Keskin-Kozat

See also
Demirel, Süleyman; European Union; North Atlantic Treaty

Organization, Origins and Formation of; Turkey

References
Acar, Feride. “Turgut Özal: Pious Agent of Liberal Transforma-

tion.” Pp. 163–180 in Political Leaders and Democracy in Turkey,
edited by Metin Heper and Sabri Sayari. Lanham, MD:
Lexington Books, 2002.

Aral, Berdal. “Dispensing with Tradition? Turkish Politics and
International Society during the Özal Decade, 1983–93.”
Middle Eastern Studies 37(1) (2001): 72–88.

Özal, Turgut 1559

Özal, Turgut
(1927–1993)

Turkish Prime Minister Turgut Özal, February 1989.
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