
A coal-rich state in the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany)
bordering France and Luxembourg, historically a region of contested sover-
eignty between France and Germany. In the eighteenth century, the Saar
region was partially in France and partially within two German principalities.
The 1797 Treaty of Campo Formio transferred the entire area to France, but
the 1815 Treaty of Paris following the Napoleonic Wars transferred the area
to Bavaria and Prussia.

The Saar’s extensive coal deposits led to industrial development follow-
ing German unification in 1871. After World War I, the Saar was placed under
the administration of the League of Nations for a period of fifteen years, with
France to receive its coal production during that period to compensate
France for the deliberate destruction of its coal mines by retreating German
troops. At the end of the fifteen-year period, Saarlanders were to vote on
their future. In a plebiscite held in January 1935, 90 percent of voters in the
Saar opted to return to Germany.

After World War II the Saar passed under French military administration,
and in 1947 the French set up an autonomous government for the region. In
a plebiscite that year, the voters of the Saar approved economic unification
with France, and a customs union went into effect in 1948. The other West-
ern powers recognized this arrangement, much to the chagrin of West Ger-
man leaders. France was obliged to give ground, however, for the 1954 Paris
Pacts that provided for West German rearmament and its integration into the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) also provided for a compromise
settlement of the Saar question. To the relief of the Germans, the Saar was
declared to be autonomous rather than politically integrated into France.
However, it was to remain economically integrated with France for fifty years.
But Saar voters threw a monkey wrench into this arrangement by rejecting it
in October 1955.

The 1952 European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), which marked
the movement toward the European Economic Community (EEC), and West
Germany’s integration into the Western alliance eased French concerns over
the future of the Saar. As a result of the 1956 Franco-German Agreement, the
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Saar became a West German territory on 1 January 1957. Although the cus-
toms union with France was dissolved in July 1959, France was granted the
right to exploit the Saar’s Warndt coalfields until 1981.

Bernard Cook
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Egyptian nationalist leader, vice president (1966–1970), and president (1970–
1981) of Egypt. Born on 25 December 1918 in Mit Abu al-Kum, Egypt, one
of thirteen children, Anwar Sadat attended the Royal Egyptian Military
Academy, from which he graduated in 1938 as a second lieutenant. His first
posting was in the Sudan, where he met Gamal Abdel Nasser, fellow nation-
alist and future Egyptian president. Stemming from their mutual disdain of
British colonial rule, Sadat and Nasser helped form the secret organization
that would eventually be called the Free Officers Group, comprised of young
Egyptian military officers dedicated to ending British rule and ousting King
Farouk II. During World War II, Sadat was jailed for conspiring with the Axis
powers to expel British forces from Egypt.

Sadat was an active participant in the 23 July 1952 coup against King
Farouk engineered by the Free Officers Group. Farouk abdicated and left
Egypt on 26 July 1952. When Egypt was declared a republic in June 1953,
Major General Mohammad Naguib became its president, and Nasser became
vice president. In October 1954, after an attempt on Nasser’s life, Naguib
was removed from office, while Nasser consolidated his power. In February
1955 Nasser became prime minister and seven months later became presi-
dent. Sadat, meanwhile, served loyally under Nasser, acting as his chief
spokesman and one of his closest personal confidants and advisors.

In 1964 Sadat became vice president of Egypt and then president upon
Nasser’s death in September 1970. When Sadat became president, Egypt’s
relationship with the Soviet Union, once robust, was showing signs of serious
strain. At the time of his death, in fact, Nasser had been moving away from
the Soviet Union. Part of the reason for this had been the reduction in equip-
ment that the Soviets were willing to sell to Egypt. On 18 July 1972, Sadat
ordered all Soviet advisors to leave the country, to be followed by pilots and
other army technicians.
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On 6 October 1973, Sadat led Egypt, along with Syria,
into a war with Israel with the goal of reclaiming the Sinai
Peninsula lost in the 1967 Six-Day War. Although Egypt
was defeated in the war, initial military successes and
Sadat’s determination earned him great respect among his
people and lifted the morale of the nation, which had been
badly shaken by Nasser’s heavy-handed rule and economic
difficulties. At war’s end, the United States and the Soviet
Union both were concerned about the balance of power
in the Middle East and thus negotiated a cease-fire agree-
ment that was generally favorable to Egypt, allowing Sadat
to claim a victory of sorts.

Realizing that only the United States could elicit any
substantive concessions from Israel, Sadat completely sev-
ered relations with the Soviet Union in March 1976 and
began working with the Americans toward a peace settle-
ment with the Israelis. In a courageous move, Sadat became
the first Arab leader to officially visit Israel in November
1977, meeting with Prime Minister Menachem Begin and
even addressing the Israeli Knesset. In September 1978,
Sadat signed the Camp David Accords, ushering in a com-
prehensive peace agreement with Israel. The accords were
highly unpopular in the Arab world, however, especially
among fundamentalist Muslims.

Although the Camp David Accords were, in the long
run, beneficial for Egypt, many in the Arab world saw them
as a great betrayal and viewed Sadat as a traitor. In Sep-
tember 1981, Sadat’s government cracked down on extrem-
ist Muslim organizations and radical student groups, in the process arresting
more than 1,600 people. Sadat’s strong-arm tactics angered many in the Arab
community and only exacerbated his problems, which included economic
stagnation and charges that he had quashed dissident voices through force.

On 6 October 1981, Sadat was assassinated in Cairo while reviewing a
military parade commemorating the Yom Kippur War. His assassins were rad-
ical fundamentalist army officers who belonged to the Islamic Jihad organi-
zation, which had bitterly denounced Sadat’s peace overtures with Israel and
his suppression of dissidents the month before. Sadat was succeeded in
office by Hosni Mubarak.

Dallace W. Unger Jr.
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Soviet nuclear scientist, dissident, and human rights activist. Born on 21 May
1921 in Moscow, the son of a physics professor, Andrei Sakharov studied
physics at Moscow University during 1939–1942 and at the Lebedev Insti-
tute of the Soviet Academy of Sciences during 1945–1947 under the eminent
theoretical physicist Igor Tamm. Sakharov earned his doctorate in 1947 and
joined the Soviet nuclear weapons program in 1948, working in a special
group then headed by his mentor.

Spearheaded by Sakharov, Tamm’s group produced the first Soviet hy-
drogen bomb, successfully tested in August 1953, a development that greatly
intensified the nuclear arms race with the United States. For his contribu-
tions to the development of the hydrogen bomb, Sakharov received both the
Lenin and Stalin Prizes and earned election as a full member of the Soviet
Academy of Sciences in 1953.

Sakharov’s participation in the Soviet nuclear weapons program lasted
nearly twenty years. Initially, he believed that his work was of vital impor-

tance to the global balance of power. However, over time
he grew uneasy with what he characterized as moral prob-
lems inherent in his work, and he became disillusioned
with the Soviet system, specifically the absence of civil
liberties and the secrecy surrounding science, culture, and
technology.

Beginning in the late 1950s, Sakharov called on the
Soviet regime to ban atmospheric testing of nuclear
weapons. In the early to mid-1960s, he moved on to criti-
cize the continuing influence of the erroneous theories of
T. S. Lysenko on Soviet genetics and to protest Soviet
leader Leonid Brezhnev’s tentative first steps toward reha-
bilitating the legacy of Soviet dictator Josef Stalin. Sakharov
ultimately crossed the Rubicon to full dissident in 1968,
when his essay “Reflections on Progress, Peaceful Coexis-
tence, and Intellectual Freedom” appeared in the Western
press. This extended essay, also known as the Sakharov
Memorandum, warned of the dangers, including thermo-
nuclear annihilation, that threatened humanity. He also
pushed for reconciliation between socialist and capitalist
nations, advocated democratic freedoms in the Soviet
Union, denounced collectivized agriculture, and called
for a careful reexamination of the Stalin era. In response,
the Brezhnev regime removed Sakharov from the Soviet
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nuclear weapons program and stripped him of all privileges to which he had
been entitled as a member of the Soviet Nomenklatura.

In the summer of 1969, Sakharov became a senior researcher at the
Lebedev Institute, but his primary concerns for the remainder of his life
were human rights and the democratization of the Soviet Union. In 1970, he
and fellow physicist Valeri Chalidze established the Moscow Human Rights
Committee, which advocated freedom of speech, the full implementation of
the Soviet constitution, and monitored violations of the law and the consti-
tution including the arrests of dissidents by the Soviet regime. Sakharov’s
efforts in the name of human rights earned him the Nobel Peace Prize in
1975, making him the first Soviet citizen to garner the award, although he
was not permitted to leave the Soviet Union to claim it.

Although the Soviet Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB)
harassed Sakharov and threatened him with prosecution, he remained a free
man until 1980 when, in the wake of his criticisms of the 1979 invasion of
Afghanistan and with the 1980 Moscow Olympics approaching, the Brezh-
nev regime exiled him to Gorky, a military-industrial city closed to foreign-
ers. There Sakharov remained until December 1986, when Soviet leader
Mikhail Gorbachev, as part of his policy of glasnost, freed him, allowing him
and his wife Yelena Bonner to return to Moscow and resume his scientific
endeavors.

In 1989, the Soviet Academy of Sciences selected Sakharov to serve as
a deputy in the newly established Congress of People’s Deputies, the first
democratically elected national legislative body to sit in Russia since the
Bolshevik Revolution. There Sakharov proved to be an outspoken critic of
Gorbachev, constantly pushing him to carry his political and economic reforms
further. Sakharov died of a heart attack in Moscow on 14 December 1989.

Bruce J. DeHart
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French Army officer and bitter opponent of the dismantlement of France’s
colonial empire. Born in Roquecourbe (Tarn) near Toulouse on 10 June 1899,
Raoul Salan was admitted to the French military academy at Saint-Cyr in
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August 1917 during World War I but was immediately sent to the front in
France. He returned to Saint-Cyr after the war and graduated in August 1919.
He then served in Algeria, Morocco, the Middle East, and Indochina.

At first loyal to Vichy following the defeat of French forces by the Ger-
mans in June 1940, Salan later rallied to the Free French Resistance in 1943
and, as a colonel in command of a regiment, took part in the liberation of
metropolitan France. In 1945 he was posted to French Indochina, where he
commanded French forces in northern Indochina, accompanying Vietnamese
nationalist leader Ho Chi Minh to France and the July 1946 Fontainebleau
Conference. In April 1952, Salan assumed command of all French forces in
Indochina, holding that post until January 1953 when he became inspector
general of land forces in France. He accompanied French Army commander
General Paul Ely on a fact-finding tour to Indochina in June 1954 and then
returned there with Ely when the latter was named high commissioner and
commander in chief of French forces (July–October 1954). The French mil-
itary defeat in the Battle of Dien Bien Phu in May 1954 was a clarion call for
Salan, who believed that there could be no defeats for the French colonial
empire, a conviction shared by many of his fellow officers.

During January–May 1955, Salan commanded the reserve army in France
and was a member of the Supreme War Council. In November 1956 he was
dispatched to Algeria as commander in chief of French forces there with the
rank of general of the army. At the time, France was heavily engaged in fight-
ing anticolonial forces in Algeria. Salan initially supported General Charles
de Gaulle’s ascension to power in May 1958 and the establishment of the
French Fifth Republic. That December, de Gaulle, who mistrusted Salan,
removed him from command.

In 1959 Salan retired to Algeria. When he realized that de Gaulle was
prepared to grant Algeria independence, he allied himself with the anti–
Algerian independence movement Algérie française (French Algeria). On 22
April 1961, Salan was one of four French generals to foment a military coup
attempt in Algeria. Known as the Generals’ Putsch, it failed after three days,
and Salan went underground to lead the Secret Army Organization (OAS)
in a brutal campaign of terror against the French government in both Algeria
and France. That July he was sentenced in absentia to death for treason.

Arrested in Spain in April 1962, Salan was returned to France and tried a
month later. Found guilty, he was sentenced to life imprisonment. He was
released in May 1968 under a governmental amnesty. In 1982, President
François Mitterrand restored Salan’s military rank along with his pension.
Salan died in Paris on 3 July 1984.

Cezar Stanciu
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Portuguese political leader and dictator. Born on 28 April 1889 in the village
of Vimeiro, near the town of Santa Comba Dão, Portugal, António Salazar
grew up a conservative Catholic. Educated at the University of Coimbra, he
became a professor of political economy there. He was elected to the Por-
tuguese Chamber of Deputies but soon withdrew because he considered it
to be a futile exercise. In 1926, in order to end chronic political instability in
Portugal (there had been forty cabinets since the overthrow of the monarchy
in 1910), the Portuguese military seized power. Salazar was then briefly
minister of finance. Recalled to the same post in 1928, he received the full
authority that he demanded and in short order had placed Portuguese
finances on a firm foundation. Over the next few years he gradually increased
his power until in 1932 he became premier of an authoritarian government.
From that point, he dominated Portuguese affairs until 1968.

Under a new constitution ratified in a 1933 referen-
dum, Salazar reorganized Portugal as a corporative unitary
republic rather than a pluralist state. A national assembly,
elected by heads of families, served as the legislative body.
A corporative chamber advised the assembly on social and
economic matters and represented syndicates of various
corporations. The Catholic Church also had widespread
influence. Salazar’s National Union party was the political
voice of the so-called Estado Novo (New State), which
combined eighteenth-century enlightened despotism with
Christian morality, but also had both fascist and demo-
cratic trappings. This system came to be known as clerical
fascism and subsequently became a model for the Nation-
alists in Spain and for Austria.

Profoundly religious, Salazar was also an ascetic and
a bachelor. Unlike most dictators, he lived frugally on a
modest salary and was utterly uninterested in the accu-
mulation of personal wealth. He also remained virtually
unknown to his people. While he admired fascism and
supported the Nationalist side in the Spanish Civil War, he
also intensely disliked Adolf Hitler and the Nazis and main-
tained diplomatic relations with Portugal’s long-standing
ally, Great Britain. As with Francisco Franco in Spain,
Salazar appreciated the German war against communism
but, unlike Franco, kept his country strictly neutral during
World War II until, under British and U.S. pressure, he
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agreed in October 1943 to lease bases in the Azores. These proved vital to the
Allies in the Battle of the Atlantic. Nonetheless, Salazar maintained that the
nation was neutral, and Portugal profited from selling goods to both sides.

Portugal emerged from the war in a much better position than Spain, was
readily admitted to the United Nations (UN), and was invited to join the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Although Portugal was a police
state, Salazar always tried to preserve some of the elements of a democratic
façade. Unfortunately for his country, however, he refused to allow economic
modernization, believing that it would place traditional Portuguese values at
risk, and the resultant economic stagnation led many Portuguese to emi-
grate. In his last years in power, Salazar was increasingly forced to devote
substantial financial and military resources to maintaining Portuguese con-
trol over its overseas empire, especially in Africa. An injury in 1968 led to a
disabling stroke, forcing him to yield power to Marcelo Caetano, who began
reforms. Salazar died in Lisbon on 27 July 1970.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Treaty signed by Japan and forty-eight other nations in San Francisco, Cali-
fornia, on 8 September 1951 formally terminating the state of war between
Japan and the other signatories and restoring full sovereignty to Japan. The
treaty went into force on 28 April 1952.

On 17 March 1947, General Douglas MacArthur publicly proposed an
early peace treaty with Japan. However, differing attitudes among the Euro-
pean powers, the United States, the Soviet Union, and China over how best
to approach such a treaty ultimately led to the postponement of any inter-
national conference on the subject.

Meanwhile, growing tensions between the Soviet Union and the United
States enhanced Japan’s political and strategic importance, leading the
Americans to embark on a mission to reconstruct Japan both economically
and politically. In light of growing tensions with the Soviet Union, together
with the October 1949 communist victory in the Chinese Civil War, U.S.
policymakers, particularly those in the Pentagon, argued for the need to
maintain U.S. military bases in Japan. Consequently, the United States
became increasingly inclined to end its occupation of Japan.

The Americans made substantial moves toward securing a peace settle-
ment after John Foster Dulles was appointed consultant to the State Depart-
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ment in April 1950. Dulles, with nonpartisan domestic support, initiated nego-
tiations with other Allied countries beginning in September 1950. Mean-
while, the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950 added urgency to these
peace negotiations.

The terms for the peace treaty drafted by the United States in late 1950
were seen as lenient and were consequently opposed by the Soviet Union,
Australia, New Zealand, and the Philippines. While no compromise could be
reached with the Soviet Union, U.S. policymakers persuaded the other
states to accept the treaty’s nonpunitive principles. The final draft of the
treaty was jointly prepared by the United States and Great Britain.

The peace conference opened on 4 September 1951 in San Francisco
and was attended by fifty-two nations. The treaty itself was signed by repre-
sentatives of forty-nine nations, including Japan, on 8 September. Although
their representatives were in attendance, the Soviet Union, Poland, and
Czechoslovakia refused to sign the treaty.

The treaty stipulated Japan’s abandonment of all territories acquired
since 1895, including Korea, Taiwan, the Kurile Islands, and southern Sakhalin
and its adjacent islands. American provisional control of the Ryukyu and
Bonin islands was permitted, with an agreement to obtain ultimate authori-
zation of the U.S. administration under a United Nations (UN) trusteeship.
The document also established Japan’s liability for payment of war repara-
tions and drew attention to Japan’s fragile economic situation. Later that same
day, the United States and Japan also signed a security treaty.

Kuniyoshi Tomoki
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Nicaraguan revolutionary movement and political party that toppled the dic-
tatorship of Anastasio Somoza in 1979 and ruled Nicaragua during the 1980s.

After 1960, Somoza’s restrictions on political opposition combined with
the success of revolutionary movements in Cuba and elsewhere emboldened
a group of activists to challenge his hold on power. Led by Carlos Fonseca,
Tomás Borge, and Silvio Mayorga, the Frente Sandinista de Liberación
Nacional (FSLN, Sandinista National Liberation Front) began its operations
in Nicaragua’s largest cities. The Sandinistas took their name from Augusto
César Sandino (1895–1934), who led a nationalist rebellion against the U.S.

Sandinistas 1769

Sandinistas



military occupation of Nicaragua in the 1920s and early 1930s until his assas-
sination by the U.S.-created Guardia Nacional (National Guard) enabled
Somoza to seize control.

Designed as an urban guerrilla force, the FSLN had little impact. The
corruption of the Somoza regime, however, helped sustain its organizational
efforts. Shifting from urban to rural districts, the organization survived mili-
tary defeats and factionalism well into the 1970s. In 1975, the group split into
three organizational lines. The Prolonged Popular War faction (GPP), under
the direction of Fonseca, Borge, and Henry Ruíz, led the effort to mobilize
the population for war against the dictatorship. A second faction, led by Luis
Carrión, Jaime Wheelock, and Carlos Núñez, focused on organizing workers
and the urban underclass. A third group that would form the core of the San-
dinistas’ political force after 1979 built connections with business groups and
other political opposition forces.

Somoza steadily lost popular support during the 1970s, and his reactionary
policies helped the Sandinistas build their base and expand military opera-
tions. In 1974 the FSLN sponsored the formation of the United People’s
Movement (MPU), which linked unions, university students, and church-
affiliated groups with their struggle. After 1977, the Sandinistas coordinated
their campaigns with allied groups. Attacks against symbols of the Somoza
regime, highlighted by the occupation of the National Palace and an ensuing
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prisoner exchange in 1978, demonstrated the FSLN’s capabilities while it
continued to build popular support.

International pressure and dwindling support from President Jimmy
Carter’s administration led Somoza to choose exile before defeat, and on 19
July 1979 the Sandinistas occupied Managua and took command of the gov-
ernment. The splits in the movement did not initially affect the Sandinistas’
efforts. After declaring the unification of the movement’s factions in 1979,
the FSLN outlined its plans for the political, social, and economic transfor-
mation of Nicaragua. Nationalism, agrarian reform, progressive social reforms,
universal medical care, and popular education clearly showcased the govern-
ment’s socialist orientation.

The Carter administration briefly offered humanitarian assistance to the
Sandinistas, but domestic political pressure from conservatives forced the
administration to end aid in 1980. The staunchly anticommunist President
Ronald Reagan treated the Sandinistas much more harshly. In 1981 the Rea-
gan administration engineered the end of financial support from international
lending agencies and authorized the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) to
coordinate a counterrevolutionary movement in Nicaragua.

In 1982, with nearly $20 million from the United States, the Contra
rebels began military operations against the Sandinista government. Launch-
ing small-scale raids from Honduras and Costa Rica, the Contras created an
ongoing military challenge that sapped Sandinista resources. Nevertheless,
the Sandinistas organized a government structure that allowed them to
dominate the political process. A national directorate controlled the political
process, the FSLN created youth groups and neighborhood committees to
expand its base, and corporate bodies coordinated the political life of stu-
dents, workers, and professionals.

Internationally, the Sandinistas counted on immediate support from
Cuba and the Soviet Union. The Sandinista leadership chose to affiliate with
the Socialist International rather than the Moscow-dominated Comintern.
Harassed by Contra incursions and placed under a U.S. trade embargo that
affected economic relations with its neighbors, the Sandinistas came to rely
more and more upon economic and military aid from their communist allies.

Increasingly isolated, the Nicaraguan economy performed poorly under
the Sandinistas. Inflation, shortages, and meager productivity hindered the
government’s efforts to diversify and expand the economy. Ultimately, the
flagging economy undermined the Sandinistas’ many ambitious social proj-
ects. Defense programs interfered with the agrarian reform program and
exacerbated prickly government relations with the Miskito Indians in east-
ern Nicaragua.

In 1984, the U.S. Congress passed the Boland Amendment, which for-
bade further Contra funding. The Reagan administration skirted the restric-
tion by illegally selling weapons to Iran as a way of generating funds for
Contra operations. While revelations of these extralegal maneuvers rocked
the Reagan administration, the Contra war continued.

To bring legitimacy to their regime, the Sandinistas organized national
elections in 1984. Splits in the opposition forces allowed the Sandinistas to use
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their organizational strength to great effect. Daniel Ortega won election as
president, and the Sandinistas worked to preserve their revolution’s achieve-
ments, seeking international assistance in their ongoing conflict with the
United States. In 1984, the International Court of Justice ruled that Ameri-
can actions in Nicaragua violated international laws but had no effect on U.S.
policy. Latin American efforts to negotiate a peace settlement bore no fruit
until 1989. Led by Costa Rican President Oscar Arias Sánchez, the 1989
Central American Peace Initiative brought about a final settlement. Under
the plan, the Contras would disarm and the Sandinistas would authorize a
national election, scheduled for February 1990.

Opposition forces united behind candidate Violeta Barrios de Chamorro,
the widow of a leading opponent of the Somoza dictatorship who had been
assassinated in 1978. Poor economic conditions and factionalism among the
Sandinistas allowed the United Nicaraguan Opposition movement to cap-
ture the presidency and a majority of the seats in the National Congress. The
Sandinistas’ 1990 electoral defeat left the movement weakened and divided.
Out of power, Sandinista leaders have recast their movement as a political
party that competes effectively in local and national elections.

Daniel Lewis
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French philosopher, novelist, playwright, and social and literary critic. Born
in Paris on 21 June 1905, Jean-Paul Sartre studied philosophy at the École
Normale Supérieure, from which he graduated in 1929, the same year he
met his lifelong companion Simone de Beauvoir, who became well known as
a feminist writer and philosopher. During 1929–1930 Sartre served as an offi-
cer with a French military meteorological unit, and during most of the 1930s
he taught at lycées in Paris and Le Havre.

Sartre’s first novel, La Nausée (Nausea), published in 1938, caused an
immediate sensation. Influenced by German phenomenological philosophy,
the novel laid bare the human condition by embracing the idea that human
life has no inherent purpose. At the beginning of World War II, Sartre served
in the army and fought in the 1940 campaign for France. Captured by the
Germans, he was sent to several prisoner-of-war camps, including Stalag
XIID, where he produced his play Bariona. Released in 1941, he wrote for
the French Resistance during 1941–1944.
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In 1945 Sartre founded with Beauvoir the journal Les Temps Modernes. A
year later he published “Existentialism and Humanism,” perhaps his most
influential and widely read essay on existentialist philosophy. From 1945, he
traveled extensively to lecture and write, becoming more politically active
beginning in the 1950s. He refused to accept the 1964 Nobel Prize for Litera-
ture, arguing that to do so would compromise his political autonomy.

From the mid-1950s, Sartre was continually involved with leftist politi-
cal causes. His efforts dealt with issues ranging from the lack of affordable
housing in France to torture in Algeria and to the American war in Vietnam.
While never a member of the Communist Party (he eschewed formal politi-
cal allegiances), he evolved into a neo-Marxist who saw promise particularly
in Maoism. His slide toward communism ultimately led to the painful end
of his friendship with fellow existentialist Albert Camus. In 1960 Sartre rec-
onciled the tenets of existentialism with those of classical Marxism in his
Critique of Dialectical Reason. In 1960 he also signed the “Declaration on the
Right to Insubordination in the War in Algeria” (also known as the “Mani-
festo of the 121”) supporting Algerian independence and in 1966 was a
member of fellow philosopher Bertrand Russell’s International War Crimes
Tribunal.

Sartre continued to write voluminously and, increasingly, about politics.
He was the editor of La Cause du Peuple (1970), Tout (1970–1974), Révolution
(1971–1974), and Libération (1973–1974) and was the founder, along with
Maurice Clavel, of the Liberation news service in 1971. In failing health,
Sartre began to lose his eyesight in 1975 and by the end of his life was com-
pletely blind. He died in Paris on 15 April 1980.

Andrew J. Waskey
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Japanese politician and prime minister (1964–1972). Born on 27 March 1901
in Tabuse-chom in the Yamaguchi Prefecture, Satom Eisaku graduated from the
law school of Tokyo Imperial University in 1924. He then entered the Min-
istry of Railways, serving there until 1948. In 1947 he was appointed perma-
nent undersecretary of the Ministry of Railways but served in this post for
just thirteen months. In 1948 he became chief cabinet secretary in the second
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Yoshida Shigeru government. Satom was chairman of the Policy Affairs Re-
search Council of the Liberal Party in 1949 when he was elected to the
Lower House of the Diet.

Satom held ministerial posts in the third and fourth Yoshida governments,
including minister of the post office (1951–1952) and minister of construc-
tion (1952–1953). In 1953 he became director general of the Liberty Party
(which merged with the Democratic Party in 1955 to become the Liberal
Democratic Party), but he was forced to resign the position because of a
ship-building company scandal during the fifth Yoshida cabinet in 1954. Sato m
subsequently became minister of finance during 1958–1960 under Prime
Minister Kishi Nobusuke, Satom’s elder brother by adoption.

In October 1964 Sato m succeeded Ikeda Hayato as prime minister. During
his seven years in office, Sato m signed the 1965 Japan-Korea Treaty restoring
normal diplomatic relations between the two countries and regaining control
for Japan of the Ogasawara Islands in 1968. Although U.S. troops and bases
remained on Japanese soil, Satom managed to negotiate a reversion of Oki-
nawa to Japanese sovereignty in 1972.

Satom was less successful in establishing closer ties to either the Soviet
Union or the People’s Republic of China (PRC). Public outrage over his
agreement to allow U.S. troops to remain on Okinawa ultimately forced his
resignation in November 1972. He was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in
1974 for his antinuclear diplomacy, an award that caused considerable con-
troversy. Satom died in Chiyodaku, Tokyo, on 3 June 1975.

Kiichi Nenashi
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Middle Eastern nation located on the Arabian Peninsula. The Kingdom of
Saudi Arabia, founded in 1932, covers 756,981 square miles, nearly three
times the area of the U.S. state of Texas, and had a 1945 population of some
3.5 million people. Saudi Arabia borders Jordan, Iraq, and Kuwait to the
north; the Persian Gulf, Qatar, and the United Arab Emirates to the east;
Oman and Yemen to the south; and the Red Sea to the west. It has been
dominated by its ruling family, the House of Saud, for all of its modern his-
tory. King Ibn Saud, the founding monarch, ruled until his death in 1953. All
succeeding kings have been his sons (he had more than fifty). The House of
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Satō was awarded
the Nobel Peace
Prize in 1974 for 
his antinuclear
diplomacy, an 
award that caused
considerable
controversy.

Saudi Arabia



Saud has historical ties to the leadership of the Wahhabi sect of Islam, and as
a result Saudi Arabian law and society are based on strict Muslim customs.

The role of Ibn Saud in Saudi Arabia cannot be overstated. The state
grew inexorably as a result of his domination of the Arabian Peninsula in the
early twentieth century as the Ottoman Empire declined. After the end of
World War I, he consolidated his position and became king in 1925. The
realm was renamed the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia seven years later. The for-
tunes of the kingdom were transformed with the discovery of petroleum in
the 1930s.

American oil companies (Chevron in particular) played the leading role
in oil exploration and formed a partnership with the Saudi monarchy, paying
royalties for the right to extract and ship Saudi oil. The importance of oil dur-
ing World War II enhanced the Saudi-U.S. relationship, and in 1944, the Arab-
American Oil Corporation (ARAMCO) was formed. President Franklin D.
Roosevelt helped to cement the growing relationship when he met with Ibn
Saud on an American destroyer in 1945. The Saudi monarchy thus main-
tained close economic and strategic ties to the United States throughout the
remainder of the century.

Because of the growing strategic importance of the Middle East and its oil
reserves to Cold War geopolitics, both the United States and the Soviet Union
sought increased influence in the region. The Soviets endorsed the rise of
secular, socialist, Arab nationalist regimes in Egypt, Iraq, and Syria, and Soviet
military assistance was crucial to these nations in their ongoing struggle with
Israel after its founding in 1948. The United States countered these Soviet
moves by tightening its ties to the royal regimes in Iran and Saudi Arabia.

In 1962 civil war broke out in Yemen as a nationalist faction supported by
Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser sought to overthrow the royal gov-
ernment there. Despite previous rivalries with the ruling house of Yemen,
the Saudis gave financial support and military assistance to the Yemeni
monarchy. Egypt and Saudi Arabia thus confronted each other directly in the
conflict. The devoutly Muslim House of Saud opposed the rise of secular,
socialist Arab nationalism and refused to tolerate the spread of Nasser’s Pan-
Arabism in the region. In addition, the respective affiliations of Egypt and
Saudi Arabia with the Soviet Union and the United States made the Yemeni
Civil War a regional theater of Cold War confrontation.

The Israeli issue greatly complicated U.S.-Saudi relations. The Saudis
objected to the 1948 formation of Israel, opposed the displacement of Pales-
tinian Arabs, and played a minor military role in the first Arab-Israeli War
(1948). The Saudis would contribute significant funds to Palestinian causes
until the 1991 Persian Gulf War.

Despite its vehement opposition to Israel, the Saudi government none-
theless maintained tepid relations with Arab nationalist regimes in Syria,
Egypt, Iraq, and Jordan, Israel’s principal enemies. Thus, Saudi Arabia did
not participate in the Arab-Israeli wars of 1956, 1967, and 1973. However, as
American support for Israel increased after the 1967 Six-Day War, the Saudis
sought to influence American policy. This conflict laid the foundation for the
1973 oil embargo.
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Saudi oil was largely controlled by American oil companies until the early
1970s. At that point, the House of Saud negotiated the gradual takeover of
ARAMCO by Saudi interests. By 1973, the transfer of control had begun.
When Egypt and Syria attacked Israel in October 1973, prompting the Yom
Kippur War, Saudi Arabia’s King Faisal obtained U.S. President Richard
Nixon’s assurances of American nonintervention. The Israelis suffered severe
reversals in the opening stages of the conflict, however, which prompted
Nixon to send U.S. military aid to Israel on 19 October. The next day, work-
ing through the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC),
the Saudi government implemented an oil embargo directed at the United
States. The embargo made the United States vulnerable to an economic
recession, and American fuel prices rose 40 percent during the five months
of the crisis. Even after the embargo ended, oil prices remained high for the
rest of the decade.

Saudi Arabia emerged from the crisis as the clear leader of OPEC and
with renewed respect in the Arab world. Massive increases in oil revenues
(from $5 billion in 1972 to $119 billion in 1981) transformed Saudi Arabia
into an affluent, urbanized society with generous government subsidies and
programs for its citizens and no taxation. The U.S.-Saudi relationship even-
tually recovered and remained close. Indeed, Saudi Arabia often used its
influence in OPEC to keep oil prices artificially low from the mid-1980s to
late 1990s.
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Such policies, however, had a downside. When oil prices dipped dramat-
ically during 1981–1985, the Saudi economy plunged into recession, pre-
senting the government with significant domestic unrest. A similar scenario
was played out in the late 1990s. This time the Saudis acted aggressively,
hiking oil prices in 2000 and 2001 to right their foundering economy. Con-
tinuing close ties between Washington and Riyadh also played a major role
in the 1991 Persian Gulf War, as Saudi Arabia was used as a staging area for
U.S. troops during Operation DESERT STORM.

Despite the considerable power that the Saudis wielded in international
relations beginning in the 1970s and the tremendous increase in wealth as a
result of oil revenues, the House of Saud maintained strict control over Saudi
society, culture, and law. Saudi Arabia remained an absolute monarchy until
1992, when the royal family promulgated the nation’s first constitution.

Robert S. Kiely
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Angolan rebel nationalist leader, founder of the National Union for the Total
Independence of Angola (UNITA) movement, and guerrilla tactician. Born
in Munhango, Bie Province, on 3 August 1934, Jonas Savimbi was purposely
vague and evasive about his early life, claiming a PhD from the University of
Lausanne, Switzerland. He may have spent two years in Portugal as a med-
ical student. In 1966 he founded UNITA, a political movement dedicated
to securing independence for that Portuguese colony. He fought a guerrilla
war first against the Portuguese and then against the pro-Soviet, Marxist
Angolan government, in the process surviving more than a dozen assassina-
tion attempts.

The Angolan nationalists fighting Portugal’s colonial rule were the left-
wing Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA), led by
Agostinho Neto, and Savimbi’s UNITA. After Angola won independence in
1975, Neto came to power with the explicit support of the Soviet Union and
Cuba. Savimbi immediately turned his sights on the MPLA government,
plunging the new nation into a horrific civil war. Both South Africa and the
United States supplied UNITA with arms and weapons.
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Among the African leaders who openly supported Savimbi were Felix
Houphouet-Boigny of Ivory Coast and Mobutu Sese Seko of Zaire. Others
were more discrete in their aid but nevertheless maintained diplomatic and
commercial ties with UNITA. Savimbi began to score victories against the
MPLA in the late 1980s. By 1990, in fact, his forces controlled almost half of
Angola. The Angolan government negotiated a cease-fire with UNITA in
1991. The following year, Savimbi lost a questionable presidential election,
and the civil war was reinvigorated, with periodic breaks, for another decade.
Despite United Nation (UN) condemnatory sanctions and embargoes and
international recognition of the popularly elected government in Luanda,
Savimbi persisted, financing UNITA mainly through illicit sales of diamonds.

The United States and the Soviet Union used Angola as a proxy during
the Cold War, while Savimbi used the Cold War to portray himself as a war-
rior against communism. With the Cold War ended along with the apartheid
regime in South Africa, he continued the civil war, becoming a virtual inter-
national pariah with no major patrons. Savimbi died in battle in Lucusse on
22 February 2002. Just six weeks after his death, UNITA rebels signed a
cease-fire, which ended the long civil war. Savimbi’s struggle resulted in the
deaths of more than a million people and the displacement of 2 million others.

John H. Barnhill
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A region in the North Atlantic and Baltic Sea area strategically divided be-
tween East and West during the Cold War and that displayed a low degree
of Cold War tensions and a high degree of internal cohesion. Scandinavia
comprised the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) member states
of Iceland, Norway, and Denmark (with Greenland and the Faeroe Islands)
as well as neutral Sweden and Finland.

Finland was able to maintain a democratic and capitalist system despite
its special ties to the Soviet sphere. Finland in particular and Scandinavia in
general can thus be considered anomalies in the predominantly bipolar world
of the Cold War. In spite of partial submission to the logic of the Cold War,
the Scandinavians never really abandoned the bridge-building approach to
international relations that they had pursued in the immediate postwar years.
The superpowers in their turn were willing to relax their confrontation in
this region and to grant some rather extraordinary exceptions.
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Scandinavian nations shared many mutual historical and cultural ties,
although Finnish is not a Scandinavian language. Finland was a grand duchy
under the Russian tsars during 1809–1917 but is nonetheless an integral part
of the Scandinavian community. In the Scandinavian languages, and simi-
larly in Finnish, this community is designated with the term “Norden” (“the
North”), whereas the term “Scandinavia” in these languages is ambiguous
and might exclude Finland, Iceland, and Denmark. Therefore, the terms
“Norden” and “Nordic” are often used instead of “Scandinavia” and “Scan-
dinavian” in the comprehensive sense described above.

Despite their attempts to establish a common policy of neutrality at
the end of the 1930s, the Scandinavian countries were unable to escape the
harsh realities of World War II. Finland was attacked by the Soviet Union
and ended up as an ally of Nazi Germany, while Denmark and Norway were
attacked and occupied by Germany. Denmark’s North Atlantic territories
(which at that time also included Iceland) were controlled by Great Britain
and the United States during the war. Only Sweden was able to retain its
neutrality. These different historical experiences were fundamental to under-
standing the future orientation of these countries.

In the case of Finland, which in its turn had attacked the Soviet Union
and had been forced to conclude an armistice in 1944, additional compulsion
came into operation. In regard to Denmark and Norway, small parts of these
countries were liberated by Soviet forces in 1945, and citizens of both coun-
tries felt uneasy about their presence until they departed in 1945–1946. Nor-
way also came under Soviet pressure to participate in a common defense of
the Svalbard (Spitzbergen) Archipelago in these years.

Denmark and Norway were in a position to pursue a policy of bridge
building after World War II and adhered to this policy until the spring of 1948.
The election of Norwegian Foreign Minister Trygve Lie as the first secretary-
general of the United Nations (UN) in early 1946 was an acknowledgment
of this effort. In the meantime, Sweden actively tried to improve its strained
relations with the Soviet Union while maintaining nonalignment. This effort
paid dividends in April 1953 when Swedish diplomat Dag Hammarskjöld
was elected as the second secretary-general of the UN. Except for Finland,
Scandinavian governments decided to participate in the 1947 Marshall Plan,
but they also displayed some discomfort with having to take a stand in the
Cold War.

The discomfort of nonalignment, however, became ever more pressing
as the Cold War deepened. In particular, the February 1948 communist coup
in Czechoslovakia was viewed as a signal to seek some sort of security arrange-
ment beyond the framework of the UN. Furthermore, the fact that Finland
was forced to conclude a Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual
Assistance with the Soviet Union in April 1948 raised fears of the possible
Sovietization of Scandinavia. In Norway, which shared a border with the Soviet
Union, but also in Denmark, there were signs of near hysteria in the spring
of 1948.

Against this background, and in order to prevent diverging security
paths among the three Scandinavian core countries, Swedish Foreign Minister
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Östen Undén suggested an outwardly neutral defense pact to Norway and
Denmark in May 1948. Such an arrangement was seriously considered in the
latter part of 1948 but collapsed in January 1949 because of irreconcilable
differences between Norway and Sweden. While the Swedes insisted on
independence from other military alignments, the Norwegians sought secu-
rity guarantees from the West. The Danish government would have joined
either configuration and, with a low-profile approach to foreign policy deeply
rooted in its political culture, would even have preferred a bilateral defense
union with Sweden over a more comprehensive Western arrangement. For
strategic reasons, however, this solution did not appeal to the Swedes.

Thus, Denmark and Norway as well as Iceland were among the found-
ing members of NATO in April 1949, while Sweden continued its policy of
armed neutrality. The Swedish stance was also meant as a deliberate dis-
incentive aimed at the Soviets so that the latter would not toy with the status
of Finland. Even in the security policy of the Scandinavian NATO members,
elements of neutrality or disengagement in the superpower conflict were
preserved. Iceland placed the Keflavik Military Base at the disposal of the
United States but did not establish any military forces of its own. Denmark
and Norway built up their own defense rather slowly, and they accepted nei-
ther nuclear weapons nor foreign bases on their territory. The only exception
was Greenland, where the Thule Military Base set up during World War II
remained an American asset. On the other hand, the Danish government
excluded from NATO military activity the island of Bornholm, the eastern-
most outpost of Denmark in the Baltic Sea, except as a listening post.

During the Korean War, Sweden, Denmark, and Norway contributed a
hospital ship, field hospitals, and medical personnel. Since the UN’s first
peacekeeping operation in Suez in November 1956, all the Scandinavian
countries except Iceland have been among major contributors to UN peace-
keeping missions.

In recent years, new archival evidence has made it evident that Scan-
dinavian involvement in the Cold War was deeper than contemporary actors
admitted at the time. Contrary to its declared nonnuclear policy, for example,
the Danish government gave the United States free rein to deploy nuclear
weapons in Greenland. Even more remarkable is that allegedly neutral Swe-
den throughout the Cold War maintained rather elaborate security arrange-
ments with the Western alliance that were kept secret. It is characteristic of
the peculiar position of Scandinavia that while such conduct did occur, all
parties involved, including the Soviet Union, contributed to the silence. More-
over, political relations with the Western powers, especially relations between
Sweden and the United States, were characterized by a certain degree of
aloofness. The support of the Scandinavian states for international law and
the belief in the superiority of the Scandinavian welfare state contributed to
the image of Scandinavia as representing a third (and perhaps better) way to
deal with the political, economic, and military exigencies of the Cold War.

Inter-Scandinavian cooperation consolidated the image of communality
in the region and helped to establish a picture of unique security arrange-
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ments. In part to compensate for their different security policy orientation,
the Scandinavian countries created the Nordic Council as a common parlia-
mentary institution in 1952. They also closely cooperated in the framework
of the UN, thereby frequently acting as mediators between East and West
and increasingly between North and South. In 1955, the Soviet Union per-
mitted Finland to become a member of the Nordic Council and of the UN.
From then on, Scandinavian mutual cooperation helped Finland to retain a
Western profile in spite of its foreign policy dependency on Moscow. The
self-declared Finnish policy of neutrality was only at times acknowledged by
the Soviet Union and has to be seen as a move in a game about sovereignty,
not as corresponding to neutrality in the conventional sense of the word.

Tensions increased in Scandinavia in the 1970s and 1980s over external
developments, one sign of which was the widely publicized incidents of
Soviet submarines in Swedish waters. In this period, the considerable East-
West military buildup began to threaten the status of Scandinavia as a quiet
corner. There was some discussion of reviving proposals for a Nordic nuclear
weapons–free zone, which had been considered in the 1960s, but nothing
came of it.

Domestic developments in Scandinavia in the Cold War period were
characterized by various peculiarities. Scandinavian countries were long
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regarded as representing a type of universal welfare state with a large public
sector. They have all also been characterized as dominated by strong reformist
social democratic parties as well as by a fragmented bourgeois camp and
strong agrarian parties. Moreover, they have had a uniquely high degree of
trade unionization, with up to 80 percent of the workforce, even white-collar
workers, being organized in unions. Nonetheless, the capitalist and socialist
sectors worked together with a high degree of consensus during the entire
period of the Cold War.

Economically, in the Cold War the Scandinavian countries ranked among
the most prosperous nations of the world, but there were characteristic time
lags and substantial differences in economic structure. Sweden entered the
postwar period with its industrial plan intact, with accelerated growth and an
ever more pronounced tendency toward big business, unique for a country of
its size. Denmark, for many years closest to Sweden among the Scandinavian
states in terms of wealth, had a completely different economic structure based
on agriculture and small-scale food industries. Finland was handicapped
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because of its lack of participation in the Marshall Plan and the reparations
that it had to pay to the Soviet Union. A substantial portion of the Finnish
workforce relocated to Sweden during the first decades of the Cold War. Not
until the 1980s did Finland approach its Scandinavian neighbors economi-
cally or in regard to its welfare programs.

Norway has been characterized by its small industries. It owes its pres-
ent status as one of the richest countries in the world per capita to the oil pro-
duction in the North Sea begun in the 1970s. Finally, despite some attempts
of diversification, Iceland has been largely dependent on fishery, which left
that country economically vulnerable and placed it at the forefront of the
fight for the extension of exclusive economic maritime zones.

Given these differences in economic structure, attempts in the 1950s and
1960s to establish closer economic collaboration and a customs union among
the Scandinavian countries were doomed to failure. In part because of wel-
fare state nationalism and in part because of nonalignment in the Cold War,
the Scandinavian countries were hesitant to participate in the European
Integration Movement. Only Denmark, which was heavily dependent on
the export of agricultural products to the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG,
West Germany) and Great Britain, became a member of the European Com-
munity following a referendum in 1972. While the Norwegian elites were
also in favor of accession, 53.5 percent of the population rejected such a
move in the same year. Thus, while Denmark left the European Free Trade
Association (EFTA) in favor of the European Community (EC), Norway re-
mained in the EFTA, with Sweden and Iceland among the other members.
Finland was an associated member of the EFTA, but not until 1986 did the
Soviet Union allow Finland to join the organization as a regular member.

Norbert Götz
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Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) minister for develop-
ment aid (1961–1966), foreign minister and vice chancellor (1969–1974), and
president (1974–1979). Born in Solingen on 8 July 1919, Walter Scheel began
his career as a bank trainee. He served in the German military during World
War II and became a solicitor in Düsseldorf in 1948.

A member of the Free Democratic Party (FDP), Scheel entered the Diet
of his native state of North Rhine–Westphalia in 1950 and served in the Bun-
destag during 1953–1974. He was also a member of the European Parlia-
ment during 1958–1969. In November 1961, Chancellor Konrad Adenauer
appointed Scheel minister for economic cooperation, later retitled minister
for development aid. Together with fellow FDP ministers, he resigned his
post in October 1966 to protest tax increases proposed by Chancellor Lud-
wig Erhard.

Scheel was elected FDP chairman in January 1968 and became foreign
minister and vice chancellor in the Willy Brandt government on 21 October
1969. A strong supporter of Ostpolitik, Scheel helped normalize relations
with the Soviet Union and Poland and recognized the German Democratic
Republic (GDR, East Germany) with the 1972 Basic Treaty on mutual rela-
tions, which marked the end of the Hallstein Doctrine. He was elected pres-
ident on 15 May 1974. During his tenure, he proved to be an indefatigable
promoter of closer European cooperation. Scheel retired from politics in
June 1979.

Bert Becker
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U.S. director of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) during February–July
1973, secretary of defense during 1973–1975, and secretary of energy during
1977–1979. Born in New York City on 15 February 1929, James Schlesinger
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attended public schools before enrolling at Harvard, where he earned a doc-
torate in economics in 1956. He taught at the University of Virginia during
1956–1963, and during 1963–1969 he worked for the RAND Corporation, a
think tank.

Following Richard M. Nixon’s 1968 election as president, Schlesinger
took a position with the Bureau of the Budget, and in 1971 Nixon named
him chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission. In February 1973 Nixon
appointed Schlesinger director of the CIA, but he stayed only five months
before being confirmed as defense secretary that July.

Schlesinger’s tenure at the Department of Defense coincided with a
tense and troubled time in modern American history. The Vietnam War was
winding down, and the Watergate scandal had already begun to engulf the
Nixon administration. Schlesinger tried to maintain high defense budgets
at a time of economic stagnation, when Congress was intent on trimming
military spending. His efforts to increase defense spending were largely un-
successful. He also sought to keep pace with the Soviets in terms of strategic
nuclear weapons. Generally known as a hawkish hard-liner, he had doubts
about the efficacy of détente, the warming of relations between the United
States and the Soviet Union.

The most controversial part of Schlesinger’s time in office came during
the October 1973 Yom Kippur War. When several Arab countries launched a
surprise attack against Israel, the Jewish state requested American military
assistance. According to Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, Schlesinger de-
layed sending war matériel to Israel in U.S. aircraft for fear of offending Arab
nations, a charge that Schlesinger has strenuously denied. This led to a per-
manent rift between the two men, and Kissinger thereafter worked assidu-
ously to push Schlesinger out of the administration.

Following Nixon’s resignation in August 1974, Schlesinger stayed on in
President Gerald Ford’s cabinet. However, Schlesinger’s insistence on more
defense appropriations and his disagreements with Kissinger led Ford to re-
lieve Schlesinger of his post in November 1975. Schlesinger returned to pub-
lic life in October 1977 when President Jimmy Carter, a Democrat, named
him to be the first secretary of energy. At the time, the United States was still
reeling from the 1973–1974 energy crisis, and Carter was determined to im-
plement a cohesive energy policy to wean America off oil imports. By 1979,
however, Carter was unhappy with Schlesinger’s efforts to handle the second
energy crisis, precipitated by the 1979 Iranian Revolution and hostage crisis.
Carter replaced Schlesinger in July 1979.

Schlesinger has remained active in politics, writing books and lecturing
mostly on military and defense issues.

Justin P. Coffey
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Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) minister of the interior
(1961–1965), minister of defense (1969–1972), minister of economic affairs
(1972–1974), and chancellor (1974–1982). Born on 23 December 1918 in
Hamburg, Helmut Schmidt saw combat in the German Army during World
War II before being taken prisoner by British forces late in the conflict. Dur-

ing 1945–1949, he studied economics at the University of
Hamburg, earning a doctorate.

Schmidt joined the Social Democratic Party (SPD) in
1946 and was a civil servant in the state government of
Hamburg beginning in 1949. He served in the Bundestag
during 1953–1962 and in 1961 was appointed minister of
the interior, a position he held until 1965. As such, Schmidt
earned the reputation of a man of action after successfully
coordinating relief efforts during the disastrous 1962 floods.

In 1965, however, Schmidt reentered the Bundestag
and served the SDP in a number of leadership positions.
Chancellor Willy Brandt appointed him defense minister in
October 1969. When Brandt’s minister for economic affairs
and finance resigned under duress in July 1972, Schmidt
took on that position. He soon gained critical acclaim for
his economic policies. Upon the fall of the Brandt govern-
ment, Schmidt became chancellor on 16 May 1974. He
continued the Brandt coalition government and was re-
elected in 1976 and again in 1980.

During his tenure in office, Schmidt was confronted
with the increasing threat of terrorism. Violent attacks of
by the Red Army Faction, a far-leftist extremist group,
against officials and politicians during 1974–1977 put the
chancellor under enormous pressure to find solutions to
combat this extremism without compromising constitu-
tional liberties. Schmidt’s popularity reached its zenith in
October 1977 when West German forces freed all ninety-
one hostages aboard a German jetliner hijacked by Pales-
tinian terrorists in Somalia.

In foreign affairs, Schmidt managed to combine support
for West European integration with further rapprochement
with the East. He and French President Valéry Giscard
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d’Éstaing are generally regarded as the political architects of the 1979 Euro-
pean Monetary System, the precursor of the European Currency Unit (ECU)
and of the euro currency.

Regarding the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany),
Schmidt continued the Ostpolitik of his predecessors. The chancellor’s state
visit to East Germany in December 1981 raised expectations of a closer rap-
prochement but resulted in little progress on contentious issues. The down-
turn in U.S.-Soviet relations had already begun to affect Schmidt’s policy
options by the late 1970s, however. After the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) decided in 1979 to deploy new nuclear missiles, mainly in West
Germany, by late 1983 and to pursue Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces
(INF) reduction negotiations in the interim, Schmidt’s support of these pro-
posals not only adversely affected his negotiations with Soviet leader Leonid
Brezhnev in June 1980 but also caused a domestic backlash in Germany.
Nationwide antinuclear protests ultimately sparked the creation of the Green
Party as a new political force.

When Schmidt demonstrated little understanding of or tolerance for the
peace activists and environmentalists, many Germans saw him as being out
of touch. His political decline accelerated when a dispute with Free Demo-
cratic Party (FDP) Chairman Hans-Dietrich Genscher ensued over a program
to reduce unemployment, which led to the resignation of the four FDP min-
isters in September 1982. After the Bundestag passed a vote of no-confidence
against the chancellor in favor of the Christian Democratic Union (CDU)
leader Helmut Kohl on 1 October 1982, Schmidt resigned. In 1983 he became
co-editor of the weekly magazine Die Zeit and in 1985 a member of its man-
aging board, actively committing himself to writing on political topics.
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U.S. military facility that trained Latin American militaries and police forces
in counterinsurgency techniques during the Cold War. The School of the
Americas opened in 1946 as the U.S. Army Caribbean School at Fort Amador
in the Panama Canal Zone. The school was part of the larger U.S. Cold War
containment strategy for Latin America that included the 1947 Rio Pact, the
Organization of American States (OAS), and President Harry S. Truman’s
Point Four Program.

After World War II, Latin American militaries looked to the United
States to supply the training for their national armed forces, replacing former
French, Italian, and German military advisory groups. Particularly in the
Caribbean region that included Central America, the Caribbean islands, and
northern South America, the U.S. military sought to centralize its instruction
of Latin American officers at a single location in the Panama Canal Zone. Ini-
tially, most of the training at the Caribbean Army School was in conventional
warfare, unit exercises, and equipment maintenance. The school also taught
police surveillance and antiriot techniques. Fear of Soviet subversion of
Latin American labor movements and indigenous socialist parties became a
prime concern for U.S. policymakers in the 1950s. Thus, American instruc-
tors trained Latin American armies more for internal repression, the crushing
of possible procommunist coups, and the monitoring and suppression of left-
ist dissenters.

Following the successful 1959 Cuban Revolution, American concerns
over communist penetration of the Western Hemisphere heightened, as did
worries over the efficacy of leftist guerrilla movements championed by
Ernesto “Che” Guevara and other Fidelistas. Guevara’s activities unnerved
U.S. military officials, who had watched a ragtag group of Cuban radicals
defeat a 50,000-man Cuban Army that had been trained and equipped by the
United States. Under the aegis of President John F. Kennedy’s administra-
tion, counterinsurgency doctrine received greater emphasis in U.S. military
strategy. In 1963 Kennedy vastly expanded the U.S. Army Caribbean School,
renaming it the U.S. Army School of the Americas, and deployed the 8th
Special Forces Group to the Canal Zone to serve as instructors. The institu-
tion greatly increased the variety of its training programs that now concen-
trated on counterinsurgency, civic action, crowd control, psychological warfare,
and anticommunist ideology.

Critics of the School of the Americas assert that during this period the
school began its policy of training officers in the techniques of interrogation,
torture, kidnapping, assassination, and paramilitary terror tactics to be used in
thwarting communist insurgencies. From 1946 through the 1990s, the school
graduated nearly 60,000 officers. The school became a target of attack from
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Panamanian nationalists who saw the facility as a violation of U.S.-Panaman-
ian treaties that approved American military bases within the Canal Zone
for canal defense only, not for the continent-wide repression of dissent. In
1967, Bolivian units trained at the School of the Americas helped track down
and kill Guevara. During the 1960s, trainees from the school participated
in six different counterinsurgency campaigns against leftist guerrillas in Latin
America.

In the 1980s, the School of the Americas came under even sharper
scrutiny from human rights groups for its contribution to the U.S.-backed
counterinsurgency wars in El Salvador, Guatemala, and Nicaragua. Human
rights advocates such as Father Roy Bourgeois traced numerous atrocities
committed against Central American civilians back to commanders and units
trained by U.S. Green Berets at the School of the Americas. Links between
graduates of the school and right-wing death squads also abounded. Critics
increasingly referred to the institution as a “School for Assassins” or the
“School for Dictators.” Indeed, the school’s alumni included Panamanian
drug trafficker and dictator Manuael Noriega, Salvadoran death squad leader
Roberto D’Aubuisson, Argentine military junta leader Leopoldo Galtieri,
and Bolivian dictator Hugo Bánzer Suárez. Opposition to the school grew so
vociferous that in 1984 the Pentagon agreed to withdraw the School of the
Americas from the Canal Zone and transfer it to Fort Benning, Georgia,
where it continues operating to this day under the new name of the Western
Hemisphere Institute for Security Cooperation.

Michael E. Donoghue
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U.S. Air Force (USAF) general, commander of the Air Research and Devel-
opment Command (ARDC)/Air Force Systems Command (AFSC) during
1959–1966, and key leader in the development of USAF missile and space
capabilities. Born in Bremen, Germany, on 14 September 1910, Bernard
Schriever immigrated to the United States with his parents in 1917. He grad-
uated from Texas A&M University in 1931 and secured a U.S. Army com-
mission. He earned an MA degree in aeronautical engineering from Stanford
University in 1942.
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Schriever was initially commissioned in the field artillery but then
entered the U.S. Air Corps, earning his wings in June 1933. Prior to World
War II, he served as a pilot and engineering maintenance officer. During the
war, he flew B-17s in the Pacific theater and served in a number of staff posi-
tions, which led to duty at the U.S. Army Air Forces headquarters after the
war. He continued to serve in staff positions related to science and research
and development. He was promoted to brigadier general in June 1953.

In June 1954, Schriever became assistant to the commander of ARDC
and commander of the Western Development Division with responsibility
for the intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) program. He was promoted
to major general in December 1955. He supervised the production of the
first three classes of ICBMs: Atlas, Titan, and Minuteman. His responsibili-
ties expanded into the USAF space program, which he also guided to success
with the DISCOVERY/CORONA system. He moved up to command the ARDC in
1959 as a lieutenant general and remained in charge when the ARDC became
the AFSC in April 1961. He was promoted to full general on 1 July 1961.

Schriever retired in April 1966 and was active as a consultant. He also
founded the Urban Systems Associates. Often called the father of the air force
missile and space programs, he was honored when Falcon Air Force Base
outside Colorado Springs, Colorado, was renamed for him in 1998. Schriever
died in Washington, D.C., on 20 June 2005.
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Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) minister of the interior
(1953–1961), foreign minister (1961–1966), and minister of defense (1966–
1969). Born in Saarbrücken on 11 September 1910, Gerhard Schröder earned
his doctorate in law from the University of Bonn in 1934. He began his career
as an assistant at the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Foreign and International
Private Law, was a law clerk in 1936, and became a self-employed lawyer in
Berlin in 1939.

Immediately after World War II, Schröder worked for the provisional
government in the North Rhine Province of the British military occupation
government, but in 1947 he established himself as a lawyer in Düsseldorf. A
member of the Christian Democratic Union (CDU), he entered the Bun-
destag in September 1949. In his second cabinet, Chancellor Konrad Ade-
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nauer appointed Schröder minister of the interior in Octo-
ber 1953. He served in that post until November 1961. Dur-
ing his tenure, he pushed for a national emergency law,
which was enacted only after acrimonious debates in 1968.

In Adenauer’s fourth cabinet, Schröder became foreign
minister in November 1961, a position he held until Octo-
ber 1966. An unabashed Atlanticist, he promoted closer ties
with the United States, which was the major reason for his
long-running quarrel with Adenauer. Schröder agreed, how-
ever, with both Adenauer and Chancellor Ludwig Erhard
on the goals of enlarging the European Economic Com-
munity (EEC) and strengthening collaboration within the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Regarding
the Soviet bloc, Schröder showed some willingness to
modify the Hallstein Doctrine and to allow a gradual thaw
in relations with Eastern Europe in economic matters,
which he described as the “policy of movement.” West
German industrial interests strongly supported Schröder’s
attempt to open relations with Soviet satellites, resulting
in the opening of trade missions in four Eastern capitals
during 1963–1964.

During December 1966–October 1969, Schröder served
as minister of defense. During 1969–1980, he was chair-
man of the foreign committee of the Bundestag. Schröder
died on 31 December 1989 in Kampen, Germany.
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Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) Social Democratic Party
(SPD) politician and proponent of German unification. Born on 13 October
1895 in Kulm, Germany, Kurt Schumacher enlisted in the German Army at
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the outbreak of World War I and was severely wounded in December 1914.
Beginning in 1915, he studied law and economics, receiving his doctorate
from Münster University in 1920.

Schumacher joined the SPD in 1918 and served as editor of its news-
letter during 1920–1924. He was elected to the Württemberg Diet in 1924,
serving until 1931, and to the Reichstag in 1930, serving until 1933. He was
imprisoned much of the time during 1933–1944 because of his opposition to
Nazi rule.

In 1945, Schumacher became a driving force in the re-creation of the SPD,
proving to be a staunch opponent of the merging of the party with the Ger-
man Communist Party (KPD). The October 1946 merger agreement reached
with Otto Grotewohl, chairman of the German Democratic Republic (GDR,
East German) SPD, confirmed Schumacher’s status as the leading SPD
politician in Germany’s western occupation zones. After the fusion of the
SPD and KPD in the Soviet occupation zone, which brought the Socialist
Unity Party (SED) into being, Schumacher was elected chairman of the SPD
for West Germany and West Berlin. A member of the Parliamentary Council
since 1948, he supported the founding of West Germany but repeatedly
stressed its provisional character.

Schumacher’s campaign to become the first West German president
ended unsuccessfully in the September 1949 elections. As a member of the
Bundestag (lower house of parliament) since 1949 and especially as opposi-
tion leader of the SPD group, he became one of the strongest critics of Chan-
cellor Konrad Adenauer, whose policy of integrating West Germany into
the Western bloc was regarded by Schumacher as the main obstacle to Ger-
many’s reunification. Schumacher called Adenauer “the chancellor of the
Allies” during a parliamentary debate in November 1949 and was excluded
from a subsequent session. Schumacher not only opposed the dismantling of
Ruhr industry and the agreements on the Saar region but also fought against
the entry of West Germany into the European Council and against the
founding of the European Steel and Coal Community. In spring 1952, he
regarded the so-called Stalin Note, a Soviet propaganda proposal to reunite
Germany, as an important step forward, but Adenauer rejected Schumacher’s
demand to consider it seriously. Schumacher died in Bonn on 20 August 1952.
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French finance minister (1945–1947), premier (1947–1948), foreign minister
(1948–1952), justice minister (1955–1958), and founder of the European Coal
and Steel Community (ECSC). Born on 26 June 1986 in Luxembourg, the
son of a French Lorrainer and his Luxembourg wife, Robert Jean-Baptiste
Nicolas Schuman grew up in Luxembourg, speaking Luxembourgeois,
French, and German fluently. A brilliant student, he also learned Greek,
Latin, and English at the academically rigorous Atheneum. He then studied
law at the universities of Bonn, Berlin, and Munich, where he again excelled,
and in 1910 he began to practice law in Metz. During World War I he fought
in the German Army, and when Germany’s defeat returned Alsace-Lorraine
to France, he remained in Metz, specializing in German legal problems,
especially those arising from the region’s repeated transfers.

An austere bachelor and a devout Roman Catholic, in 1904 Schuman
joined the ultra-Catholic student organization Unitas and became a leading
Catholic layman. He was well versed in religious literature, and his pro-
nounced social conscience and commitment to democracy
made him a prominent founder of France’s Christian
Democrat political movement. In 1919 he joined the Cath-
olic Popular Democratic Party and won election to the
French Chamber of Deputies, remaining there for forty
years. When Germany invaded France in 1940, he refused
to join Marshal Henri Philippe Pétain’s collaborationist
Vichy government but instead returned to Alsace-Lorraine,
where his public condemnation of German expulsions of
French residents brought his arrest. Escaping the Gestapo,
Schuman participated in wartime resistance propaganda
efforts, helping to found the Mouvement républicain
populaire (MRP, Popular Republican Movement), France’s
Christian Democratic party.

As French governments rapidly succeeded each other
after liberation in 1944, Schuman spent two years as
finance minister and seven months as premier before serv-
ing as foreign minister from 1948 to 1952. His heritage,
liberal Catholicism, and democratic outlook all guided
his dedicated efforts to encourage West European recon-
ciliation. Working closely with Jean Monnet, on 9 May 1950
Schuman issued the Schuman Declaration, a public appeal
to other European nations to create the ECSC, which
evolved into the European Economic Community (EEC)
in 1957 and subsequently the European Union (EU). By
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integrating key sectors of the French, German, Italian, and Benelux
economies, the ECSC greatly reduced the possibility of future European
hostilities.

From 1955 to 1958 Schuman was French justice minister and from 1955
to 1961 president of the European Movement. In 1958 he became the first
president of the European Parliamentary Assembly in Strasbourg, France,
retiring in 1961. Schuman died at Scy-Chazelles, Lorraine, France, on 4 Sep-
tember 1963. In the early twenty-first century, he was under serious consid-
eration for beatification as a Roman Catholic saint.

Priscilla Roberts
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Proposal announced on 9 May 1950 by French Foreign Minister Robert Schu-
man whereby France and Germany would pool their coal and steel indus-
tries. The plan was designed to eliminate eighty years of Franco-German
rivalry, which had contributed to two world wars. It also marked the first step
toward West European political and economic integration.

Schuman and Jean Monnet, France’s leading proponent of European
integration, argued that the Schuman Plan would transform intra-European
relations in numerous ways. First, Franco-German production of heavy
industry would necessitate joint control of the mineral-rich Ruhr and Saar
regions, the geographical bone of contention between France and Germany.
A basis of trust would thus be created between the French, who still feared
another attack by Germany, and the Germans, who were concerned about
permanent dismemberment by a vengeful former enemy.

Second, the successful implementation of the Schuman Plan would essen-
tially solve the German problem by forcing the Federal Republic of Ger-
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many (FRG, West Germany) to surrender much of its sovereignty in favor of
integration into a larger European community. It was hoped that such an
arrangement would stanch German militarism in the future. Yet Schuman
and Monnet assured Germany that should the plan go forward, it would
serve as the first step toward a mutual defense pact that would assuage its
fears of permanent disarmament. This would later be proposed as the Euro-
pean Defense Community (EDC).

Third, the plan symbolized European integrationists’ vision of a supra-
national organization that would transcend the nationalism they believed had
stoked two world wars. Politically, therefore, Western Europe would become
unified. Finally, the Schuman Plan could ultimately establish an economic
bloc rivaling the United States and the Soviet Union.

Informed of the proposal on 8 May 1950, German Chancellor Konrad
Adenauer agreed that the Schuman Plan was based on equal rights for both
nations and removed the Saar question from traditional Franco-German
rivalry. He quickly wrote the French foreign minister and pledged that he
would strongly urge West Germany’s Bundestag (lower house of parliament)
to approve the plan. Within days, the United States and Italy declared their
approval, with the Benelux countries (Belgium, the Netherlands, and Lux-
embourg) not far behind. After nearly a month of negotiations, the British
signed off on it, and on 3 June 1950 a joint communiqué was issued announc-
ing mutual acceptance of the plan. On 18 April 1951, France, West Germany,
Italy, and the Benelux countries signed the Schuman Treaty, thereby creating
the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC).

Chris Tudda
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Medical missionary, musician, theologian, and philosopher. Born in Kaysers-
berg, Upper Alsace (French territory then occupied by Germany), on 14
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January 1875, the eldest son of a Lutheran pastor, Albert
Schweitzer studied music and became an accomplished
organist. In 1899 he was awarded a doctorate in philosophy
by the University of Strasbourg. He remained at the uni-
versity as a professor and administrator until 1913. In 1906
he published The Quest of the Historical Jesus, which dealt
with the major scholarly writings on Jesus Christ, and The
Art of German and French Organ Builders and Players. He also
produced the widely used performance edition of Bach’s
organ works (1912–1914).

In 1905 Schweitzer began medical studies at the Uni-
versity of Strasbourg with the aim of becoming a mission
doctor. In 1913 he received his medical degree and set out
for Lambarene, Gabon, in French Equatorial Africa. There
he founded the Albert Schweitzer Hospital to treat the
inhabitants of that area. Although the hospital and his
treatment methods were often criticized by outsiders as
being colonial, Schweitzer continued to operate the hos-
pital and treat thousands of African patients. He also con-
tinued to study philosophy and took a keen interest in
world problems.

In 1923 Schweitzer wrote Kulturphilosophie (Philosophy
of Civilization), setting forth his personal philosophy of the
reverence for life, an ethical system based on the mutual
respect of all living things. He used this philosophy to
guide not only his hospital work but also his everyday

life. He would later expound on it via several philosophical and theological
publications.

In 1952, Schweitzer was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize. From the 1950s
on, he spoke out against nuclear weapons and urged world leaders to stop
nuclear weapons testing. Schweitzer died at Lambarene on 4 September 1965.

Carrie A. Lewis
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Established in 1945, Romania’s secret police service, popularly known as the
Securitate, went under the official title of Departamentul Securitabt cii Statului
(DSS, Department of State Security) during 1978–1989 and was allied with
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the Departamentul de Informat cii Externe (DIE, Department of External
Information), the main foreign intelligence service. Upon the fall of the
Romanian communist regime in December 1989, the Securitate was propor-
tionately the largest secret police force in Eastern Europe.

In April 1945, Petru Groza, Romania’s Moscow-appointed prime minis-
ter, signed an order establishing the Serviciul Special de Informat cii (SSI,
Special Information Service) to replace the World War II Sigurant ca. Initially
directed by agents from the Soviet People’s Commissariat for Interior Affairs
(NKVD), the SSI dealt with both foreign and domestic intelligence, while
military intelligence fell to the Army General Staff under Soviet Military
Intelligence (GRU). Under Interior Minister Teohari Georgescu and Securi-
tate head Lieutenant General Gheorghe Pintilie, the SSI was renamed the
Direct cia Generalab a Securitabt cii Poporului (DGSP, General Directorate for
People’s Security) in 1948. Expansions in 1949 included setting up special
security troops and a militia to replace the police and gendarmerie, and, in
1950, a Directorate for Labor Units to oversee some 180,000 inmates of con-
centration camps throughout Romania. In 1951, a body for foreign intelli-
gence was set up in the renamed Direct cia Generalab a Securitabt cii Statuliu
(DGSS, General Directorate of State Security). Throughout these changes,
Alexandru Drabghici, who controlled both the Ministry of the Interior (1953–
1965) and the short-lived Ministry of State Security, maintained a firm grip
on the Securitate. The 1964 withdrawal of Soviet counselors marked the
agency’s increasing independence from Moscow. Following the 1965 death
of party leader Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, Nicolae Ceaus cescu continued a
nationalist line, purging NKVD agents and deposing Pintilie and Draghici.
The DIE became a separate body in 1972, and in 1978, the DGSS, now
known as the DSS, was reorganized in nine directorates. As Romania’s pri-
mary foreign intelligence organization, the DIE worked closely with the
Ministry of the Interior, the Securitate, and the Directorate for Military
Intelligence (DIA). The 1978 defection of DIE deputy director Lieutenant
General Ion Pacepa led to a major purge of personnel and, upon his debriefing
by U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) agents, the cooling of Romanian-
U.S. relations.

Moreover, the December 1989 overthrow of Ceaus cescu highlighted the
Securitate’s weakness. Although it is uncertain to what extent Securitate
forces were primarily responsible for violence before and immediately after
Ceauscescu’s overthrow, allegations persist that former Securitate agents have
retained powerful positions, particularly in the Ministry for Foreign Trade
and in private import-export businesses.

Anna M. Wittmann
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Multinational and multiphase discussions dealing primarily with the dimin-
ishment of East-West tensions in Europe and human rights issues. The Con-
ference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) first convened on
3 July 1973 and was attended by thirty-five European and North American
states. The CSCE provided critical momentum for sweeping political and
social changes in the Soviet bloc that would significantly influence the end of
the Cold War.

The Soviets, seeking formal recognition of their post–World War II bor-
ders, had sought a European security conference since 1954. West European
countries had resisted such a conference, concerned that it might strengthen
the Soviets’ international position and potentially divide the Western alliance.
By the late 1960s, however, widespread public interest in reducing East-
West antagonism led West European governments to reconsider their posi-
tion. Moreover, the Soviet Union removed a significant obstacle to the
conference by indicating that it would not oppose American or Canadian
participation.

The outcome was a complex, drawn-out period of diplomacy divided
into four phases: the Helsinki Consultations to determine the timing and
agenda of the conference from 22 November 1972 to 8 June 1973, the six-
day meeting of foreign ministers formally launching the CSCE from 3 July to
8 July 1973, the principal negotiations of the Geneva stage from 29 August
1973 to 21 July 1975, and the final summit from 30 July 1975 to 1 August
1975 during which representatives from the thirty-five states convened in
Helsinki and signed the Helsinki Final Act.

The CSCE negotiations centered around four so-called baskets of issues.
The first dealt with ten principles guiding relations in Europe, including
the inviolability of frontiers, the territorial integrity of states, and the peace-
ful settlement of disputes. The first basket also incorporated confidence-
building measures such as advanced notification of military troop maneuvers.
The second basket addressed economic, scientific, and technological coop-
eration among CSCE states, while the third concentrated on humanitarian
issues such as the reunification of families, improved working conditions for
journalists, and increased cultural exchanges. The fourth basket focused on
follow-up procedures.

The fourth basket extended the CSCE by stipulating that a follow-up
meeting be held in 1977 in Belgrade, Yugoslavia, to assess the progress made
toward fulfilling the terms of the Helsinki Final Act. The principal accom-
plishment of the Belgrade meeting (4 October 1977–9 March 1978) was the
initiation of a process of review whereby countries that did not meet the
terms of the Helsinki agreement, particularly its human rights provisions,
could be held publicly accountable. Such reviews were held in a number of
subsequent meetings that became known as the Helsinki Process. Despite
the value of the follow-up meetings, however, some policymakers were con-
cerned that the often acrimonious nature of the review process threatened
the central goal of the CSCE, namely the reduction of tensions in Europe.
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The Madrid review meeting (11 November 1980–9 September 1983)
made little further progress in decreasing East-West tension or improving
human rights, largely because of external events such as the imposition of
martial law in Poland in December 1981 and the Soviet downing of KAL
Flight 007 on 1 September 1983. The Vienna meeting from 11 November
1986 to 19 January 1989 produced significant accomplishments related to
human rights issues, especially the right of people to emigrate, religious tol-
erance, the upholding of the rights of national minorities, and the removal of
restrictions on foreign broadcasting. The Vienna meeting exemplified how the
CSCE successfully linked human rights with other elements of East-West
relations, and the agreement there to hold a conference on human rights in
Moscow signaled the extent to which the Helsinki Process had encouraged
and facilitated progress on these issues in states such as the Soviet Union.

The emphasis on the protection of human rights, as pursued by the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the neutral and nonaligned
countries through the Helsinki Process, ultimately paved the way for the
political and social transformations in Eastern Europe that marked the end of
the Cold War. The CSCE summit meeting in Paris (19–21 November 1990)
recognized, for the first time, the fundamental political and social changes
that had occurred in Europe in the fifteen years since the signing of the
Helsinki Final Act. In Paris, the leaders of the CSCE nations, including a
now-reunified Germany, signed the Charter for a New Europe, recognizing
the end of confrontation in Europe and, as the charter proclaimed, a new era
of “democracy, peace, and unity.”

Beyond the influential review meetings, the CSCE encouraged regular
East-West engagement, forging connections that bridged some of the deep
divisions in Europe with targeted discussions on issues such as scientific
cooperation, the peaceful settlement of disputes, and security in the Mediter-
ranean. These talks, known as experts’ meetings, maintained connections
between Western and Eastern countries. In addition, neutral and nonaligned
CSCE signatories often played an important role in brokering compromises
between the two sides.

Sarah B. Snyder
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U.S. Foreign Service officer and one of the so-called Old China Hands. Born
in China to American missionary parents on 8 August 1909, John Service
grew up in Sichuan Province, attended high school in Shanghai, and studied
art history at Oberlin College in Ohio. He returned to China in 1922 and, fol-
lowing a brief time in banking, joined the American Foreign Service. When
the Japanese entered Beijing, he helped escort Americans to safety. Assigned
to the new Guomindang (GMD, Nationalist) capital at Congqing as a politi-
cal officer in 1941, his task was to gather information on all Chinese political
parties and factions, including the communists. Service knew China well and
had great insight regarding events there.

In the communist witch-hunt hysteria of the early Cold War period, Sen-
ator Joseph R. McCarthy attacked Service and other China Hands, includ-
ing John Carter Vincent, John Paton Davies, and Oliver Edmund Clubb.
Accused of being soft on communism, Service had in fact reported truthfully
on corruption in Jiang Jieshi’s Nationalist government. Service had also pre-
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U.S. Foreign Service officer John Stewart Service, whose career was ruined as a result of false accusations against him.
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dicted a civil war that would lead to a communist victory if things were not
changed.

Contrary to the charges made by the far Right, the China Hands did not
welcome communism. They simply urged that U.S. pressure be brought to
bear on Jiang and, failing that, advocated a policy of American neutrality
in what was an inevitable civil conflict. Had their advice been heeded, the
United States would probably have been able to maintain diplomatic rela-
tions with China. Certainly the charge that Service and other Foreign Ser-
vice officials “lost” China was patently ridiculous. The Chinese themselves
accomplished that.

In February 1950, Senator McCarthy specifically charged Service with
being “a known associate and collaborator with communists.” Although Ser-
vice was subsequently cleared by a Senate committee, a Loyalty Review
Board named by President Harry S. Truman said that there was “reasonable
doubt as to his loyalty,” and Secretary of State Dean G. Acheson dismissed
Service the same day. In 1956 the U.S. Supreme Court ruled 8–0 (one justice
took no part in the case) that the board had no right to review the State
Department’s findings and that Acheson had no right to dismiss him. Service
then rejoined the State Department, retiring from an obscure post in the
Liverpool, England, consulate in 1962.

Service then earned a master’s degree at the University of California,
Berkeley, and became library curator of its Center for Chinese Studies. With
the 1970s thaw in relations between the United States and the People’s
Republic of China (PRC), Service visited China, even meeting with Chinese
Prime Minister Zhou Enlai in 1971. Service also published several books on
China. He died in Oakland, California, on 3 February 1999.

Spencer C. Tucker
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An anticolonial uprising in Algeria that signaled the start of a liberation
movement culminating in Algerian independence in 1962. On 8 May 1945, as
much of the world celebrated the end of World War II in Europe, riots broke
out among the Berber population of the city of Sétif in the Department of
Constantine in Algeria. It began as just another victory parade, which had
been approved by the French authorities.
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Because 8 May was a market day, it attracted many Berbers from around
the city who nursed long-standing grievances with the European settlers
over the seizure of their ancestral lands. While marchers did carry posters
proclaiming the Allied victory, there were also placards calling on Muslims to
unite against the French for the release of nationalist leader Ahmed Messali
Hadj and death to Frenchmen and Jews. Early in the parade a French plain-
clothes policeman pulled a revolver and shot to death a young marcher car-
rying an Algerian flag. This touched off a bloody rampage, often referred to
as the Sétif Massacre.

Muslims attacked Europeans and their property, and violence quickly
spread to outlying areas. The French authorities then unleashed a violent
crackdown that included Foreign Legionnaires and Senegalese troops, tanks,
air force planes, and even naval gunfire from a cruiser in the Mediterranean
Sea. Settler militias and local vigilantes supported the authorities and took
a number of prisoners from jails and executed them. Major French military
operations lasted two weeks, while smaller actions continued for a month.
An estimated 4,500 Algerians were arrested, of whom 99 were sentenced to
death and another 64 were given life imprisonment. Casualty figures remain
in dispute. At least 100 Europeans died. The official French figure of Mus-
lim dead was 1,165, but this is certainly too low, and figures as high as 10,000
have been cited.

In March 1946 the French government announced a general amnesty and
released many of the Sétif detainees, including moderate nationalist leader
Ferhat Abbas, although his Friends of the Manifesto and Liberty political
party was dissolved. The fierce nature of the French repression of the upris-
ing was based on a perception that any leniency would be interpreted as
weakness and only encourage further unrest.

The Sétif Uprising, which was not followed by any meaningful French
reform, drove a wedge between the two communities in Algeria. Europeans
now distrusted Muslims, and the Muslims never forgave the violence of the
repression. French authorities did not understand the implications of this
and were thus caught by surprise when a rebellion began in Algeria in No-
vember 1954.

Thomas D. Veve and Spencer C. Tucker
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Albanian military leader and premier of Albania (1954–1981). Born in Corush
in southern Albania on 10 January 1913, Mehmet Shehu graduated from the
American Vocational School in Tirana in 1932 with a degree in agriculture.
He also briefly attended the Naples Military Academy in Italy before being
expelled for his communist sympathies. During the Spanish Civil War
(1936–1939), he served in the International Brigades on the Republican side.
Like many soldiers who fought for the Republican cause, he spent time in
French internment camps, remaining there until 1942.

Shehu returned to Albania in 1942 and joined Enver Hoxha’s military
operations against the Italians, Germans, and noncommunist partisans. Shehu
became a brigade commander in 1941 and was promoted to division com-
mand that same year. In 1943 he was elected a member of the Albanian
Communist Party’s Central Committee. The following year he became a
member of the Albanian provisional government.

After the end of World War II, Shehu received advanced military train-
ing in Moscow and was named Albanian Army chief of staff in July 1946.
Together with Hoxha, Shehu vociferously opposed Albania’s incorporation
into Yugoslavia. Hoxha removed him from office in December 1947, appar-
ently under pressure by Coci Xoxe, leader of the pro-Yugoslav faction. Shehu
was politically rehabilitated in 1948 and led the infamous purges of the
Albanian Communist Party during 1948–1951.

A member of the Central Committee and Politburo beginning in 1948,
during 1949–1954 Shehu served as deputy chairman of the Council of Min-
isters, minister of internal affairs, and head of the Albanian police. He became
prime minister in 1954 and was then subordinate in Albania only to Hoxha.

Shehu significantly shaped both Albanian foreign and domestic policy,
including helping to create the Albanian-Chinese alliance in 1961 that lasted
until the mid-1970s. Domestically, he helped collectivize agriculture, nation-
alize industry, and institute universal health care and education. From the
mid-1970s on, however, he came to oppose Hoxha’s policy of increasing
Albania’s isolationism and self-sufficiency. In 1981 the power struggle between
Hoxha and Shehu was resolved with Shehu’s death, allegedly a suicide, in
Tirana on 17 December 1981. Many believe that it was in fact a political
assassination ordered by Hoxha, who claimed that Shehu was an agent of the
U.S., Soviet, and Yugoslav governments.

Robert N. Stacy
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American admiral and chief of naval operations. Born in Merrimack, New
Hampshire, on 30 October 1896, Forrest Sherman graduated second in his
United States Naval Academy class of 1917 and saw convoy escort service in
World War I. He soon switched to naval aviation and thereafter remained a
strong advocate for naval airpower. In May 1942 during World War II, he
earned command of the aircraft carrier Wasp. While in support of the Guadal-
canal campaign, he lost the Wasp to a Japanese submarine in September
1942. He survived the career blemish and was named chief of staff to Admi-
ral John H. Towers, commander of the Pacific Fleet’s air arm. Sherman then
joined Admiral Chester Nimitz’s staff as head of the War Plans Division.

Sherman made a substantial contribution to the navy’s Cold War role.
Promoted to vice admiral in December 1945, he served as deputy chief of
naval operations under Nimitz during 1945–1947 and urged the navy to adopt
a balanced force capable of global reach. Sherman served as the navy’s rep-
resentative during negotiations that helped unify the military services under
the Defense Department in 1947. He advocated a permanent American naval
presence in the Mediterranean Sea to counter Soviet moves in the Balkans.
In December 1947, he assumed command of the U.S. Sixth Task Fleet in the
Mediterranean.

Sherman was named chief of naval operations on 2 November 1949 in
the wake of the disaster of the Revolt of the Admirals and began the task of

restoring naval morale. He proved himself a powerful chief
and began to carve out a strong role for the navy in the
Cold War. He backed the carrier task force as central to
the navy’s Cold War mission and saw the need for future
supercarriers. He also supported the expansion of the navy
to meet other traditional missions, such as antisubmarine
warfare, and saw a place for nuclear-powered vessels in the
navy’s future.

Sherman became the dominant member among the
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). With the outbreak of the Korean
War, he was a reluctant supporter of Douglas MacArthur’s
Inchon operation but convinced the JCS to endorse the
plan. He supported President Harry S. Truman’s decision to
remove MacArthur from Korean command. Still serving as
chief of naval operations, Sherman died in Naples, Italy, on
22 July 1951 while on a diplomatic mission concerning U.S.
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) basing rights.

Thomas D. Veve
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Soviet foreign minister (1985–1990, 1991), chairman of the Georgian State
Council (1992–1995), and president of Georgia (1995–2003). Born on 25 Jan-
uary 1928 in the Georgian village of Mamati, Eduard Shevardnadze gradu-
ated from the Party School of the Communist Party Central Committee in
1951 and from the Kutaisi Pedagogical Institute in 1959. He then became
an instructor for the Komsomol (Communist Union of Youth). Joining the
Communist Party in 1948, he rose quickly through its ranks. He became a
member of the Georgian Supreme Soviet in 1959.

During 1961–1964 Shevardnadze served as a party regional secretary,
and during 1964–1965 he was deputy minister of internal affairs for Georgia.
He became minister of internal affairs of Georgia in 1965, a post he held until
1972. During this period, Shevardnadze reformed Georgian agriculture, cre-
ating new incentives for farmers and boosting production. He was also respon-
sible for firing and imprisoning hundreds of officials in his fight against
bureaucratic corruption, earning him the reputation of a merciless opponent
of corruption and inefficiency. He also forced government officials to give
up properties that they had attained through bribery and other illegal means.
He firmly believed that the Soviet economy would never move forward if
corruption continued to plague the system.

In 1972, Shevardnadze was appointed first secretary of the Georgian
Communist Party, a post he occupied until 1985. There too he continued his
fight against corruption. He became a member of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) in 1976. In 1977 Soviet
authorities conducted a series of crackdowns against human rights activists,
jailing many of the movement’s top figures. Shevardnadze’s Georgian gov-
ernment participated in the crackdowns, and among those jailed was Zviad
Gamsakhurdia, who in May 1991 would become the first democratically
elected president of the independent Republic of Georgia. In 1978, She-
vardnadze was promoted to candidate member status of the Soviet Politburo,
which functioned as the central policymaking and governing body of the
CPSU. That same year he was awarded the Order of Lenin for his honesty,
integrity, and political courage.

In 1985, new Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev appointed Shevardnadze
minister of foreign affairs after the resignation of Andrey Gromyko. Shevard-
nadze also became a full member of the CPSU Politburo. As foreign minister,
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he played an important role in ending the Cold War. He
reformed Soviet foreign policymaking, implementing
Gorbachev’s policies. These included withdrawing from
Afghanistan, developing new arms control strategies, estab-
lishing ties with Israel, negotiating German reunification,
and allowing for the democratization of Eastern Europe.
Shevardnadze rejected all aid requests by communist
leaders in Eastern Europe when revolutions and democra-
tization swept their countries, allowing for a smooth and
relatively bloodless transition to democracy in the region.

These actions, however, made Shevardnadze many
enemies in Moscow. Nonetheless, he adhered to a strict
policy of liberalization, which gradually separated him from
Gorbachev’s incrementalist policy of preserving a socialist
system. Because of these differences and growing criticism
from Communist Party hard-liners, Shevardnadze resigned
his post in December 1990 and warned that the nation was
headed toward dictatorship. Following his resignation,
an unsuccessful coup by communist hard-liners in August
1991 seemed to prove that Shevardnadze’s prediction was
correct. He returned to the post of foreign minister in
November 1991 but resigned together with Gorbachev in
December when the Soviet Union was officially dissolved.

In March 1992, Shevardnadze became head of an
interim Georgian government following the ouster of Pres-
ident Gamsakhurdia. In 1995, Shevardnadze survived an
assassination attempt and that same year was elected pres-

ident of the Republic of Georgia by a comfortable margin. He survived a sec-
ond assassination attempt in 1998. In 2000 he won a controversial presidential
election that was immediately followed by accusations of vote rigging. In
November 2003, Shevardnadze was forced to resign the presidency after
huge demonstrations showed that he had lost much of his political clout.

Arthur M. Holst
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Japanese diplomat and foreign minister (1943–1946, 1954–1957). Born in
O Mita Prefecture on 29 July 1887, Shigemitsu Mamoru graduated from Tokyo
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University in 1911. He then joined the Foreign Ministry and served as an
advisor to the Japanese delegation to the 1919 Paris Peace Conference and as
consul general in Shanghai. He joined other Japanese diplomats after the
conference in arguing for a more forceful Japanese foreign policy.

Shigemitsu was counselor to the Foreign Ministry during 1920–1924,
chief secretary to the embassy in China during 1925–1927, and consul gen-
eral in Shanghai during 1927–1930. In 1931 he became Japanese minister to
China. Following the Manchurian Incident that same year, he sought direct
talks with China rather than see the matter referred to the League of Nations.
In April 1932 he was badly wounded (losing a foot) in an assassination attempt
by a Korean nationalist.

As deputy foreign minister during 1933–1936, Shigemitsu devoted him-
self to Japan’s relations with China. Resigning over the failure of his hard-
line approach, he was subsequently Japanese ambassador to the Soviet Union
(1936–1938), Great Britain (1938–1941), and the Wang Jingwei government
in China during 1942. Shigemitsu opposed the Tripartite Military Pact that
bound Japan to Germany and Italy.

Shigemitsu became foreign minister in the cabinet headed by TomjomHideki
in 1943 and remained in that post in the subsequent Koiso Kuniaki and
Higashikuni Naruhiko cabinets. As such, Shigemitsu signed the World War II
capitulation agreement aboard the U.S. battleship Missouri on 2 September
1945. The next year, he was arrested and detained as a Class A war criminal.
Sentenced to seven years in Sugamo Prison, he was released in 1950.

Shigemitsu was elected to the Japanese Diet in 1952. In 1954 he
assumed the posts of both deputy prime minister and foreign minister in the
Hatoyama Ichirom cabinet. In this post, Shigemitsu worked to restore diplo-
matic relations between Japan and the Soviet Union and to gain Japanese
entry into the United Nations (UN), both of which occurred in 1956.
Shigemitsu died in Yugawara in Kanagawa Prefecture on 26 January 1957.

Tomoyuki Takemoto and Spencer C. Tucker
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Rural-based guerrilla organization founded in Peru and operational since 1980.
Conceptually, Sendero Luminoso (Shining Path) developed in Peru during
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the 1960s. First established at a Peruvian regional university, the group was
the result of frustration with a corrupt and unresponsive political system
and the ambition of intellectuals to put theory into practice. Shining Path’s
key leader was Abimael Guzmán Reynoso, who headed the School of Edu-
cation at the University of San Cristobal de Huamanga. During the 1960s,
Guzmán, also known as “Chairman Gonzalo,” recruited a core group of like-
minded activists. They distinguished themselves from other Marxist groups
by promoting a Maoist line of thought and action that reflected the split in
the Cominform between the Soviet Union and China.

The adoption of a Maoist line, which Guzmán labeled “Marxist-Leninist–
Maoist-Gonzalo Thought,” fit Peru well, for its peasant population remained
sizable and isolated from political affairs. As Shining Path developed, its
leaders developed a strategy of action that involved the mobilization of the
peasantry in a revolutionary struggle against international and domestic “op-
pressors of the people.”

The organization used its strength among the student population to
dominate university administrations into the 1970s. Graduates of the School
of Education sought positions in rural schools, where they used their class-
rooms to develop community connections for Shining Path. Guzmán and other
leaders deepened their connections with China and soon expanded their
field operations beyond the university. The failure of government reforms,
in particular land redistribution and rural economic development programs,
convinced the Shining Path hierarchy that the revolutionary potential of the
peasantry was as yet underdeveloped.

Believing that they could serve as a catalyst for a rural revolution that
would expand and strangle the urban centers of capitalist exploitation, Shin-
ing Path’s leaders launched its first military operation in 1980, working to
create centers of revolutionary activity throughout the Andean highland
region. Shining Path reorganized peasant communities and extracted cash
and material goods from “liberated” and other communities by force.

Peru’s civilian governments initially proved incapable of meeting Shin-
ing Path’s challenge. The election of President Alberto Fujimori in 1990,
however, changed that. Fujimori suspended constitutional government and
launched an ambitious campaign against Shining Path and other guerrilla
organizations then in operation in other parts of Peru. His government also
requested help and received aid from the United States to train the military
and police forces in antiguerrilla tactics. The United States provided addi-
tional support for campaigns against cocoa production, which increased the
presence of security forces in rural areas. In addition, the Peruvian govern-
ment trained and equipped peasant forces to separate Shining Path from its
popular peasant base.

The Fujimori administration’s war against Shining Path achieved suc-
cess rather quickly. Peruvian forces captured Guzmán in 1992, and a series
of subsequent antiguerrilla campaigns destroyed Shining Path’s military
capabilities. While still nominally active, Shining Path no longer represents
a significant challenge to the Peruvian government.

Daniel Lewis
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U.S. secretary of labor (1969–1970), secretary of the treasury (1972–1974),
and secretary of state (1982–1989). Born in Englewood, New Jersey, on 13
December 1920, George Shultz was the son of a New York businessman. He
majored in economics at Princeton University and graduated in 1942. He
then joined the U.S. Marine Corps, serving in the Pacific theater as an
artillery officer and ending World War II as a captain. After demobilization, in
1949 Shultz obtained a doctorate in industrial economics from the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology, where he subsequently taught industrial
relations, and then in 1957 began teaching at the University of Chicago.

Under Republican President Richard Nixon, Shultz served successively
as secretary of labor (1969–1970), the first director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget (1970–1972), and secretary of the
treasury (1972–1974). He resigned in March 1974 to be-
come vice president of the Bechtel Corporation, an inter-
national construction company, where he remained until
1982.

In June 1982 Shultz became Republican President
Ronald Reagan’s second and last secretary of state, replac-
ing the forceful but divisive Alexander M. Haig and adopt-
ing a low-key, nonconfrontational style. Even so, Shultz’s
cautious readiness to negotiate arms control agreements
with the Soviet Union brought repeated clashes with the
more hawkish secretary of defense, Caspar Weinberger, who
favored major increases in weapons systems.

Shultz’s tenure in office saw the emergence in 1985 of
Mikhail Gorbachev as Soviet general secretary. Gorbachev
was a conciliatory leader who became increasingly com-
mitted to reducing his country’s international military
commitments and improving U.S.-Soviet relations. Shultz,
initially somewhat skeptical and inclined to discounte-
nance the more optimistic Reagan’s readiness in his 1986
Reykjavík meeting with Gorbachev to consider abolish-
ing all nuclear weapons, nonetheless negotiated the 1987
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, designed
to remove all such weapons from Europe. In 1988 the
Soviets also concluded an agreement to withdraw all their
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forces from Afghanistan, where they had been at war since 1979 with U.S.-
backed mujahideen guerrillas.

From the time Shultz took office, initiatives to resolve or at least ease the
entrenched disputes dividing between Israel and its Arab opponents after
Israel’s June 1982 invasion of Lebanon were one of his major preoccupations.
Except in Afghanistan, the warming in U.S.-Soviet relations had relatively
little impact on the nearly intractable Middle Eastern situation. Shultz drafted
the September 1982 Reagan Plan envisaging partial Israeli withdrawal from
occupied territory in return for Arab acceptance and respect for Israeli
security interests, proposals that the Israeli government strongly rejected.
Throughout his years in office, Shultz repeatedly but unsuccessfully tried to
broker similar schemes. In December 1988 he prevailed upon Palestine Lib-
eration Organization (PLO) leader Yasir Arafat to renounce the use of terror-
ism, a stance enabling the United States to open direct talks with the PLO,
but Arafat failed to force his more radical followers to respect this stance, and
within a year the U.S.-PLO talks broke down.

Shultz was a determined opponent of international terrorism and of
governments, including those of Libya and Iran, that sponsored such tactics.
After a suicide bomber from the Iranian-sponsored radical Islamic Hezbol-
lah group attacked the barracks of the U.S. Marine Corps peacekeeping
force in Beirut, Lebanon, in October 1983, killing 241 American service-
men, Shultz began to press Reagan to respond forcefully to such attacks on
Americans. Shultz supported the use of force as well as military and eco-
nomic sanctions, not just against individual terrorists but also against states
that sponsored terrorism. He applauded Reagan’s readiness in 1985 to
employ military personnel to capture Palestinian hijackers of the Ameri-
can cruise ship Achille Lauro and to mount bombing raids on Libya in April
1986.

Shultz opposed and was therefore deliberately left in ignorance of efforts
by National Security Advisor Robert McFarlane and others based in the Rea-
gan White House to sell arms to the fundamentalist Islamic regime in Iran
and surreptitiously use the proceeds to fund the activities of anticommunist
Contra guerrillas in Nicaragua. The ensuing scandal, which broke in 1986,
damaged but did not destroy Reagan’s presidency, and his final years in
office saw further incremental warming in U.S.-Soviet relations, which came
to full fruition under his successor, George H. W. Bush.

Shultz retired at the end of Reagan’s presidency and became a senior
fellow at the conservative Hoover Institution in Palo Alto, California. In
retirement he has written lengthy memoirs.

Priscilla Roberts
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King (1941–1954), prime minister (1955–1960), and head of state (1960–1970,
1975–1978, 1991–2004) of Cambodia. Born on 31 October 1922 in Phnom
Penh to Cambodian King Norodom Suramarit and Queen Sisowath Kosawak,
Norodom Sihanouk was educated in French primary schools in Indochina
and spent two years studying at the French Cavalry and Armored School at
Saumur, France, during 1946–1948. In November 1941 he became King of
Cambodia. In 1945 while Cambodia was still under Japanese occupation, he
proclaimed his country independent from French colonial rule. When the
French returned after the Japanese surrender, however, they attempted to
reassert control by minimizing Sihanouk’s influence. He soon realized that
only by championing independence from France could he maintain his pop-
ularity and power.

When the 1954 Geneva Conference formally granted Cambodian inde-
pendence and called for free elections, Sihanouk abdicated the throne the next
year in favor of his father. Sihanouk subsequently won a referendum and
became prime minister in March 1955. Immensely popular among the peas-
antry, he strongly championed neutrality as the war in Vietnam escalated.
Following his father’s death in 1960, Sihanouk was again named head of state
but was not granted the title of king. Alternately taking sides with the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) and the United States, he tried to prevent the war in
the neighboring Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam) from spilling over
into his country, but he was largely unsuccessful as Democratic Republic of
Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) forces transited through Cambodia into South
Vietnam, and they and the Viet Cong used eastern Cambodia as a sanctuary.
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Frustrated in his efforts to keep Cambodia neutral, in
1968 Sihanouk restored relations with the United States and
in 1970 secretly agreed to permit the Americans to bomb
communist sanctuaries. At the same time, he attempted
to block the growing influence of the communist Khmer
Rouge.

While out of the country in March 1970, Sihanouk was
ousted by a coup led by General Lon Nol. Sihanouk fled to
Beijing, where he lived in exile. Following the 1975 Khmer
Rouge takeover, he returned to Cambodia and became the
symbolic head of state, while dictator Pol Pot remained the
power behind the throne. In 1976 Sihanouk was placed
under house arrest, but he escaped to China in 1978 when
the Vietnamese invaded Cambodia. He unsuccessfully
attempted to forge an alliance with the Khmer Rouge and
others to oppose the new Vietnamese-imposed Cambodian
regime. When Vietnam withdrew in 1989 and a peace treaty
sponsored by the United Nations (UN) went into effect in
1991, he returned to Cambodia, where he was reinstated as
king and Cambodian president, although his political power
was limited. Sihanouk abdicated in October 2004 in favor
of his son, Norodom Sihamoni.

Arne Kislenko and James H. Willbanks
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Speech given by Sir Winston Churchill, viewed by many historians as the
opening rhetorical salvo of the Cold War, in which the term “iron curtain”
was coined. On 5 March 1946 Churchill, who had been Britain’s wartime
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prime minister, presented his “Sinews of Peace” address—also referred to
as the “Iron Curtain” speech—at Westminster College in Fulton, Missouri.
Churchill’s comments strongly denounced Soviet aggression in Eastern
Europe and warned that the Western powers must once again gird them-
selves for a potential conflict.

In October 1945 President Harry S. Truman forwarded an invitation from
the president of Westminster College to Churchill, who had been defeated
in the British elections of July 1945, to speak at that institution. Churchill
accepted in November. He arrived in Washington, D.C., on 2 March and
joined Truman on a three-day train trip to Missouri; the excursion had been
Churchill’s idea.

Churchill and Truman were cheered by some 30,000 people en route
between Jefferson City and Fulton. More than 2,000 faculty, students, and
invited guests filled the gymnasium at Westminster College on 5 March, a
friendly audience for both Churchill and Truman.

In his speech, Churchill reviewed the history of the twentieth century
with special emphasis on the period since the 1930s. He also painted a rather
bleak and disappointing picture of Soviet behavior since the Allied vic-
tory over Germany a year earlier. Churchill argued that Soviet expansionist
policies had drawn an “iron curtain” between Eastern and Western Europe.
To counter the Soviets’ threat to world peace, Churchill called for a mutual
defense agreement among noncommunist states. He also called attention
to the long-standing “special relationship” between the United States and
Britain.

The speech had considerable impact. Americans and West Europeans
were alerted to the new Soviet threat, and their governments appeared ready
to respond to the challenge. Because of Churchill’s Cassandra-like role in
warning against appeasement in the 1930s and his defiance of Adolf Hitler
in World War II, his remarks struck a responsive chord, although Truman was
at the time noncommittal.

Churchill gave other speeches in Zurich, Strasbourg, Boston, and The
Hague. These hugely successful speeches revitalized a political career that
seemed to have ended in July 1945. His rhetorical success as leader of the
opposition sustained his leadership of the Conservative Party and prepared
the way for his political comeback in 1951. It also confirmed his constancy as
an opponent of communism.

William T. Walker

See also
Attlee, Clement Richard, 1st Earl; Churchill, Winston; Truman, Harry S.; United

Kingdom

References
Gilbert, Martin. Churchill: A Life. New York: Holt, 1991.
Harbutt, Fraser J. The Iron Curtain: Churchill, America, and the Origins of the Cold War.

New York: Oxford University Press, 1986.
Muller, James W., ed. Churchill’s “Iron Curtain” Speech Fifty Years Later. Columbia:

University of Missouri Press, 1999.

“Sinews of Peace” Speech 1813



Ramden, John. Man of the Century: Winston Churchill and His Legend since 1945. New
York: Columbia University Press, 2003.

Thompson, Kenneth W. Winston Churchill’s World View: Statesmanship and Power.
Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1983.

Southeast Asian nation. The Republic of Singapore, covering just 267 square
miles, is one the smallest nations in the world. Strategically located off the
southern tip of the Malay Peninsula, it is composed of the main island of
Singapore along with fifty-eight nearby islands between the South China
Sea and the Indian Ocean. Singapore’s 1945 population was roughly 1 million
people. Its deep-water anchorage makes it a valuable harbor, and records
dating from the third century BC suggest that even then it was the main port
between the Indian Ocean and the South China Sea. A number of Asian and
European empires controlled Singapore for 1,500 years, ending with British
rule that began in 1819. By 1832 Singapore was the capital of the Straits Set-
tlement. In 1867 it became a Crown colony. By World War I it was a thriving,
multicultural city and a powerful fortress, heralded as “the Gibraltar of Asia.”

World War II changed that. Japanese forces overran British defenses on
Singapore in February 1942, and the loss of Singapore signaled the begin-
ning of the end of Britain’s empire. The British recaptured the city-state
in 1945 and established a military government, but the war had unleashed
nationalist sentiments. Many Singaporeans favored autonomy, especially
after 1946 when the British prepared a federation of Malay states for inde-
pendence while Singapore remained a colony. British and Malay leaders wor-
ried that equal representation for all ethnic groups in Malaya would favor the
well-organized and entrepreneurial Chinese, especially in Singapore, where
they made up 60 percent of the population.

The Malayan Emergency (1948–1960) exacerbated these concerns and
delayed Singapore’s independence. In 1959 Singapore was finally granted
self-government, but Britain retained control of foreign affairs and defense.
In Singapore’s first general election that same year, the People’s Action Party
(PAP) won a landslide victory. It has remained in power ever since. PAP leader
Li Guangyao completely dominated Singapore’s politics, governing as prime
minister until 1990. Consequently, much about Cold War Singapore revolves
around Li.

Li’s first major challenge came in 1963, when Britain ceded Singapore to
the reconstituted Federation of Malaysia. Indonesia and Malaysia nearly
went to war. Malaysia’s prime minister, Tunku Abdul Rahman, skillfully
averted war, but many Malay leaders wanted to break the Chinese hold on
Singapore and were unwilling to extend equal representation to the Chinese
in Malaysia. In 1964, race riots made for even more tension. However, the
main source of contention between Singapore and Malaysia was money.
Li’s laissez-faire economic policies were antithetical to Malaysia’s managed
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economy, designed to favor Malays. Moreover, within the union Singapore
collected and retained taxes but sent 40 percent annually to Malaysia. After
much negotiation and artful diplomacy, Singapore separated peaceably from
Malaysia and became a wholly independent country in August 1965.

Li quickly set the agenda for Singapore’s independence. He was deeply
committed to free enterprise and took full advantage of Singapore’s diverse,
well-educated, and industrious residents. He encouraged foreign invest-
ment and built modern transportation systems and urban housing develop-
ments. Singapore became the second most active port in the world. It also
grew into a major international airline hub. By the 1980s, Singapore diversi-
fied into a major financial center and high-technology manufacturer, making
it one of Asia’s economic “four dragons,” alongside Taiwan, Hong Kong, and
South Korea. Annual growth rates ranged between 8 and 11 percent for three
decades, while per capita yearly income reached $12,000 by 1990, the fourth
highest in Asia. With fewer than 4 million people, its gross domestic product
(GDP) hit $75 billion by 1994. High life expectancies and literacy rates also
distinguished Singapore. This success was all the more remarkable given the
republic’s lack of natural resources and its almost complete dependency on
food, and even water, importation.

In foreign relations, Singapore was firmly in the Western camp until the
mid-1970s, when it pursued a more neutral course. In 1967 it became a
founding member of the pro-Western Association of Southeast Asian Nations
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(ASEAN). It also hosted British military bases until 1971 and then entered
into the Five Power Defense Agreement with Britain, Australia, New Zea-
land, and Malaysia until 1975. Li was also a close friend to the United States
and a vigorous supporter of the American war in Vietnam.

At the same time, Li worried about alienating the communist powers,
particularly the People’s Republic of China (PRC). Although deeply anti-
communist, Li realized that the PRC was becoming a major regional, if
not global, power. He believed that Singapore’s Chinese population could
potentially assist in integrating the PRC into the world community. Still, he
avoided aggravating delicate relationships with nearby Malaysia and Indo-
nesia. Both endured serious communist insurgencies connected to their Chi-
nese communities, and consequently both viewed the PRC with suspicion.
Accordingly, Singapore did not recognize the PRC until 1976, and only after
both its neighbors had done so.

Ostensibly a democracy, Singapore was and still is criticized for its some-
what authoritarian character. Li and the PAP ruled with a firm hand. There
was little toleration of opposition parties, and the media was heavily con-
trolled. Li justified this by portraying Singapore as a Chinese state sur-
rounded by distrustful Malays. He also claimed that Britain’s declining
posture in Asia left Singapore vulnerable. In addition, he argued that a stable
society was needed to build the economy. The most controversial manifes-
tation of Li’s paternalism was the Internal Security Act, which gave the gov-
ernment extraordinary authority to quash dissent. Whereas some point to
Singapore’s harsh laws and see a very low crime rate, others point to laws
against chewing gum or not flushing toilets and see a dictatorship. Opposi-
tion to Li did surface, but popular support for the PAP remained above 60
percent.

Li resigned in 1990 and left the PAP in 1992, replaced by his deputy,
Goh Chok Tong. In 2005 Li remained a senior minister and was regarded
as the senior statesman of Southeast Asia. Similarly, despite what some con-
demn as its ruthless efficiency, Singapore is widely considered to be a great
Cold War success story.

Arne Kislenko
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Irish political party advocating republicanism and opposition to British con-
trol. Newspaper editor and ardent Irish nationalist Arthur Griffith is usually
credited with establishing Sinn Féin (roughly translated as “Ourselves” or
“We Ourselves”) in 1905. Griffith believed that by boycotting the British
House of Commons, the Irish Parliamentary Party could reestablish Irish inde-
pendence. He also championed Irish cultural and economic independence.

Griffith’s message attracted many Irishmen and Irishwomen, most of
them radicals, who were frustrated by the failure of Westminster-based poli-
tics to advance Irish nationalism. The Sinn Féin League (its title until 1908)
grew rapidly, often by absorbing other radical groups. It did not impress Irish
Parliamentary Party leader John Redmond, however. After his party’s candi-
date defeated Sinn Féin’s first parliamentary candidate in 1908, he dismissed
the group as “a temporary adhesion of isolated cranks.”

Sinn Féin opposed Irish enlistments into the British Army during World
War I but had nothing to do with the 1916 Easter Rebellion. The British gov-
ernment believed otherwise because of the group’s radical reputation and
undeniable influence on Irish politics, and London referred to the revolt as
the “Sinn Féin Rebellion.”

In late 1917, Sinn Féin became what the British thought it was a year
earlier: the political arm of Irish republicanism. With Eamon De Valera, one
of the surviving leaders of the Easter Rebellion, as its president, Sinn Féin
quickly became a well-organized and effective national political party but
did not became more popular than the long-established Irish Parliamentary
Party until the 1918 Conscription Crisis, sparked by the British govern-
ment’s threat to impose a military draft on Ireland. In December 1918, Sinn
Féin won 73 of Ireland’s 105 Westminster seats and, as Griffith had exhorted,
refused to go to London. Instead, the elected members of Parliament estab-
lished the Dáil Éireann as the legitimate government of the Irish Republic
proclaimed in 1916.

Irish republicanism—and its political and military institutions, Sinn
Féin and the Irish Republican Army (IRA), respectively—split over the 1921
Anglo-Irish Treaty. Led by De Valera, the antitreaty forces walked out of the
Dáil and into civil war. These republicans, however, did not accept their
1923 defeat at the hands of the protreaty republicans, who adopted the name
Cumann na Gaedheal (Legion of the Gaels) for their faction, which con-
trolled the Irish Free State’s government. Convinced that both the Irish Free
State and Northern Ireland were illegitimate, Sinn Féin declared a policy
of abstentionism. Its candidates would stand for election but would refrain
from entering the illegitimate parliaments if elected. This strategy ultimately
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failed, and votes for Sinn Féin dwindled because most Irishmen accepted
the Free State and rejected as nonsensical the idea of voting for a political
party that refused to participate in a legitimate government.

Sinn Féin split again in 1926 when De Valera decided to participate in
parliamentary politics and left in order to found Fianna Fail. Dedicated to
advancing republicanism in Ireland through constitutional means, Fianna
Fail formed a government by 1932 and used its power to reconcile many
republicans to normal politics. By the end of World War II, De Valera’s con-
stitutional republicanism and wartime security measures had all but
destroyed the IRA and Sinn Féin.

The IRA enjoyed a brief revival after 1945, training and arming for a
campaign against British interests in Northern Ireland. The offensive, known
as the Border Campaign, began in 1956, and in the next year’s elections, Sinn
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Féin won its first seats in the Dáil since 1927. The Border Campaign faltered
soon thereafter and ended with a whimper in 1962.

After 1962, new leftist leaders moved the IRA and Sinn Féin toward
revolutionary Marxism and away from abstentionism and military action. In
December 1969, however, the IRA divided over the proper response to the
outbreak of sectarian violence in Northern Ireland during the previous sum-
mer. The Provisional IRA supported armed struggle. The Official IRA, on
the other hand, decided on a long-term political strategy based on Marxist
theories. In January 1970, Sinn Féin split along the same lines.

The Official IRA soon repudiated military action in Northern Ireland
and elsewhere, dumping its arms in 1972 and essentially dissolving as a mil-
itary organization. Official Sinn Féin devoted itself to left-wing politics. In
1977 it became Sinn Féin: The Workers Party, and in 1982 it dropped “Sinn
Féin” from its title.

During the 1970s, Provisional Sinn Féin (as with the IRA, the modifier
soon disappeared) maintained its refusal to engage in normal politics and
mainly acted as a mouthpiece for the IRA. The widespread revulsion at the
deaths of republican hunger strikers in 1981 prompted republican leaders
to reconsider their traditional rejection of politics. In the early 1980s, the
republicans adopted a bullet and ballot box strategy. Sinn Féin became a
somewhat conventional leftist political organization, while the IRA continued
its military operations. In 1986, Sinn Féin’s president, Gerry Adams, de-
clared that abstentionism no longer applied to Ireland’s Dáil, prompting
another republican split and the consequent creation of Continuity IRA and
Republican Sinn Féin.

By the early 1990s, the IRA–Sinn Féin leadership acknowledged that a
military victory was unattainable. Encouraged by Sinn Féin’s successes as
a democratic socialist party on both sides of the border, it announced the ces-
sation of military operations by the IRA in 1994 and, except for five months
in 1997, has held to this cease-fire. The terms of the 1998 Belfast Agreement
ensured Sinn Féin a place in Northern Ireland’s new Assembly, effectively
ending its more than seven decades in Ireland’s political wilderness.

Scott Belliveau
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Protracted border dispute, culminating in a war in 1962 between the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) and India that compromised India’s standing
among nonaligned nations and has not yet been settled. While the dispute
between the PRC and India, a nonaligned nation, became an issue in the
context of the Cold War, the origins of the Sino-Indian conflict date back to
the nineteenth century. Both the British, who ruled India until 1947, and the
imperial Chinese government had made claims to regions on India’s north-
eastern frontier. Neither side, however, committed troops or exerted signifi-
cant political pressure to settle claims over the contested area.

By the 1950s, this situation changed dramatically because of a variety of
factors. Greater mobility and instant communications made it easier for the
now-independent Indians and Chinese to attempt to exert control over the
border areas. In addition, the incorporation of Tibet into China in 1950 sub-
stantially lengthened the Sino-Indian border, thereby increasing the likeli-
hood of a conflict. The possibilities for a border clash increased dramatically
in 1956 when the Chinese began to construct a military highway in the
disputed territory. This led to a series of diplomatic protests and exchanges,
followed in 1959 by an Indian military buildup along the border. Although
there were no major military operations in the area, frequent military patrol
missions and occasional small-scale skirmishes did occur.

In the summer of 1962, however, the border conflict escalated, with
heavier than usual clashes. Heavy fighting then occurred in October and No-
vember, ending with a cease-fire on 21 November 1962. At the conclusion of
this brief war, the PRC had taken all the contested area over which it had made
claims, although it stopped short of advancing into Indian territory proper.

With the cease-fire, the Chinese withdrew to the positions they had held
before the beginning of the war. The following month, a conference opened
in Colombo, Sri Lanka, with representatives of Egypt, Burma, Sri Lanka,
Cambodia, Ghana, and Indonesia. These representatives, negotiating with
the Indian and PRC governments, formulated what became known as the
Colombo Proposals. The proposals called for PRC forces to withdraw 20 kilo-
meters (12 miles) from their positions before the war and India not to advance
its own troops. Although never formally ratified, the proposals were accepted
by both sides.

Thus ended the actual conflict between India and the PRC, although for
the next twenty-six years relations between the two major powers remained
frigid. The movement of Chinese troops near the border in 1963, alleged
Indian movements across the border, and the incorporation of northern areas
as part of India all produced hostile rhetoric. PRC support of Pakistan dur-
ing the latter’s conflicts with India and Chinese opposition to the creation
of Bangladesh, championed by India, were other manifestations of the poor
relations between the two nations.

There were sporadic attempts on both sides to improve relations. Infor-
mal talks between Indian and Chinese diplomats occurred in the early 1970s,
and in 1976, fourteen years after the conclusion of the war, full diplomatic
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relations were restored. In 1988, the two nations agreed to the establishment
of a bipartite commission to resolve the border question. Not until 2005 did
the leaders of both India and the PRC announce a settlement of the dispute,
although details remained to be arranged.

The conflict had especially pronounced effects in India. Jawaharlal
Nehru’s final months as prime minister were clouded by both his miscal-
culations that had led to the war and the loss of standing that the war had
brought India within the Non-Aligned Movement.

Robert N. Stacy
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A series of armed clashes during 2 March–11 September 1969 between the
People’s Republic of China (PRC) and the Soviet Union over the demarcation
of the Sino-Soviet boundary. This clash marked the height of the Sino-Soviet
split and pushed the two nations to the brink of a nuclear confrontation.

By a number of unequal nineteenth-century treaties, Russia and the
Chinese government agreed on a 4,500 mile-long border, running from the
east through the northern border of modern Mongolia to the west of the PRC’s
Xinjiang Province. In the east, the demarcation line was drawn along the
Amur River, known to the Chinese as Heilongjiang (literally meaning “the
Black Dragon River”), along Heilongjiang Province’s northern border, and
along the Ussuri River, an Amur tributary between the eastern border of Hei-
longjiang and Russian Siberia. This border remained as it was after the fall
of the Chinese Qing Dynasty and the Russian regime in the late 1910s and
was twice reiterated, first with the Republic of China (ROC) in 1945 and then
with the PRC in 1951.

Owing to its heavy reliance on the Soviet Union and the need to maintain
Sino-Soviet solidarity, the PRC had consistently refrained from raising the
border issue despite its nationalistic effort to eliminate the unequal treaties
and restore territorial integrity. As the PRC sought to establish its indepen-
dence from Soviet influence and the Sino-Soviet split loomed, the border
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issue surfaced in 1960 when the PRC revoked the unequal treaties. Border
negotiations began in February 1964 in Beijing but broke off in October
1964 when the Soviets insisted on maintaining the status quo. Tensions
subsequently mounted along the Sino-Soviet border, with increased armed
incidents. By 1969, there were 658,000 Soviet troops confronting 814,000
Chinese troops along the Amur River. The Soviet Union had also secured
the permission of the Mongolian government to base Soviet ground and air
forces in that nation.

On 2 March 1969, a Soviet border patrol was ambushed by Chinese
troops on Damansky Island in the Ussuri River, resulting in 31 Soviet deaths.
On 15 March 1969, the Soviet Union retaliated by firing on Chinese troops
on Damansky Island, causing nearly 800 deaths. Cascades of diplomatic pro-
tests and counterprotests and more border clashes followed. The most serious
border incident occurred on 13 August 1969 on the border between China’s
Xinjiang Province and the Soviet Republic of Kazakhstan, pushing the PRC
and the Soviet Union to the brink of nuclear confrontation. In response to
the PRC’s successful explosion of its first atomic bomb in October 1964, the
Soviet Union had increased its nuclear forces in Asia, including those in the
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A Chinese soldier poses next to a portrait of Mao Zedong in April 1969 on the border between China’s Xinjiang Province
and the Soviet Republic of Kazakhstan, one of several sites where the two nations clashed in 1969 over border disputes.
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Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) and Mon-
golia. By 1969, the Soviet Union had installed an antiballistic missile system
directed against the PRC. The Soviet action on the Xinjiang border seemed
to confirm the PRC’s suspicion that the Soviets were planning a preemptive
strike against Chinese nuclear installations in Xinjiang.

A war was averted when, on 11 September 1969, Soviet Premier Alexei
Kosygin visited Beijing, meeting with Premier Zhou Enlai to settle the bor-
der conflict. Both sides agreed on three principles: keeping the status quo of
the Sino-Soviet border, not employing military forces, and preventing future
military clashes. On 20 October 1969, the border talks suspended in 1964
resumed in Beijing, with concentration on the Amur-Ussuri demarcation line.

These negotiations made little progress, however. The Soviet Union
continued its military buildup along the border throughout the 1970s. By the
end of the decade, the Soviet Union had tied down 25 percent of its conven-
tional forces along the border. Perceiving this massive deployment as a threat,
the PRC decided to normalize its relationship with the United States, culmi-
nating in the formal establishment of the Sino-U.S. diplomatic relationship
in 1979.

Tensions along the Sino-Soviet border began to ease in July 1986, when
Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev expressed his desire to restore Sino-Soviet
harmony and settle the border disputes. In 1990, Soviet border forces were
drastically reduced. Significant progress in the border talks was only achieved
after the Cold War ended and the Soviet Union was dissolved. As a first step,
Russia returned Zhenbao Island to the PRC on 19 May 1991. Finally, on 14
October 2004, both sides proclaimed the demarcation of the 4,500-mile Sino-
Soviet boundary as complete and uncontested.

Law Yuk-fun
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The collapse of the Sino-Soviet alliance marked the transformation of the
Cold War world from bipolarity to multipolarity. Superficially an ideologi-
cal partnership between the world’s two largest communist countries, the
Sino-Soviet alliance began on 14 February 1950 with the conclusion of the
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Sino-Soviet Treaty. From its inception, the seemingly monolithic union was
fraught with constantly shifting expectations about its precise place in the
socialist world, subjected to American attempts to split it, and afflicted by
the progressively ideological radicalism of People’s Republic of China (PRC)
Chairman Mao Zedong. Although Sino-Soviet disagreements over Soviet
leader Nikita Khrushchev’s 1956 de-Stalinization campaign remained hidden
for a time, the advanced state of the alliance’s disintegration became known
to the outside world by the early 1960s. Because Mao exploited ideological
conflict for domestic purposes, the final breakdown of the Sino-Soviet part-
nership in mid-1966 coincided with the beginning of the Cultural Revolution
(1966–1976), launched both to purge the Chinese Communist Party (CCP)
of alleged ideological revisionists and to create a communist utopia.

Viewing any alliance with a great power solely as a temporary means to
help restore past Chinese glory and power, the Chinese Communists by the
late 1940s had decided to lean toward the Soviet Union. Surprised by Mao’s
request in late 1949 for an economic and military alliance, Soviet leader Josef
Stalin first hesitated but then agreed for utilitarian reasons to conclude a
Friendship and Alliance Treaty that provided the Soviet Union access to rail-
roads, warm-water ports, and important raw materials deposits in Manchuria
and Xinjiang in exchange for Soviet military and economic aid. Stalin’s
limited support of the PRC during the Korean War (1950–1953), however,
revealed the limits of the military aspects of the alliance. After the dictator’s
1953 death, the end of the Korean War, and Khrushchev’s ascendancy to
power, the focus of the Sino-Soviet relationship gradually shifted toward assis-
tance in economic development and improved party relations.

Khrushchev’s “secret speech” of 25 February 1956, charging Stalin with
arbitrary and criminal rule, undermined Mao’s growing personality cult in
China but strengthened his hand in his relations with the Soviet leaders.
After increasing his influence in the socialist world through diplomatic medi-
ation during the 1956 Hungarian Revolution, Mao concluded that although
he considered Khrushchev’s criticism of Stalin unfair and imbalanced, it had
nevertheless revealed the need to preempt internal dissent in China in order
to prevent a crisis similar to the Hungarian Revolution. The PRC’s Hundred
Flowers campaign in the spring of 1957 was designed to allow party mem-
bers and intellectuals to vent their pent-up frustrations in a highly controlled
framework but threatened within only a few weeks to undermine the Chi-
nese communist regime. While Beijing launched the Anti-Rightist campaign
in the summer of 1957 to stamp out internal dissent, Khrushchev survived
the so-called Anti-Party Incident, which the remaining Stalinists in the party
leadership staged with the goal of reversing de-Stalinization. Both events
proved to be crucial for the further development of the Sino-Soviet relation-
ship, since they put the PRC and the Soviet Union on two conflicting politi-
cal, ideological, and economic paths.

As modest liberalization continued in the Soviet Union in 1958, Mao,
following the Anti-Rightist campaign, radicalized the domestic political dis-
course in the run-up to the Great Leap Forward, which was supposed to
propel the PRC into full-fledged communism. These internal changes led
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to a more aggressive and anti-American foreign policy before and during the
Second Taiwan Strait Crisis (August–September 1958). Mao’s willingness,
stated to Soviet Foreign Minister Andrey Gromyko in early September, to
trigger a nuclear war over a series of small, disputed islands in the Taiwan
Strait placed the first significant strains on the Sino-Soviet relationship.

Faced with widespread famine as a result of the misguided economic
policies of the Great Leap Forward, the CCP leadership undertook internal
discussions in mid-1959 about economic reforms aimed at averting further
disaster. Fearing challenges to his leadership, Mao was able both to purge
his opponents within the party and to relaunch an unreformed Great Leap
Forward in late 1959 in order to save his vision of a communist utopia. The
economic catastrophes resulting from the Great Leap Forward, however,
shocked the Soviet Union. Furthermore, Mao’s radical anti-American stance
also clashed with Khrushchev’s rapprochement policies.

The unexpected April 1960 Chinese publication of the so-called Lenin
Polemics—three articles released on the occasion of Vladimir I. Lenin’s nine-
tieth birthday that promoted ideologically radical positions diametrically
opposed to Soviet viewpoints—revealed the brewing Sino-Soviet tensions to
the world. After ideological clashes between the Soviet and CCP delegations
during the Third Romanian Party Congress in late June 1960, the Soviet
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People’s Republic of China (PRC) leader Mao Zedong confers with leader of the Soviet Union Nikita Khrushchev during
the latter’s 1958 visit to Beijing. (Library of Congress)



Union decided to punish the PRC by withdrawing all of its advisors from the
PRC in July 1960.

Although the Great Leap Forward had caused the complete collapse of
China’s economy and had brought Sino-Soviet trade to a virtual standstill,
Beijing used the withdrawal to blame Moscow for its economic problems.
Until the mid-1960s, the PRC shifted much of its foreign trade away from
the Soviet Union toward Japan and Western Europe. Because of China’s
pressing economic problems and the failure of Khrushchev’s rapprochement
with U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower after the May 1960 U-2 Crisis,
however, both sides realized the necessity of an ideological truce, which they
formally reached at the Moscow Conference of the world’s communist parties
in late 1960.

Shunted aside from domestic decision making because of his close as-
sociation with the failed Great Leap Forward, Mao used the 1961 Soviet-
Albanian conflict as a tool to rebuild his political fortunes at home. Subsequent
anti-Soviet propaganda in the PRC triggered conflicts between Soviet citi-
zens and ethnic Central Asians living in Xinjiang on the one side and the
local Chinese administration on the other. The mass flight of 67,000 people
to Soviet Kyrgyzstan in the late spring of 1962 caused Beijing to abrogate its
consular treaty with Moscow on the basis of alleged Soviet subversive activ-
ities in western China. Mao used these developments to restore his standing
in the CCP leadership and to push for more anti-Soviet policies in the sec-
ond half of 1962. Khrushchev’s nuclear provocation and sudden retreat under
U.S. pressure during the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis provided Mao with an
unexpected opportunity to attack the Soviet leadership publicly for ideolog-
ical inconsistency and political unreliability.

The United States had been intent on splitting the Sino-Soviet alliance
since 1950, but only in the aftermath of the Cuban Missile Crisis was it able
to use the Soviet-British-American negotiations on the Partial Test Ban Treaty
(PTBT) to deepen the Sino-Soviet rift. Aware of the problems between Bei-
jing and Moscow, Washington played on Soviet fears about China’s nuclear
weapons program and Khrushchev’s dissatisfaction with Mao’s ideological
warfare. Despite the fact that the PTBT (initialed on 25 July 1963) did not
infringe on China’s nuclear program, the signing of the treaty by almost all
countries of the world within five months isolated the PRC internationally.

The period from mid-1963 to mid-1966 witnessed the final collapse of
Sino-Soviet party and military relations. Convinced that the Sino-Soviet pact
had fulfilled its usefulness, Mao fanned and exploited ideological conflict
and territorial disputes with his Soviet comrades for domestic purposes. Be-
cause the launching of the Cultural Revolution required a prior break with
what Mao termed Soviet “revisionists, traitors of Marxism-Leninism, and
fascists,” he eventually broke party relations in early 1966 by his refusal to
send a delegation to the Twenty-Third Soviet Party Congress. Simultane-
ously, his radical ideological stances precluded the invocation of Sino-Soviet
Treaty obligations in support of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV,
North Vietnam) during the Vietnam War (1964–1973). By the mid-1960s,
the military alliance between Beijing and Moscow factually ceased to exist,
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although the treaty did not officially expire until 14 February 1980. Until the
rapprochement initiated by Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev in the late
1980s, for nearly twenty-five years Sino-Soviet relations consisted only of
low-level cultural relations and limited trade links.

Lorenz M. Lüthi
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Treaty signed between the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China
(PRC) on 14 February 1950. The Sino-Soviet Treaty of Friendship and Alli-
ance marked the culmination of PRC Chairman Mao Zedong’s two-month
state visit to the Soviet Union (16 December 1949–14 February 1950). Nego-
tiating a treaty was not the sole purpose of Mao’s visit to Soviet leader Josef
Stalin, for he was also in desperate need of economic aid and diplomatic sup-
port. Yet for Mao, the treaty had a substantial symbolic value, as it would
replace an existing Sino-Soviet Treaty, signed in August 1945 between Stalin
and Guomindang (GMD, Nationalist) leader Jiang Jieshi, Mao’s enemy in
the civil war that had consumed China on and off during 1927–1949.

To Mao’s perplexity, Stalin initially proved reluctant to sign a treaty.
Stalin prevaricated, vaguely insinuating that a new treaty would upset agree-
ments reached with the West at the February 1945 Yalta Conference. Only
in January, when Mao had begun to complain about the lack of progress, did
the Soviet leader change his mind. On 22 January 1950, Stalin told Mao that
he was no longer concerned with how the Western powers might react to a
new treaty, declaring “to hell with Yalta.”

Chinese Foreign Minister Zhou Enlai was then summoned to Moscow
to undertake the detailed negotiations. The treaty, to be in force for thirty
years, committed each party to aid the other in the event of an attack by
Japan “or states allied with it.” Additional agreements modified rights that

Sino-Soviet Treaty 1827

Sino-Soviet Treaty
(14 February 1950)



the Soviet Union had obtained under the 1945 treaty. The Chinese Chang-
chun Railway was to be returned to the PRC no later than 1952, the Soviets
would have no rights to Port Arthur after 1952, and the administration of
Dalny was to be immediately returned to the PRC.

But Stalin made additional demands, encapsulated in secret protocols.
Mao had to acknowledge the formal independence of Soviet-dominated
Outer Mongolia, the Chinese were to grant rights of passage across their
territory in time of war, and under another protocol, no third party would be
granted economic rights in the Chinese regions of Manchuria or Xinjiang.
Stalin further sought to set up joint companies with the Chinese to explore
and exploit mineral deposits as well as to pressure the Chinese to deliver
scarce raw metals to Russia. Mao later complained of these clauses as being
semicolonial, but at the time he had little option other than to accept them.
The Soviets did, however, grant $300 million in credits to the PRC and
agreed to send technical experts to China to assist in economic develop-
ment. Although Mao made many concessions, the treaty was undoubtedly
an achievement for him, and the Soviet aid was most welcome.

Paul Wingrove
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Short war between the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and the Socialist
Republic of Vietnam (SRV). Known to the Chinese as the Punitive War, its
principal cause was the December 1978 Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia
(Kampuchea). Although the Vietnamese-backed Cambodian government of
Heng Samrin soon controlled the cities and received official recognition
from the SRV, the Soviet Union, Laos, and most other communist states, Pol
Pot’s ousted Khmer Rouge conducted guerrilla warfare. The Khmer Rouge
received assistance from China, which saw Cambodia as being in its sphere
of influence. The United States also aided the Khmer Rouge, despite the
latter’s genocidal activities.

When Vietnam refused to withdraw its forces from Cambodia, the PRC
threatened military force. In early January 1979, Deng Xiaoping, Chinese
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deputy premier and chief of staff of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA),
announced that China might be forced to take measures contrary to its desire
for peace. The PRC leadership considered the Vietnamese invasion as part
of a greater Soviet expansionist design aimed at China.

There had also been numerous border disputes between the PRC and
the SRV over their common 797-mile-long border, which had been delin-
eated by the French. Although the territory under dispute was small, border
incidents had multiplied. The two states also had conflicting claims over the
Paracel and Spratly Islands in the South China Sea and waters in the Gulf of
Tonkin, spurred by the possibility of oil deposits there.

Another major catalyst of the war was Vietnam’s treatment of its Chinese
Hoa minority. Some 1.5 million Hoa lived in Vietnam, most of them in Ho
Chi Minh City (Saigon). They were an important economic force, but many
refused to become Vietnamese citizens. In March 1978 the SRV abolished
private trading, confiscating at least 50,000 Chinese firms and forcing some
320,000 Chinese into the countryside for agricultural work as part of a plan to
reduce the population of Ho Chi Minh City.

Many Chinese fled overland into China, and by early July more than
150,000 had crossed the border. Many more attempted to escape by sea. This
exodus of boat people was prompted by provocateurs working for the gov-
ernment and by gangsters motivated by greed. Many refugees perished at
sea or were preyed upon by pirates. China expressed outrage over what it
considered a deliberate SRV policy, recalling its ambassador and suspending
aid to the SRV. The Chinese exodus slackened off after July 1979, but it re-
mained a serious cause of friction.

Some historians have also suggested that the war may have been in part
motivated by Deng’s desire to highlight the technological deficiencies of the
Chinese Army in order to make a case for its modernization or that Deng
sought to keep the army occupied while he consolidated power.

Militarily, the PRC appeared to enjoy tremendous advantages. Its PLA
numbered 3.6 million men in 175 divisions, but it was basically an inade-
quately equipped infantry force. With the exception of a brief clash with
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India in 1962, the PLA had not fought a major war since the Korean conflict.
The navy numbered 280,000–300,000 men and 1,050 vessels, and the air force
had about 400,000 men and 5,000 mostly obsolete combat aircraft. In prepa-
ration for war, Beijing evacuated its side of the border. The government also
placed on maximum alert its forces on the Soviet border. Deng assumed over-
all command, assembling thirty-one divisions and 1,200 tanks in the Vietnam
border area.

The SRV’s entire military establishment numbered only about 615,000
men, centered on twenty-five infantry divisions. Its military, the People’s
Army of Vietnam (PAVN), was a modern, relatively well-equipped, well-
disciplined force hardened by war. But six of the divisions were in Laos,
and fourteen were in Cambodia. That left only five in Vietnam, four of which
protected Hanoi. Some 70,000 Border Security Forces guarded the border
with China, with another 50,000 lightly armed militia also available. Vietnam
possessed up to 485 combat aircraft. The Vietnamese prepared for war by
placing obstacles and laying minefields along the border and covering pos-
sible invasion approaches with artillery.

On 17 February 1979, 100,000 Chinese troops commanded by General
Xu Shiyou attacked simultaneously at forty-three different points along the
border, seeking to spread the defenders and probe for weak spots. The main
Chinese attacks came along the half dozen traditional invasion routes to
Hanoi, with the PLA intent on securing the key mountain passes. Every-
where the Chinese encountered tenacious Vietnamese resistance.
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Advancing into the SRV an average of 10 miles, the Chinese then halted
for two days to regroup. Soon there were some 200,000 Chinese troops
engaged. On 22 February the Chinese captured the important border cities
of Lao Cai and Cao Bang. SRV Defense Minister Vo Nguyen Giap worked
closely with army commander Senior General Van Tien Dung. The two men
chose to wait to see where the major Chinese thrust would develop. Finally,
on 3 March, Hanoi committed one division to the battle for Lang Son, which
soon fell to the PLA. A second PAVN division was sent north along the coast,
and Hanoi also withdrew a division from Cambodia, although it did not
arrive in time to take part in the fighting. Had the war lasted longer, Hanoi
would certainly have been forced to recall additional forces. Neither side
employed its air force in the war.

The Chinese advanced up to 40 miles into Vietnam, but on 5 March Bei-
jing abruptly announced that it had accomplished its goals and was with-
drawing. As it departed, the PLA carried out a scorched-earth policy. The
Vietnamese simply watched the Chinese depart, the withdrawal completed
by 16 March.
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Chinese tank crewman taken prisoner by the Vietnamese during the 1979 Sino-Vietnamese War. (Bettmann/Corbis)



Likely casualty totals in the war were 26,000 Chinese killed and 37,000
wounded, with Vietnamese casualties of 30,000 killed and 32,000 wounded.
After the war, the Chinese exchanged 1,636 Vietnamese prisoners for 260
Chinese.

China obtained only a portion of its objectives. It had not destroyed any
SRV regular divisions, had not forced Vietnam to withdraw from Cambodia,
and had not altered Hanoi’s policies toward its Chinese minority. The war
also exposed glaring Chinese weaknesses, in communications especially but
also in transport and weaponry.

During the war, the Soviet Union had airlifted supplies to Vietnam.
Over the next year, the Soviet Union doubled its military advisors in Vietnam
and its naval units in Vietnamese waters. Despite these moves, the war had
exposed shortcomings in Soviet-Vietnam ties, which may have been another
Chinese goal of the war.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Defense procurement issue that shook relations between Great Britain and
the United States. Toward the end of 1962, Great Britain faced the prospect
of having no means of delivering its atomic weapons apart from its aging
V-bombers. A British missile project, Blue Streak, had been recently aban-
doned because of technical problems. British Prime Minister Harold Mac-
millan thus turned to the American Skybolt missile, which President Dwight
D. Eisenhower’s administration had promised to sell to Britain in March
1960. But in 1962, hearing rumors that the Americans might scrap Skybolt,
Macmillan asserted that the United States was not fully supportive of other
Western states possessing independent nuclear capability, preferring instead
to rely on a vaguely multilateral arrangement defined by the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO). The Skybolt Affair caused a great rift in Anglo-
American relations, possibly the worst one in several generations.

In his memoirs published in 1973, Macmillan wrote that “it was difficult
to suppress the suspicion that the failure of Skybolt might be welcomed
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in some American quarters as a means of forcing Britain out of the nuclear
club.” For the prime minister, this was a fundamental issue, as the United
Kingdom’s independent deterrent showed that “we were not just satellites
or clients of America.” More to the point, a British bomb was a hedge against
the possibility that the United States might not always be relied upon to use
its weapons in defense of Europe.

Against this background, Macmillan and President John F. Kennedy
agreed to meet in Nassau, Bahamas, in December 1962, but in deference to
French President Charles de Gaulle’s sensitivities about Anglo-American
collusion, Macmillan met with de Gaulle first in Rambouillet, France. In
generally even-tempered talks, de Gaulle hinted that he might veto Britain’s
application to join the Common Market, at that time still in negotiation. He
also stated that the French, like the British, sought an independent nuclear
deterrent and that he too was unclear about the implications of a multilateral
nuclear force.

When Kennedy and Macmillan met on 19 December 1962, the prime
minister immediately established Britain’s credentials by enlarging on the
crucial British scientific contribution in developing nuclear weapons and
subsequent Anglo-American cooperation. President Eisenhower, he claimed,
had promised him Skybolt as well as the submarine-launched Polaris missile
“if necessary.” Thus, Macmillan made it clear that if the Skybolt missile were
now unavailable, he wanted the Polaris. Kennedy confirmed that Skybolt
was indeed to be abandoned but suggested the sharing of development costs
of a new missile, a quixotic offer that Macmillan declined. But Kennedy
resisted offering Polaris to the British, unconvincingly arguing that to do so
would alienate de Gaulle.

Macmillan was distressed by Kennedy’s seeming disingenuousness
and the importance that the Americans attached to their plan for the NATO-
led multilateral control of nuclear weapons. He fought fiercely for Polaris
but, in the process, had to concede something to the American demand for
multilateralism, offering to make British nuclear forces available to NATO
except where supreme national interests were involved. With that con-
cession, Kennedy agreed at the Nassau Conference to provide the Polaris
missile.

Paul Wingrove
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Infamous 1952 Czech show trial. On 6 September 1951, Rudolf Slánsky a
was dismissed from his post as general secretary of the Communist Party of
Czechoslovakia (CPCz). At the time of his dismissal, he was second only to
President Klement Gottwald and had introduced Stalinist policies to post-
war Czechoslovakia. On 24 November, agents of the Státni Tajna Bezpec-
nostni (STB), Czechoslovak secret police, arrested Slánsky a. Despite the fact
that he had been a lifelong communist and an ardent follower of the ortho-
dox party line, he was charged with high treason, espionage, conspiring to
kill Gottwald, and Zionism.

Slánsky a was apparently targeted because of an intercepted commu-
nication from OKAPI, the code name for an intelligence organization of
Czechoslovak émigrés established in 1948 by the United States in Ben-
sheim, Germany. One of its analysts noticed that Moscow had failed to mark
Slánskya’s fiftieth birthday with the obligatory congratulatory telegram. This
led operatives at OKAPI to conclude that Slánsky a could be persuaded to
defect. On 8 November 1951, an OKAPI letter to Slánsky a offering him polit-
ical asylum in the United States was intercepted by the STB and sent to
Moscow.

Soviet leader Josef Stalin had expressed doubts about
Slánsky a since July 1951. Now Stalin had “evidence” that
the former general secretary was in communication with
U.S. intelligence. With the OKAPI letter in hand, Stalin
demanded Slánskya’s arrest.

By January 1952, physical torture and psychological
duress led Slánskya to admit his guilt to all the trumped-up
charges against him. In his November 1952 show trial, the
prosecutor depicted him as the head of an antistate con-
spiracy. Slánskya and his thirteen codefendants followed
the script prepared by the STB and its Soviet advisors and
confessed to crimes they had never committed. All were
found guilty. Slánskya and ten others were summarily sen-
tenced to death on 27 November 1953 and were executed
in Prague on 3 December 1952. When the noose was placed
around his neck, Slánskya is reported to have said, “Thank
you. I’m getting what I deserved.”

The show trial in Prague helped to advance Stalin’s
geopolitical aims in two ways. First, all but three of the
defendants were Jewish and were ostentatiously identified
by the prosecution as Zionists. Their trial enabled Stalin to
signal a reorientation of Soviet Middle Eastern policy in
favor of Israel’s Arab rivals. Second, the trial took place
in the midst of the Soviet-Yugoslav split. The message to
Central and East European governments was that if Slán-
skya, a loyal Stalinist, was not safe, then no one was. Stalin
would accept only strict obedience. The practice of modify-
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ing Soviet policies to take into account specific conditions in each satellite
country would not be tolerated.

The Slánskya trial seriously damaged the cause of communist ideology.
Before it, many European intellectuals associated communism with optimism
and hope. Slánsky a’s bizarre confession, delivered in the monotonous and
tired voice of a tortured man, showed communism’s real face.

Igor Lukes
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The term “small arms” generally refers to those types of handheld firearms
that an individual can carry and operate by oneself. The introduction of
assault rifles—independently developed in both the Eastern and the West-
ern blocs—came to symbolize the history of military firearms in the Cold War
era. Assault rifles, pioneered by the German Kurz MP 44 (Sturmgewehr 44)
during World War II, are lightweight, short-barreled military rifles that fire
smaller-sized rifle cartridges at either a fully automatic or semiautomatic
setting.

The Soviets were the first to successfully develop assault rifles for prac-
tical use. Emphasizing mass production and durability, Mikhail Kalashnikov
designed what would become the most common rifle in military history, the
AK-47 (Avtomat Kalashnikova of 1947.) Through the 1950s and 1960s, the
Soviet Union and its satellite countries mass-produced the AK-47 and its
derivatives. As the legacy of their military cooperation during the Cold War
and as the result of the tremendous trade of Soviet weapons after the col-
lapse of European communism in the late 1980s, today the AK-47 type assault
rifle remains in common use throughout Africa and the Middle East.

Pressured by Moscow during the Cold War, most Eastern bloc armed
forces had to adopt the standard weapons of the Soviet Union. This allowed
the Warsaw Pact countries to enjoy among themselves the benefits of stan-
dardized and interchangeable weapons, military equipment, and training. The
Warsaw Pact forces uniformly used the 7.62mm × 39 intermediate-powered
round (M 43) developed by the Soviet Union along with the AK-47. The
Eastern bloc countries also manufactured variations of the AK-47 rifle.
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To produce a lighter rifle and to increase productivity,
the Soviets developed the AKM rifle in 1957, an improved
version of the AK-47. Warsaw Pact nations such as the
German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany),
Hungary, and Romania soon adopted the new version.
However, the People’s Republic of China (PRC), a large-
scale manufacturer of the AK-47 rifle, did not switch to the
new Soviet weapon, perhaps an early sign of the coming
Sino-Soviet split.

Meanwhile, the Western bloc countries under the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) also standard-
ized their assault rifles to use the 7.62mm × 51 NATO car-
tridge in 1954. Later, some fifty noncommunist countries
outside NATO adopted the 7.62mm NATO cartridge as
well. Unlike the Eastern bloc countries, however, each
Western bloc country designed its own assault rifles using
the 7.62mm NATO cartridge. Among them, the U.S. M-14
rifle, the Belgian Fusil Automatique Léger (FAL), the
Spanish CETME, and the West German Gewehr 3 A3 are
well known.

Wishing to increase accuracy at full-automatic mode,
in 1955 the United States began designing an improved
version of the M-14. This new assault rifle, the AR-15
(Armalite) fired the .223 Remington 5.56mm × 45 cartridge,
a smaller caliber than the 7.62mm NATO round. The
AR-15 became a standard weapon for U.S. armed forces as
the M-16 rifle.

During the Vietnam War the M-16 did not function
well, especially in jungle environments. In response, the
Americans introduced the revised M-16A1 rifle. A newer

version, the M-16A2 rifle, debuted in the 1980s and remains the standard
U.S. weapon. With the successive conversions to newer versions, the United
States periodically sold its old M-16 rifles to other countries in the Middle
East, Africa, Latin America, and Asia. Consequently, the M-16 rifle, as with
the AK-47, became ubiquitous in various armed conflicts around the world.
Indeed, the AK-47 and the M-16 epitomized the split between East and
West that divided the world during the Cold War.

During the 1960s and 1970s, many Western bloc countries adhered to
the 7.62mm NATO cartridge and produced high-quality military rifles for
the cartridge. It took time for them to recognize the superiority of smaller-
caliber assault rifles such as the M-16A1, which can be loaded with more
ammunition. In 1980, NATO adopted the .223 Remington cartridge as the
5.56mm NATO. Some Western bloc countries began experimenting on
designs of smaller-caliber military rifles in the mid-1970s. Among those, the
bull-pup type rifles such as the British Lee Enfield L-70 automatic rifle, the
Austrian Steyr AUG, and the French MAS 5.56 automatic rifle featured a
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A Vietnamese communist soldier holding an AK-47 assault
rifle. He was participating in the exchange of prisoners of
war on 12 February 1973. (U.S. Department of Defense)



shorter body without shortening the barrel by fitting the magazine behind
the trigger.

The Eastern bloc also studied smaller-caliber assault rifles. The Soviet
Union developed the AK-74 rifle that can fire the 5.54mm × 39 cartridge.
After officially adopting the AK-74 in the 1970s, the Soviet Union displayed
the power of the new assault rifles in its invasion of Afghanistan (1979–1989).

As for the development of military pistols during the Cold War, both the
Eastern and Western blocs adopted automatic pistols. The Western bloc pos-
sessed the .45 ACP (Automatic Colt Pistol) represented by the U.S. M1911A1
(Colt Government Model Automatic Pistol) and various types of the 9mm
Parabellum among West European countries. Among Eastern bloc countries,
the Soviet TT33 (Tokarev) with the 7.62mm caliber cartridge and the PM
(Makarov) with the 9mm caliber cartridge became the principal military pis-
tols. Most communist nations imported these pistols from the Soviet Union
or manufactured them under a Soviet licensing system.

Asakaw Michio
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A U.S. Air Force master sergeant fires his M-16 rifle during a training exercise at Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii, in
October 1980. (U.S. Department of Defense)
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Premier of the British colony of Southern Rhodesia during April 1964–
November 1965 and prime minister of Rhodesia (present-day Zimbabwe) dur-
ing 1965–1979. Born on 8 April 1919 in Selukwe (now Shurugwi), Ian Smith
was educated in Gwelo before study at South Africa’s Rhodes University.

Smith interrupted his studies to serve with the Royal Air Force (RAF) in
World War II. He returned home to complete his degree in 1947 and farm in
Selukwe. He became active in politics, first in the Liberal Party, then in the
United Federal Party. In 1962, he cofounded the prosettler Rhodesian Front
(RF) that won a slim parliamentary majority that same year. Two years later,
in April 1964, Smith was appointed leader of the RF, replacing Winston Field
as premier of Southern Rhodesia. When the white settler colony declared
independence from Britain on 11 November 1965, Smith became prime
minister of Rhodesia.

Smith adamantly opposed the transfer of political control to Rhodesia’s
black majority. Opponents of minority rule were labeled as communists and,
after the outbreak of civil war in 1966, were considered terrorists. Rhodesia
was subjected to international condemnation and sanctions, although neigh-
boring South Africa did not support such actions.

In 1974, after spirited discussions with U.S. Secretary of State Henry
Kissinger and under pressure from South African Prime Minister John Vorster,
Smith reluctantly accepted that the end of minority rule was inevitable. In
1979, under an internal agreement, multiracial elections were held, which
brought Bishop Abel Muzorewa to power as the state’s first black prime min-
ister. Smith remained in the new multiracial cabinet.

Nevertheless, the civil war in the country continued, during which Rho-
desian forces, with the assistance of dissident Mozambicans, breached the
country’s border. This precipitated great internal destabilization. Intervention
by the British government, under the leadership of Foreign Secretary Lord
Peter Carrington, led to the Lancaster House Conference, which finally ended
the Rhodesian impasse in December 1979.

New elections in 1980 brought Rhodesia full independence, ending its
long international isolation. Robert Mugabe was elected the country’s first
president, and Smith became leader of the opposition, although his political
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base had been badly eroded. In 1982, Smith retired to his farm in Shurugwi,
ending a political career of almost thirty years. In his retirement, he remained
an outspoken critic of Zimbabwe’s government.

Peter Vale
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U.S. Army general, director of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) during
1950–1953, and undersecretary of state during 1953–1954. Born in Indianapo-
lis, Indiana, on 5 October 1895, Walter Bedell Smith was educated at Manual
Training High School in Indianapolis and briefly attended Butler University.
He decided on a military career and in 1910 enlisted as a private in the Indi-
ana National Guard. In the interwar years Smith, who had risen to the rank
of major in 1939, acquired the organizational, administrative, and planning
skills essential to managing modern warfare. He served with the Bureau of
Military Intelligence, the Bureau of the Budget, and the Federal Liquida-
tion Board and had several assignments either studying or instructing at the
Infantry School at Fort Benning, Georgia; the Command and General Staff
School at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas; and the Army War College.

General George C. Marshall, appointed U.S. Army chief of staff in 1939,
noted Smith’s abilities and in October 1939 summoned him to Washington
to assist in swiftly building up the military from its existing weakness to full
wartime strength and capability. In September 1942 Smith was assigned to
Dwight D. Eisenhower, commander of the European theater of war, as chief
of staff, where he remained until the end of 1945, winning a stellar reputa-
tion as one of the finest army chiefs of staff.

Smith returned to Washington in January 1946 as chief of the Operations
and Planning Division of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), but two months
later President Harry S. Truman appointed him ambassador to the Soviet
Union, where he remained until 1949. Smith’s experiences in this post, as

Smith, Walter Bedell 1839

Smith, Walter Bedell
(1895–1961)



the Cold War steadily and rapidly intensified, convinced
him that the United States must take a firm line to contain
Soviet expansion but also that the Soviets did not deliber-
ately seek war and would back down when confronted by
American strength.

In late June 1950 Truman named Smith, then com-
manding the First Army, director of the CIA. He was ad-
vanced to full general in July 1951. The president hoped
that Smith would improve leadership and organization
within the agency, then attracting heavy criticism for its
failure to predict the Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea (DPRK, North Korea) invasion of the Republic
of Korea (ROK, South Korea). Smith’s reputation as an out-
standing bureaucrat and a staunch anticommunist helped
to deflect further criticism from the CIA, which he central-
ized and coordinated, persuading Douglas MacArthur not
only to allow the agency to operate in Korea but to utilize
its intelligence. Under Smith, the CIA nonetheless wrongly
predicted that China would not intervene in the Korean
conflict and also failed to anticipate assorted coups in Latin
America. Smith tightened the flow of intelligence, restrict-
ing the overall picture to a few high-ranking officers, and
instituted a training program to develop a group of career
intelligence officers.

As undersecretary of state during 1953–1954 in the
Eisenhower administration, Smith provided a degree of
continuity. After his retirement in 1954 an embittered
Smith, who never received either the fifth star or appoint-
ment as chief of staff of the army that he believed he de-
served, turned to business, amassing an estate valued at
almost $2.5 million. In 1958 John Foster Dulles appointed
Smith, a staunch and vocal supporter of nuclear expansion,

as his special advisor on disarmament. Smith died in Washington, D.C., on
9 August 1961.

Priscilla Roberts
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U.S. Army General Walter B. Smith performed important
service as a staff officer during World War II. During the
postwar period, he served capably as ambassador to the
Soviet Union, the second director of the Central Intelli-
gence Agency (CIA), and undersecretary of state. (Library
of Congress)
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South African military leader, international statesman, and prime minister
(1919–1924, 1939–1948). Born in Bovenplaats, Cape Colony (now South
Africa), on 24 May 1870, Jan Smuts was educated at Christ’s College, Cam-
bridge University, where he read law. He earned his degree in 1895 and then
built a successful law practice in Johannesburg. Although born a British sub-
ject, he was extremely proud of his Boer ancestry and was an effective guer-
rilla leader in the Boer War (1899–1902). In 1910, he and his close friend
Louis Botha worked together to create the Union of South Africa. Smuts then
entered politics in Botha’s cabinet, serving in several ministerial positions.

At the beginning of World War I, Smuts was serving as defense minister
under Prime Minister Botha. Smuts commanded the offensive that took con-
trol of German Southwest Africa (the future Namibia) from the Germans.
Made a British Army general, Smuts then took charge of British operations in
East Africa. Before the end of the war, he joined the British Imperial War
Cabinet as minister of air and helped to organize the Royal Air Force, the
world’s first independent air force. Smuts represented South Africa during the
1919 Paris Peace Conference, where he supported the League of Nations
and helped develop the mandate system.

During 1919–1924 and again in 1939–1948, Smuts served as South
Africa’s prime minister. He returned to power in September 1939 as an advo-
cate of war with Germany. He was also minister of defense, and from June
1940 he commanded South African armed forces in the war. Made an hon-
orary field marshal in the British Army in 1941, he was throughout the war
one of British Prime Minister Winston Churchill’s closest advisors.

Smuts believed that cooperation was the key to international stability
and peace. After World War II, he took a leading role in the creation of the
United Nations (UN) and was a strong supporter of South African cooper-
ation with the British. Unfortunately, Smuts’s visions of cooperation were
never fully realized. At the time of his death in 1950, the Cold War was well
established, and the world was no closer to genuine peace. Smuts died in
Irene (near Pretoria), South Africa, on 11 September 1950.

Maurice Williams and Takaia Larsen
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Portuguese socialist politician, prime minister (1976–1978, 1983–1985), and
president (1986–1996). Born on 12 July 1924 in Lisbon, Mário Alberto Nobre
Lópes Soares graduated with a degree in history, philosophy, and law from the
University of Lisbon in 1957. While there, he joined the Portuguese Com-
munist Party. He was arrested multiple times during the era of the Estado
Novo (New State), the conservative, clerical fascist regime under António de
Oliveira Salazar, who ruled Portugal during 1932–1968. In 1951 Soares quit the
Communist Party and went back to college to study law. By the 1960s he had
aligned himself with the socialists and in April 1964, together with Francisco
Ramos da Costa and Manuel Tito de Morais, created the Acção Socialista
Portuguesa (Portuguese Socialist Action).

In March 1968, Soares was again arrested and banished for eight months
to the island of São Tomé. He returned to Portugal but by 1970 had been

banished again, this time to Italy, although he eventually
settled in France. He returned to Portugal after the 25
April 1974 Carnation Revolution that ousted Marcelo
Caetano.

In the aftermath of the coup, Soares was appointed
minister for overseas negotiations and helped arrange the
independence of Mozambique. However, the coalition
government of the Movement of the Armed Forces (MFA),
coupled with the growing strength of the Portuguese
Communist Party, caused Soares to question the direction
of the revolution. He was instrumental in the resignation
of Premier Vasco dos Santos Gonçalves. Elections were
held in April 1976, and the socialists won sufficient seats
for Soares to become premier. In July 1976, Soares was
sworn in as the first premier under the new Portuguese
constitution.

Soares and the socialists were unable to form a strong
majority on the Left because of a rift with the commu-
nists. In 1997 he applied for Portugal to join the European
Economic Community (EEC). He resigned in late 1978.
Reelected in 1983, he served until 1985, when he lost to
the Social Democrats and Aníbal Cavaco Silva.

Soares subsequently ran for president in 1986, win-
ning by a narrow margin, but he won reelection in 1991
with a clear majority. He did not seek reelection in 1996,
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but in 1999 he headed the socialist ticket in elections to the European Par-
liament, where he served until the 2004 elections.

David H. Richards
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Soviet general and defense official. Born the son of peasants in the village
of Kozliki, near Grodna (then Poland, now Belarus), on 9 July 1897, Vasily
Sokolovsky in 1918 joined the Red Army. As a participant in the Russian
Civil War, he commanded a company, a regiment, a brigade, and finally the
32nd Rifle Division. He graduated from the Red Army Staff Academy in
1921 and then served in Central Asia in the Operations Directorate of the
General Staff. He was then chief of staff first of a division and then a corps.
Later he was chief of staff of first the Urals and then the Volga Military
Districts.

Promoted to major general in May 1938 and to lieutenant general in June
1940, Sokolovsky became deputy chief of the General Staff in February
1941. In midsummer he was chief of staff of the Western Front, with respon-
sibility for the defense of Moscow. Promoted to colonel general in June 1942,
he took command of the Western Front in early 1943. In August 1943 he was
promoted to general of the army. From April 1944 he was chief of staff of the
First Ukrainian Front. In the last months of the war he was deputy com-
mander of the First Belorussian Front.

After the war, Sokolovsky became deputy commander of Soviet oc-
cupation forces in Germany and governor of the Soviet zone of Berlin. Dur-
ing 1946–1949 he commanded Soviet occupation forces in Germany, a
period that coincided with the Berlin Blockade of 1948–1949. Indeed, it
was Sokolovsky who suggested that American, British, and French soldiers
in the western sectors of Berlin were guests of the Soviets rather than fellow
occupiers.

Returning to the Soviet Union in 1949, Sokolovsky continued to play a
major role in the Soviet military. During 1949–1960 he was first deputy min-
ister of defense and then chief of the General Staff (1952–1960). At the end
of his military career, he served as inspector general for the Ministry of
Defense and oversaw the writing of Voennaia strategiia (Military Strategy), a
1962 planning manual that shaped Soviet thinking for most of the remainder
of the Cold War. Sokolovsky died in Moscow on 10 May 1968.

Roger Chapman and Spencer C. Tucker
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Polish independent labor union established in September 1980, credited with
bringing democracy to Poland and helping to end the Cold War. On 1 July
1980, the Polish government, headed by Prime Minister Edward Babiuch
and communist First Secretary Edward Gierek, announced across-the-board
price increases. Immediately, factory workers throughout Poland staged pro-
test strikes. These proliferated and soon reached the Baltic coast, affecting
Poland’s largest port cities of Gdanask and Gdynia.

Workers at the Lenin Shipyards in Gdanask went on strike at the begin-
ning ofl August. The local strike committee, led by electrician Lech Waflecsa,
was soon transformed into the Inter-Factory Strike Committee. It was un-
precedented in both size and form, as it claimed to represent not just the
shipyard workers but all Polish workers. The Strike Committee put forth a
list of twenty-one demands to be met by the Polish Communist Party. These
demands included the right to form independent labor unions, the right to
strike, freedom of speech and press, the release of political prisoners, and
other social and economic demands. On 31 August 1980, Waflecsa’s committee
signed an agreement in Gdanask with Deputy Prime Minister Mieczysflaw
Jagielski by which the government agreed to the workers’ demands, includ-
ing the formation of independent trade unions. Similar agreements were
signed in Szczecin and Jastrz”bie. Several days later, Gierek resigned his post.

As soon as the agreements were signed, workers began to organize them-
selves into union groups. Inter-Factory Strike Committees became Inter-
Factory Founding Committees. Until this point, Polish labor unions had
been an extension of the Communist Party and had no true independence.

On 17 September 1980, the Founding Committees decided to organize
one umbrella labor union known as Solidarnos ac a (Solidarity). By this time,
union membership was close to 4 million people, and the decision to form
one central union was deeply troubling to Polish authorities. On 10 Novem-
ber 1980, following a series of difficult negotiations, Solidarity was officially
registered as a union.

Moscow and Warsaw eyed Solidarity with great trepidation. The move-
ment was large, and Soviet leaders especially viewed its antisocialist ele-
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ments as particularly troubling. They also feared that it would set a prece-
dent that might be followed in other communist bloc nations. Over the next
thirteen months, an uneasy relationship existed between the Communist
Party and Solidarity. Solidarity was gradually realizing its demands through
strikes or the threat of strikes. These demands were in most cases limited to
working conditions, wages, and workers’ rights. By the end of 1981, nearly
10 million members, some 80 percent of the national workforce, had joined
the movement.

Polish authorities never fully accepted the legitimacy of Solidarity. In
fact, they had resorted to stalling tactics and harassment of union activists
in the hope of weakening the movement. Meanwhile, the authorities were
preparing plans to crush Solidarity, by military means if necessary. Tensions
between Solidarity and the government peaked during the Solidarity Con-
gress in September–October 1981. Solidarity’s 8 September 1981 “Message
to the Working People of Eastern Europe,” which urged workers in other
communist bloc nations to unite, brought applause among union members
and near panic on the part of Polish and Soviet authorities. By then, it was
clear that Solidarity had become a grave threat to communist rule. Moscow
threatened Polish leaders with armed intervention unless Solidarity was shut
down. For a time, the real threat of a Soviet military invasion loomed.
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During a 1987 visit to Poland by Pope John Paul II, demonstrators march down a street carrying banners reading
“Solidarnosaca” (Solidarity), the name of the first Polish trade union, formed despite communist government opposition.
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Then, on 13 December 1981, the Polish government, now headed by
General Wojciech Jaruzelski, imposed martial law and declared Solidarity
illegal. Almost 10,000 Solidarity members were detained. Waflecsa was among
those arrested.

Pope John Paul II and the Catholic Church publicly supported the strug-
gles of Solidarity and its imprisoned principals while clandestinely sending
messages of encouragement to Waflecsa and others. Waflecsa credited the even-
tual triumph of Solidarity to the pope’s intercession.

In April 1982, Solidarity activists who had avoided arrest formed the
Solidarity Temporary Coordinating Committee to stage underground union
activity. Four years later, in September 1986, Waflecsa initiated an open, albeit
illegal, Solidarity Committee. The government refused to recognize this
committee, and its members were closely watched by the secret police.
Nevertheless, Waflecsa, who had won the 1983 Nobel Peace Prize, was now a
prominent international figure. Silencing him was therefore exceedingly dif-
ficult for Polish authorities.

In August 1988, Polish authorities, together with the Catholic Church
and the still-illegal Solidarity movement, commenced negotiations concern-
ing the future of Poland. During February–April 1989, a roundtable brought
together communists, opposition leaders, Solidarity members, and Catholic
Church representatives. The talks brought an end to the government pro-
hibition of Solidarity. In the elections that followed in June 1989, in which
35 percent of the seats were to be decided by election, Solidarity candidates
won 161 of 161 seats in the Sejm and 99 of 100 in the Senate. In August 1989,
Tadeusz Mazowiecki, one of Solidarity’s founders, formed the first noncom-
munist post–World War II Polish government. After 1989, Solidarity became
a traditional political labor party.

Jakub Basista
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Soviet-Russian dissident and writer. Born in Kislovodsk on 11 December
1918, the son of an artillery officer, Aleksandr Isaevich Solzhenitsyn studied
mathematics and physics at the University of Rostov-on-Don. Graduating in
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1941, he briefly worked as a physics teacher. Following the German invasion
of the Soviet Union in June 1941, he was drafted and served as an artillery
captain.

In February 1945, Solzhenitsyn was arrested in East Prussia for his crit-
icism (in a private letter) of the policies of Soviet dictator Josef Stalin and
sentenced to eight years of hard labor in a gulag. In 1953 Solzhenitsyn was
exiled to a village in Kazakhstan. Following his release in 1956, he settled in
Riazan in 1957, working as a high school math teacher, all the while writing
furiously.

In 1962, the leading Soviet literary journal New World published Solzhen-
itsyn’s novella One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich. A sensational success, it
made the author famous. Never before had the conditions in a Soviet labor
camp been described in such gritty detail and laconic poignancy. The sup-
port of Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev then allowed Solzhenitsyn to pursue
a career as a freelance writer and essayist.

Solzhenitsyn proved a brilliant strategist, preparing a profound assault
on the moral legitimacy of the Soviet system by analyzing its labor camp sys-
tem in his three-volume The Gulag Archipelago (1973–1975). In his cat-and-
mouse games with the Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB) and
its literary minions that he later described in The Oak and the Calf (1975), he
was always mindful of the international position in which the Soviet Union
found itself during the Cold War. After the confiscation of manuscripts in
1965 and subsequent harassment by Soviet officials, Solzhenitsyn employed
dissident tactics such as writing an open letter to the Fourth Congress of
Soviet Writers in 1967, having manuscripts smuggled to the West, and pub-
lishing them illegally through samizdat (chain mail–style self-publishing).

In the late 1960s, Solzhenitsyn’s life became increasingly dramatic and
regularly made international headlines. In 1969 he was excluded from the
Soviet Writers’ Union, but the following year he won the Nobel Prize in Lit-
erature. Soviet officials viewed the latter as a provocation, despite the back-
ing that Solzhenitsyn received from leftist intellectuals such as Heinrich
Böll, who had nominated him for the prize.

The publication of the first volume of Solzhenitsyn’s The Gulag Archipel-
ago in 1973 caused a cultural and political uproar and left no doubt that the
author was beyond reconciliation with the Soviet system. In 1974, Solzhen-
itsyn was charged with treason and forced to leave the Soviet Union. After
living briefly in Zürich, in 1976 he settled in Cavendish, Vermont. During his
years in the United States, he led a secluded existence, rarely granting inter-
views and concentrating on his multivolume chronicle The Red Wheel, which
focused on World War I and the factors that led to revolution in Russia in
1917. His 1978 Harvard University commencement speech made it clear that
he was not a liberal reformer but rather an archconservative who rejected
communism because of his ethical, spiritual, and national outlooks.

Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev’s perestroika and glasnost reforms per-
mitted a gradual acceptance of Solzhenitsyn in the Soviet Union. In 1989 he
was reinstated to the Soviet Writers’ Union, and his citizenship was restored
in 1990. Solzhenitsyn’s book-length essay How We Can Rebuild Russia (1990)
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advocated grassroots democracy modeled after Switzerland and rejected a
“consumerist civilization.” Solzhenitsyn returned to Russia in 1994, visiting
numerous cities on his triumphant sojourn to Moscow. Yet after several years,
the writer’s openly antimodern worldview turned him into an anachronism
seemingly out of touch with postcommunist realities. He therefore rapidly
lost his authority as a social visionary. Solzhenitsyn’s nonfictional historical
exploration Two Hundred Years Together (2001–2002) generated much contro-
versy and led to accusations of anti-Semitism.

Peter Rollberg
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East African nation covering 246,199 square miles with a 1945 population of
approximately 1.7 million people. Somalia is slightly smaller than the U.S.
state of Texas and is bordered by the Gulf of Aden to the north, the Indian
Ocean to the east, Djibouti to the northwest, Ethiopia to the west, and Kenya
to the southwest. Part of the strategically important Horn of Africa, Somalia
served as a counterbalance to first the Soviet Union and then the United
States for the other’s presence in neighboring Ethiopia.

When Somalia achieved independence in 1960, the Soviet Union estab-
lished relations with the new state, which became stronger when Major Gen-
eral Mohammed Siyad Barre seized power in 1969 and established a socialist
state. During his failed attempt to seize the Ogaden region of Ethiopia dur-
ing 1977–1978, he broke ties with the communist bloc and turned instead to
the United States. As Somalia’s internal problems worsened during the 1980s
and clan rivalries intensified into civil war, however, the United States with-
drew its support. Barre fled Somalia in 1991, but no new leader emerged, and
civil war continues to plague the impoverished nation.

On 1 July 1960, the former colony of British Somaliland and the United
Nations (UN) trusteeship of Italian Somaliland merged to form Somalia.
Although the inhabitants shared a common ethnicity, clan loyalties divided
the population and formed the basis of the political parties that continually
vied for power. During 1960–1967, Aden Abdulla Osman served as president
and was succeeded by Abdirashid Ali Shermarke (1967–1969).

In 1960, recognizing Somalia’s potential as a counterbalance to the Amer-
ican presence in neighboring Ethiopia, Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev
established relations with Somalia and offered economic aid and expanded
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the port facilities at Berbera. In October 1969, following President Sher-
marke’s assassination, Barre, commander in chief of the armed forces, seized
power. He dismissed the elected government and proclaimed Somali social-
ism. Barre’s attempts to improve conditions within Somalia included the adop-
tion of an official script for the Somali language, improved education and
health care facilities, and large-scale agricultural projects. He also granted
the Soviets access to military facilities and received military aid sufficient to
make Somalia one of the most heavily armed states in Africa. The Soviet-
Somali Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation was signed in July 1974, the
same year that Somalia joined the Arab League. In 1976, the Somali Revolu-
tionary Socialist Party was founded.

Nationalism and irredentism—not communism—motivated Barre. He
believed that the European scramble for Africa in the nineteenth century
had destroyed his nation by dividing among the colonial powers the land
inhabited by the Somali people. Barre wanted to reunite ethnic Somalis in
neighboring Ethiopia, Kenya, and Djibouti with the rest of the Somali nation
but was constrained by the 1964 Cairo Resolution that pledged African states
to maintain existing borders. With diplomatic backing unlikely, Barre resorted
to military conquest to implement his plans, whereby chances of victory
would be improved by external support. Hence, he tightened relations with
the Soviet Union.

Barre began his campaign in July 1977 when, supported by Soviet arms
and advisors, he attempted to seize the Ogaden region of Ethiopia. However,
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his fears that the Soviets had developed relations with Somalia only because
they could not control Ethiopia were soon realized. Although Ethiopia and
Somalia had both received military aid from the Soviet Union since 1974, the
onset of the Ogaden War forced the Soviet Union to choose sides. In Octo-
ber 1977, Moscow halted military aid to Somalia.

In November 1977, Barre broke ties with the communist bloc and
turned instead to the United States, hoping that the Americans would appre-
ciate Somalia’s value as a Cold War counterbalance. However, newly elected
President Jimmy Carter was attempting to focus foreign policy on such prin-
ciples as human rights rather than the Cold War. Citing Barre’s deplorable
human rights record and violation of international law by invading Ethiopia,
Carter refused to help. With no external support and with the might of the
communist bloc aiding Ethiopia, the war reached an inevitable conclusion.
On 9 March 1978, Barre announced the withdrawal of all Somali forces from
Ethiopia.

By 1980, however, the changing international environment, particularly
the 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the 1979 Iranian Revolution,
compelled Carter to steer U.S. foreign policy toward a more traditional Cold
War orientation. In August 1980, an agreement was reached that granted the
Americans access to military facilities in Somalia in return for military aid,

thus countering the Soviet presence in Ethiopia and facil-
itating American military operations in the Indian Ocean.
Barre’s reputation prevented a closer relationship, and in
1989 his continued human rights violations prompted the
U.S. Congress to halt military assistance.

As conditions in Somalia deteriorated, the misgivings
felt by the Americans were progressively shared by the
Somali people. During the 1980s the economy declined
steadily, and periodic droughts aggravated food shortages
caused by poor agricultural policies and government price
controls. Barre’s persistence in awarding key positions to
members of his own Marehan clan and subclans of the
Darod clan exacerbated clan rivalries and government
corruption. Increasingly, dissent manifested itself through
violence. The country entered a state of virtual civil war
following an uprising that began in northern Somalia in
May 1988 and then consolidated under the leadership of the
Issaq-led Somali National Movement (SNM). Barre pro-
vided the Darod clan with arms with which to oppose the
SNM, but Darod loyalty to Barre was diminishing. In April
1988 he lost support of the Ogadeeni subclan when Soma-
lia and Ethiopia signed a peace treaty in which Barre re-
nounced all claims to the Ogaden.

Opposition from the Hawiye clan led to the formation
of the United Somali Congress (USC), which concentrated
on efforts to take control of Mogadishu, prompting Barre
to withdraw those troops still loyal to him to defend the
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capital. By December 1990, much of Mogadishu had been destroyed and
thousands had been killed in the fighting. On 27 January 1991, Barre fled
Mogadishu, and the USC took control of the city. With the common enemy
gone, however, clan rivalries exploded once more and civil war resumed,
which, despite attempts by the international community—including the
UN—to quell, continues.

Donna R. Jackson
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Nicaraguan dictator and president (1967–1972, 1974–1979). Born in León
on 5 December 1925, Anastasio Somoza Debayle was the second son of
Nicaraguan President Anastasio Somoza García (1936–1956). Often referred
to as “Tachito,” Somoza Debayle graduated from the United States Military
Academy, West Point, in 1946 before heading Nicaragua’s National Guard
beginning in 1947. As commander of the National Guard, he helped his
family maintain its hold on political power after his father’s 1956 assassina-
tion. During his brother Luis Somoza Debayle’s presidency (1956–1967),
Anastasio Somoza brutally suppressed protests, crushed potential rivals, and
developed important political and business contacts.

The death of his brother in 1967 allowed Somoza to seize power. In
contrast to his brother’s reliance on political parties and rigged elections,
Anastasio Somoza established a thoroughly authoritarian rule. Throughout
the years, violent repression of opposition groups, rigid press censorship, and
challenges to businesses that rivaled the growing interests of the Somoza
dynasty mounted. At the same time, Somoza maintained close relations with
the United States and was viewed as a bulwark against communist subversion
in Central America.

In 1972, Somoza was constitutionally forbidden from serving another
presidential term, although he continued to be the de facto head of state.
In December 1972 a massive earthquake virtually leveled Managua, and
Somoza used the ensuing chaos to declare martial law, making him—as head
of the National Guard—the ruler of the state. The earthquake resulted in
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considerable international aid to Nicaragua, but revelations that Somoza had
embezzled much of the aid led to his political isolation. Nevertheless, he was
reelected president in 1974. Soon thereafter, the leftist National Liberation
Front (FSLN, Sandinistas) launched a guerrilla war against the Somoza dic-
tatorship. When the government lashed out at its enemies, popular support
for the FSLN grew.

In response to the situation in Nicaragua, U.S. President Jimmy Carter
sharply reduced financial and military aid to the Somoza regime. By 1978, the
military situation in Nicaragua had turned against the dictatorship. In July
1979, facing condemnation at home and abroad, Somoza fled the country for
Miami, Florida. He was assassinated in Asunción, Paraguay, on 17 Septem-
ber 1980.

Daniel Lewis

See also
Contras; Nicaragua; Sandinistas; Somoza García, Anastasio

References
Crawley, Eduardo. Dictators Never Die: A Portrait of Nicaragua and the Somoza Dynasty.

New York: St. Martin’s, 1979.
Lake, Anthony. Somoza Falling. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1989.
Millett, Richard. Guardians of the Dynasty. Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 1977.

Nicaraguan military leader and president (1937–1947, 1950–1956). Born in
San Marcos on 1 February 1896, Anastasio Somoza García was the founder of
the Somoza political dynasty (1939–1979). Somoza’s close ties to the United
States began when he attended but did not graduate from the Pierce School
of Business Administration in Philadelphia. He returned to Nicaragua in
1919 and pursued a military career. In 1933 he was named the first com-
mander of the Nicaraguan National Guard, which the United States had
helped create in 1927. Although the National Guard was designed as an apo-
litical force, Somoza nevertheless used it to seize political power. He ordered
the assassination of political rivals, including Augusto César Sandino in 1934,
and increased the National Guard’s size and authority after seizing power in
1936 and installing himself as president in 1937.

Through World War II, Somoza maintained strong relations with the
United States. He also launched a campaign against Nazi subversion in Nica-
ragua, an effort that allowed him to take control of German-owned assets
throughout the country. These seized properties bolstered the family’s siz-
able fortune and helped sustain the dynasty’s political and economic ambi-
tions for decades.

When the Franklin Roosevelt and Harry Truman administrations encour-
aged democratic trends in the Western Hemisphere after 1944, Nicaraguan
opposition groups organized to push Somoza from power. Acting quickly, he
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promised reforms and scheduled elections to ensure a
change of administrations in the near future, which stalled
the opposition movement. He then reinforced his grip on
power by invading Costa Rica in 1946. Declaring the inva-
sion a necessary intervention against communist subver-
sion, he transformed himself into a staunch Cold Warrior
and secured strong support from the United States.

Having faced down one challenge, Somoza used a
combination of rewards and repression to manage Nicara-
guan politics. He orchestrated social and economic reforms
that improved working conditions and fostered economic
growth in urban centers. He also allowed for the formation
and operation of token opposition parties and loosened
press restrictions. In January 1947 he symbolically stepped
down as president but one month later ousted his succes-
sor and installed a puppet president while he held de facto
power until 1950, when he arranged for his reelection.

Somoza continued to cultivate support from the United
States. When Guatemalan President Jacobo Arbenz Guz-
mán embarked on a series of significant economic reforms,
most notably land reform, beginning in 1952, Somoza
helped the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) train
mercenaries in Nicaragua, from which they launched an
invasion that toppled the Arbenz regime in 1954.

Having survived two decades in power, Somoza was
shot by an assassin in León on 21 September 1956 and
died of his wounds on 29 September. His eldest son, Luis
Somoza Debayle, inherited the presidency. A second son,
Anastasio Somoza Debayle, already commander of the National Guard, main-
tained the family’s control over the military and later gained the presidency.

Daniel Lewis
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Wife of Jiang Jieshi, Guomindang (GMD, Nationalist) leader and president
of the Republic of China (ROC, Taiwan). Born in Shanghai, Jiangsu Prov-
ince, on 5 March 1897, Song Meiling, daughter of a Methodist minister, was
educated in the United States and graduated from Wellesley College in 1917.

Song Meiling 1853

President of Nicaragua Anastasio Somoza García, ca. 1940s. 
(Corbis)

Song Meiling
(1897–2003)



When she returned to Shanghai at year’s end, she engaged in church affairs
and social welfare outreach until 1927, when she married Jiang, the leader of
the GMD and future president of the ROC.

Song served as Jiang’s closest aide, personal secretary, and English inter-
preter. From 1930 to 1932, she also held a membership in the Legislative
Yuan. In 1934, she headed the women’s department of Jiang’s New Life
Movement, a reform program aimed at halting the spread of communism by
stressing traditional Chinese values.

During the Xi’an Incident of December 1936, Song played a critical role
in securing Jiang’s release from the rebellious GMD military generals and
facilitated the GMD’s cooperation with the Chinese communists to fight
the Japanese during 1937–1945. Besides continuing the New Life Movement
and leading Chinese women to fight against China’s enemies, Song’s other
contribution during both the Sino-Japanese War and the Chinese Civil War
was to capture international attention and seek foreign assistance, especially
from the United States. Throughout the 1940s she visited Washington fre-
quently, lobbying for economic and military assistance to save the GMD
government from collapse. This made her something of a celebrity in Amer-
ica, especially with the China Lobby.

In January 1950 Song went to Taiwan, joining Jiang, who had been
defeated in the Chinese Civil War and forced to relocate the GMD head-
quarters on Taiwan. There Song continued her works in organizing women
and seeking, largely in vain, U.S. assistance to defend the ROC. After Jiang’s
death in 1975, she moved to New York City and lived in semiseclusion. Song
died on 23 October 2003 in New York City.

Law Yuk-fun
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Vice chairwoman of the People’s Republic of China (PRC). Born in Shanghai,
Jiangsu Province, on 27 January 1892, Song Qingling was educated in the
United States and graduated from Wesleyan College in 1913. In 1914, on her
way back to China, she stopped in Tokyo, where she met and immediately
married Sun Yixian, founder of both the Republic of China (ROC) and the
Guomindang (GMD, Nationalists). During her marriage to Sun, which ended
with his death in 1925, she developed her own career in revolutionary politics.

As Sun’s widow, Song assumed a greater role in politics. She was elected
to serve on the GMD’s Central Executive Committee until 1945. In 1927,
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she was also appointed a member of the State Council in the GMD govern-
ment led by Jiang Jieshi, her brother-in-law as well as Sun’s successor. De-
spite these familial connections, Song grew increasingly resentful of Jiang’s
hostility toward the Chinese communists, which she perceived as a betrayal
of Sun’s ideals of national unification. Embittered and frustrated, she left
China and traveled to the Soviet Union and Europe in late 1927. She re-
turned to China in 1931 and resisted taking part in politics, focusing instead
on social welfare issues.

During the Sino-Japanese War, Song founded the China Defense League
to promote the anti-Japanese war drive, an effort that included cooperation
with the Chinese communists. Song’s anti-Jiang and procommunist stance
became even more obvious after the war, when she transformed the league
into the China Welfare Fund, which supported communist-oriented organi-
zations during the Chinese Civil War.

Upon the establishment of the PRC in 1949, the Chinese communists
paid Song special treatment and great respect, primarily due to her symbolic
value as a link between the PRC and Sun’s revolutionary movement. Because
of her past GMD connections, however, her PRC appointments were largely
ceremonial in nature, carrying with them no real power or responsibility. She
was, for a time, one of three noncommunist vice chairpersons in the new
PRC government, a post she held until 1954, when Mao Zedong reorganized
the government. She was also made the vice chairperson of the Sino-Soviet
Friendship Association, owing to her earlier contacts with the Soviet Union.
In 1959 she became one of the two vice chairpersons of the PRC, a post she
retained until 1980. In early 1981, she was named honorary president of the
PRC. Song died on 29 May 1981 in Beijing.

Law Yuk-fun
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Located on the southern tip of Africa, South Africa covers 471,008 square
miles, making it roughly three times as large as the U.S. state of California.
South Africa, which had a 1945 population of approximately 15 million people,
is bordered by the Indian Ocean to the south and east, the Atlantic Ocean to
the west, Namibia to the northwest, Zimbabwe and Botswana to the north,
and Swaziland and Mozambique to the northeast.

South Africa’s Cold War history is essentially the history of apartheid, or
racial separation. The National Party (NP), which came to power in 1948 and
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would dominate South Africa until 1990, fully codified apartheid. The NP
built a strong state, and consequently South Africa became the preponderant
power in southern Africa. But its racial policies also rendered it a pariah in
the international community. Still, South Africa, through its involvement
in civil wars in Angola and to a lesser extent Mozambique and Zimbabwe,
played an important role in Cold War geopolitics.

The apartheid era, which neatly coincides with the Cold War, can be
divided into four periods: 1948–1958, including the administrations of D. F.
Malan (1948–1954) and Johannes Strijdom (1954–1958); the premiership
of Hendrik Verwoerd (1958–1966); the reign of Prime Minister John Vorster
(1966–1978); and P. W. Botha’s premiership beginning in 1978 and resigna-
tion as state president in 1989. The subsequent rise of F. W. de Klerk marked
apartheid’s denouement, hastened by the end of the Cold War.

During the late 1940s and 1950s, the NP’s consolidation of state power
was most clearly reflected by its policy of job reservation for whites. In the
late 1950s, many businesses, most of which were run by English speakers,
preferred to hire cheap black labor. The government responded by reserving
fifteen different occupations for whites. This period also witnessed the
inchoate institutionalization of apartheid by, for instance, the Prohibition of

Mixed Marriages Act (1949), the Suppression of Commu-
nism Act (1950), the Population Registration Act (1951),
and the Bantu Education Act (1955). Domestic resistance
to apartheid was barely active during this period and came
mainly from black political groups through civil protests.

Malan, and then Strijdom, advanced Afrikaner domi-
nance while the colonial (white) dominance of the rest of
Africa was in full retreat. Shielding South Africa from what
they saw as the contagion of decolonization and the ad-
vancement of majority rule was their chief foreign policy
priority. Malan outlined his Africa policy in a document
titled The African Charter (1949), which was imbued with
the notion of an African continent safe for “Western Euro-
pean Christian Civilization.” Strijdom took a somewhat
more pragmatic and prudent path. For instance, the grow-
ing importance of Africa to South Africa’s foreign policy
was reflected by the 1959 creation of South Africa’s Africa
Division in the Department of Foreign Affairs, its first
geographic division. Throughout the 1950s, South Africa
maintained a favored position in the West.

Civil unrest and the brutality at Sharpeville defined
Verwoerd’s premiership. In March 1960, the South African
police fired on a group of demonstrators whom the Pan
Africanist Congress (PAC) had called upon to protest the
South African Pass Laws, enacted by the government to
restrict the movement of nonwhites. (Except when re-
quired for domestic help or other certified jobs, blacks
had to remain in their own designated areas.) In the con-
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adopted the Lusaka Manifesto, calling for an end to colonialism in Mozam-
bique, Angola, Rhodesia (Zimbabwe), and South West Africa (Namibia). It
also included South Africa within its anticolonialism mandate.

The matrix of threat and opportunity facing South Africa inalterably
changed on 24 April 1974, when Portugal’s President António Salazar was
overthrown. The cordon sanitaire was broken. Northern Namibia was now
open to attacks by the anti–South African guerrilla force, SWAPO, from
southern Angola. Mozambique became a base for forces fighting the Ian
Smith regime in Rhodesia, and South Africa was now directly vulnerable to
ANC and PAC penetration from Mozambique. South Africa was pulled into
the Angolan Civil War, with at least tacit support from the United States.
In 1975, the U.S. Congress passed the Clark Amendment, however, ending
covert Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) assistance to UNITA, the rebel
group fighting the Soviet Union/Cuban–backed Angolan government.

Growing global hostility toward South Africa led to the promotion of
secret ventures initiated by Dr. C. P. Mulder, minister of information, and
Eschel Rhodie, secretary of the South African Department of Information, to
shore up South Africa’s international image. The exposure of these activities,
which became known as Infogate, led ultimately to the fall of Vorster.

Botha came to power on 28 September 1978 promising to accelerate the
reform process begun by Vorster. Instead, Botha instituted a near-totalitarian
state. The 1980s were a period of stagnation and decline for the South
African economy. South Africa’s real economic growth rate since World War II
had averaged more than 5 percent annually. By 1979, however, it declined in
every five-year period thereafter. During 1975–1980, the real growth rate was
2.8 percent, whereas during 1980–1985 it was a mere 1.1 percent.

Botha did allow for the abrasion of the petty aspects of apartheid, but his
most radical and important reform was the 1983 constitution. It was meant
to placate international public opinion by replacing the white-only franchise
with a multiracial franchise. However, the new franchise and its two new
chambers included only Indians and coloreds (people of mixed race or Malay-
sians). The first election in 1984 under the new constitution witnessed only
a 29.6 percent turnout by coloreds and a 20.2 percent turnout for Indians. But
most importantly, the new constitution triggered new instability and political
changes.

The 1984 disturbances were to the Botha administration what Soweto
had been to Vorster and what Sharpeville had been to Verwoerd. And, just as
Soweto was a greater threat to apartheid than was Sharpeville, the 1984–1986
disturbances were a qualitatively different phenomenon than their precur-
sors. The trade unions, the United Democratic Front (UDF), and the ANC
were better organized and had deeper support both within and outside the
country. In addition, portions of the white population were becoming in-
creasingly critical of the government. Rising emigration and a growing reluc-
tance to serve in the armed forces reflected the weakening confidence in the
state.

The new constitutional dispensation triggered the August 1983 formation
of the UDF, which was not a political party but rather an umbrella organiza-
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tion encompassing many local groups that had accepted the ANC’s 1955 Free-
dom Charter, which had advocated ideals of justice, equality, and economic
development through state intervention in the best interest of the entire
population. By March 1984, the UDF had more than 600 affiliated organiza-
tions with a combined membership of more than 2 million. Also, the new
constitution led to a split in the NP. In 1982, Dr. Andries Treurnicht, NP
leader for the Transvaal, and twenty-one other NP members refused to sup-
port Botha’s reforms and were expelled from the party. Treurnicht subse-
quently formed the Conservative Party.

South Africa’s foreign policy under Botha, which was run out of the State
Security Council (SSC), was part of South Africa’s total national strategy, a
reaction to what was labeled as the total onslaught of communism. It held
that the Soviet Union would cling to any territory over which it acquired con-
trol in Africa and would only surrender it if the center collapsed or if overall
strategy favored such a move and that in black Africa, the Soviets had already
selected and effectively controlled at least three states and were preparing the
ground for three more: Zimbabwe, Namibia, and South Africa. To combat
this perceived threat, Pretoria undertook a massive destabilization program,
which included military forays as far north as Zambia and cost the region an
estimated 1.5 million lives during 1980–1988 with a cumulative cost to the
region of approximately $60.5 billion.

On 15 August 1985, Botha gave his much-anticipated “Rubicon Speech”
at the Annual National Party’s Province Congress in Durban. South Africa’s
foreign minister, Roelof Frederik Botha, had briefed Western leaders in
advance, and the speech was in fact broadcast to the United States, Great
Britain, and the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany). How-
ever, what P. W. Botha delivered was not a radical departure from apartheid
but rather a continuation of incremental reforms and the maintenance of
apartheid. The international community was shocked. The South African
rand, which had been falling since 1983, fell to a low of 0.35 to the American
dollar in August 1985; the Johannesburg Stock Exchange was closed for the
first time since Sharpeville; and Chase Manhattan Bank in New York de-
cided not to roll over maturing short-term loans to South Africa. Other banks
soon followed suit. South Africa had sunk to the depths of its pariah status.

In 1984, Pretoria reached an agreement with Mozambique, via the Nko-
mati Accord, which was to end South African support for the Resistencia
Nacional Moçambicano (RENAMO), the rebel force fighting the Mozam-
bique government, in return for an end to Mozambique’s support for the
ANC. The Nkomati Accord was as much a signal to the West as a sincere
effort to improve regional relations. Botha followed this success with an eight-
nation tour of Europe. In 1988, military stalemate in the southern Angolan
town of Cuito Cuanavale precipitated the end of South Africa’s Angola war,
which had become Pretoria’s Vietnam.

Ill health ended Botha’s reign in 1989, and an internecine struggle within
the NP ensued. The next president, de Klerk, would ease South Africa into
its transition away from apartheid, if not actually direct it, although the tran-
sition was certainly hastened by the end of the Cold War.
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De Klerk released Mandela from Robben Island Prison on 11 February
1990. Mandela had been incarcerated for twenty-seven years. Nine days prior
to his release, all opposition groups, including the ANC, were unbanned.
Apartheid was in full retreat, and South Africa then entered a transition
period that led, four years later, to full democratic freedoms.

James Hentz
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South African government program of forward defense in southern Africa
designed to quash nationalist movements in the region, thereby preventing
them from spreading to South Africa. Beginning in the late 1970s, South
Africa began a concerted effort to cripple independent African states in the
region. There were two components: one military, the other economic.

First, South Africa routinely violated the sovereignty of the neighboring
states of Mozambique, Lesotho, Swaziland, Botswana, and (less frequently)
Zimbabwe. Rationalized as hot pursuit, the purpose was to flush out mem-
bers of the outlawed African National Congress (ANC), especially its armed
wing, Umkhonto we Sizwe (MK, Spear of the Nation). While methods dif-
fered in each military foray, four basic tactics were employed: commando
raids, assassination of key leaders, aerial bombardment, and, in 1981, a coup
attempt against the government of the Seychelles. These were comple-
mented by a series of dirty wars similar to those used by the U.S.-backed
Contras in Nicaragua, which the South Africans waged against Mozambique,
Lesotho, and Angola.

The decision to destabilize Marxist-oriented Mozambique was taken by
the Rhodesian regime that, in the mid-1970s, had founded and supported a
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dissident group known as National Resistance of Mozambique (RENAMO).
After Zimbabwean independence in 1980, RENAMO was clandestinely
adopted by the South African state and used by the South African Defence
Force (SADF). Now backed with more firepower, RENAMO was active in
all parts of the country. This campaign, along with increased economic pres-
sure by South Africa on Mozambique, was highly effective and enabled the
signing of the 1984 Nkomati Accord.

The SADF provided covert support to the Lesotho Liberation Army,
which conducted a low-intensity war against the Lesotho government. This
support, together with SADF raids on Lesotho and economic pressure, was
also successful, culminating in the formal denial of refuge to the ANC by the
Lesotho government. South Africa also occupied large parts of southern
Angola, a tactic that began in 1974 when South Africa invaded that country
ostensibly to fight communism. The occupation enabled the SADF to fight
in the civil war in Angola on the side of the Uniao Nacional para a Indepen-
dência Total de Angola (UNITA), a West-leaning liberation movement.

The economic component of the destabilization campaign was more
subtle. South Africa’s economy dwarfed those of its neighbors. Moreover,
most regional transport routes passed through South Africa. In addition, many
states in the region were dependent on employment offered in South Africa,
especially in the mining sector. By manipulating one or more of these factors,
South Africa created extensive economic dislocation in neighboring countries.

In response, the region sought support from the international community.
The West offered sporadic aid, while the Soviet bloc provided some military
assistance, including weapons and training. Solidarity for the affected states
was strong among African states in the Organization of African Unity (OAU),
especially its Liberation Committee. In this forum, the idea of developing
Frontline States took root, and, in these same councils, the Southern African
Development Co-ordination Conference (SADCC) was conceived. The
SADCC sought to mitigate South Africa’s economic preponderance. The
nonaligned states were also vociferous in their condemnation of South
Africa’s destabilization effort. The U.S. policy of constructive engagement
was interpreted as being sympathetic to destabilization, and the Americans
were initially reluctant to condemn South Africa. As circumstances deterio-
rated, however, individual acts of destabilization were condemned by Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan’s administration.

A United Nations (UN) study estimated the costs of South Africa’s de-
stabilization campaign to be more than $60 billion during 1980–1988, while
as many as 1.5 million people were thought to have perished due to war, ter-
rorism, malnutrition, and epidemics.

Peter Vale

See also
Africa; Constructive Engagement; Dirty War; Mozambique; Mozambique Civil War;

Namibia; Non-Aligned Movement; South Africa; Southern African Develop-
ment Co-ordination Conference; Tanzania; Zimbabwe

South African Destabilization Campaign 1861



References
Davies, Robert, and Dan O’Meara. “Total Strategy in Southern Africa: An Analysis

of South African Regional Policy since 1978.” Journal of Southern African Studies
11(2) (1985): 183–211.

Hanlon, Joseph. Beggar Your Neighbours: Apartheid Power in Southern Africa. London:
James Currey, 1986.

Klare, Michael T., and Peter Kornbluh, eds. Low-Intensity Warfare: Counterinsurgency,
Proinsurgency, and Antiterrorism in the Eighties. New York: Pantheon, 1988.

Minter, William. Apartheid’s Contras: An Inquiry into the Roots of War in Angola and
Mozambique. London: Zed, 1994.

———. King Solomon’s Mines Revisited: Western Interests and the Burdened History of
Southern Africa. New York: Basic Books, 1986.

World War II ended with the certain prospect for South Asia that British
imperial power in the region, which had stood uncontested for more than a
century, was about to come to an end. What was not clear was whether a single
postimperial polity would emerge or whether South Asia would be divided
into a number of successor states with competing interests and values. Also
in question was whether one of the global superpowers would follow the
British precedent and enforce its hegemonic suzerainty across the Indian
Ocean. A half century later, it is still too soon to address these questions.

The Cold War history of South Asia is a story of incompleteness. Bitter
grievances have been fought over with no decisive result, and enormous
human and natural resources remain largely untapped. The Indian subconti-
nent did not prove to be as volcanic a juncture between the Eastern and
Western blocs as, say, neighboring Southeast Asia, but the vacuum of power
left by the retreating British attracted at various times the attentions of the
United States, the People’s Republic of China (PRC), and the Soviet Union,
all of which vied unsuccessfully to secure a monopoly of influence.

The partition of the British Raj remains the starting point for any dis-
cussion of modern South Asia. Contrary to popular assumption, the British
were never enthusiastic about the breakup of their Indian empire—divide
and conquer played no part in British calculations in 1947. On the contrary,
Prime Minister Clement Attlee’s Labour government wanted a strong and
united postcolonial India that (so it believed at the time) could still serve
British interests through informal Commonwealth ties. But this preference
for unity was less important than a bloodless exit from the theater. After it
became clear that India’s Islamic minority, led by Mohamed Ali Jinnah’s
Muslim League, would not accept a single-state solution without violence,
British Viceroy Lord Louis Mountbatten resigned himself to partition.

In fact, Attlee’s secretary of state for India, Frederick Pethick-Lawrence,
had come close to brokering a one-India solution in 1946. His proposal for a
three-tier federal state received tentative consent from Jinnah (whose cau-
tious pragmatism is mostly forgotten today) and the Hindu-dominated Con-
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gress Party, but the plan was scotched when Congress’s President Jawaharlal
Nehru made a public statement appearing to renounce Pethick-Lawrence’s
constitutional assumptions. The result was a wave of sectarian bloodshed
that left cross-party cooperation impossible. It must be said that even the
most conciliatory behavior by Jinnah and Nehru would have still left un-
solved the problem of India’s large and restless Sikh population, which had
separatist ambitions unaddressed by the Pethick-Lawrence plan. Partition
may have been a historical inevitability, at least by the end of World War II.

The ethnic cleansing of the India-Pakistan frontier following indepen-
dence in August 1947 was the legacy of this political failure, a South Asian
trauma that had vast psychological as well as material consequences for the
future of the region. At least 1 million Hindus, Sikhs, and Muslims died in
what can only be described as spontaneous cross-border genocide. Between
10 million and 15 million more found themselves unwelcome foreigners in a
state now hostile to their faith and were forced into permanent exile.

The inhumane exchange of population did not resolve the problem of
religious minorities for either of the new nations, for 40 million Muslims still
remained in India, and 10 million Hindus remained in Pakistan. Nor did it

South Asia 1863

Oxen and camels drafted to carry the belongings of Muslims fleeing to Pakistan following the separation of India, 5 Sep-
tember 1947. (Bettmann/Corbis)



provide for a stable or mutually acknowledged border. The new Pakistani
state was strung awkwardly across India’s northern perimeter, with roughly
equal numbers to east and west. This arrangement would ultimately prove
untenable. And a number of the historic princely states with populations of
mixed confession were hard to incorporate into the partition. Among these,
Kashmir proved so intractable a problem that it set off a series of informal
Wars of the British Succession among India, Pakistan, and, to a lesser degree,
China.

The postcolonial order proved unsatisfactory to a number of South Asian
constituencies who believed that they were inadequately represented by the
terms of 1947. India’s untidy internal borders, a legacy of the ad hoc devel-
opment of British imperial rule, were reorganized several times from the
1950s onward to try to appease the particularistic claims of language groups.
Thus, the old province of Madras was broken up into Tamil and Telugu dis-
tricts, and Bombay was partitioned between Marathi and Gujarati speakers.
These reforms were, however, straightforward compared to the problem of
postindependence Punjab and its Sikh minority. The traditional province
of Punjab was carved up in the partition, and its namesake successor within
post-1947 India went through a number of contortions before an agreeable
all-Punjabi speaking unit was demarcated in 1966. But this concession failed
to assuage the passions of secessionist Sikh radicals of the Shiromani Akali
Dal Party, who sought the establishment of a free Khalistan state and, from
the early 1980s onward, demonstrated an increasing willingness to use ter-
rorist methods of political persuasion. The violent occupation of the Golden
Temple of Amritsar by Sikh zealots in 1984 and the equally ferocious counter-
response by the Indian Army not only led to the assassination of Prime Min-
ister Indira Gandhi that same year but also brought a round of depressingly
familiar retaliatory pogroms against Sikhs in Delhi.

Independent Ceylon (Sri Lanka after 1972) was dogged by internecine
conflict on a similar model, making stable postcolonial rule just as difficult.
The genteel paternalism of the country’s first Westernized elite was rejected
after 1956, when the Sri Lanka Freedom Party achieved parliamentary power,
and its strident peasant-based Sinhalese nationalism became the characteris-
tic motif of Ceylon’s politics. Educational and religious laws brazenly favor-
ing the Sinhalese language, culture, and Buddhist faith alienated the Tamil
minority, leading to the vicious response of the Liberation Tigers of Tamil
Eelam (LTTE) in the 1970s. The Tamil Tigers seized de facto control of
much of the island’s forested northern and eastern regions, but their success
eventually triggered intervention by the Indian government, which with a
large and politically turbulent Tamil community of its own had no desire to
see Sri Lanka’s civil war spill across the Laccadive Sea.

India’s three-year military expedition to the war-torn LTTE homeland,
beginning in 1987, was an attempt to enforce a shaky peace deal that ulti-
mately failed. The price that India paid for its interference was the murder
of Indira Gandhi’s son Rajiv (prime minister during 1984–1989) by Tamil
extremists, continuing the subcontinent’s wretched tradition of political
assassination.
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Perhaps the best illustration of the irreducible nature of the problem is
Bangladesh. The former East Pakistan emerged as a breakaway region seek-
ing autonomy from its distant and imperious central government, but after
independence in 1971, its own army engaged in sporadic campaigns across
the southeastern Chittagong Hill Tracts, trying to suppress Buddhist tribes
who themselves objected to Dhaka’s overbearing style.

The subcontinent’s internal disputes did not, of course, go unnoticed
by the Cold War powers. The Soviet Union inherited from tsarist Russia a
desire to break out of its landlocked Central Asian hinterland and expand its
influence southward, a continuation of the Victorian era’s Great Game. For
its part, the United States had no desire to allow for a Soviet presence on the
shores of the Indian Ocean, which would threaten Western lines of commu-
nication to the oil-rich Middle East. India, by far the largest and most popu-
lous state, was the key to regional hegemony, but neither side was able to
secure its patronage for long, partly because successive Indian governments
were able to play one side against another and partly because of the vague
but cyclical appeal in New Delhi of the so-called Asian Resurgence, by which
India, perhaps in partnership with the PRC, would reject the bipolarity of the
Cold War and forge a third way.

Nehru, who acted as his own foreign minister during his premiership
(1947–1964), brought the moral glamour of his long anticolonial career to the
conference table and was something of a diplomatic celebrity during the first
decade of India’s independence. His commitment to self-determination and
nonalignment policies had a fashionable cachet in the 1950s, encapsulated
in the “Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence” drawn up with the PRC
in 1954 and later the foundation of the Bandung Conference and the Non-
Aligned Movement. However, Nehru’s high-mindedness was called into
question when his government publicly supported the Soviet Union’s inva-
sion of Hungary in 1956, a decision that cynics not unreasonably connected
to the contemporaneous expansion of Soviet development aid to India.

Pakistan, meanwhile, smarting from the disappointing result of the First
Kashmir War, sought and received military and economic support from Great
Britain and the United States. It confirmed this Western tilt with founding
memberships in the Manila Pact (the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization,
or SEATO) in 1954 and the Anglo-Iranian Middle East Treaty Organization
(later the Central Treaty Organization, or CENTO) the following year.

The dream of Sino-Indian fraternal leadership in Asia was abruptly
brought to an end in 1962 when Chinese leader Chairman Mao Zedong’s
People’s Liberation Army (PLA) hammered Indian border positions in
Arunachal Pradesh and Aksai Chin at the Himalayan extremes of their long
and imperfectly mapped frontier. Tensions with China had been more or less
inevitable since 1950, when the traditional buffer region of Tibet was swal-
lowed up by the PRC, but India’s military drubbing that year and its reliance
on hastily deployed American and British armaments was a stark reminder
that rhetorical disengagement from the Cold War and pious appeals to non-
violence could not guarantee national security. The Sino-Indian War brought
about a regional shift in allegiances. The PRC made successful approaches
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to Pakistan (which still enjoyed Western support), while India took advantage
of the split within the international communist movement to forge closer ties
with the Soviet Union. The second round of major Indo-Pakistani fighting in
1965 underwrote this diplomatic realignment but bogged down in stalemate,
with both sides having to rely on the bittersweet consolation that their oppo-
sition’s war effort had been as badly managed as their own.

Until 1971 the balance of power in South Asia was still roughly divided
between India and Pakistan, despite the large differences in size and pop-
ulation between the two. But the successful Bengali revolt that year and
Pakistan’s clear defeat by Indian forces in the field demonstrated the latter’s
resurgence under the virtuoso leadership of Nehru’s daughter, Indira Gandhi.
India’s victory in 1971 was far more than military, for Pakistan’s genocidal
atrocities in Bangladesh had been so embarrassing to the West that Britain
and France had broken ranks with President Richard Nixon’s administration
in supporting their habitual ally in the region. Gandhi meanwhile secured a
twenty-year Treaty of Peace, Friendship, and Cooperation with Soviet leader
Leonid Brezhnev’s regime that provided conventional Warsaw Pact hardware
as well as the technical support to launch an independent nuclear weapons
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program. The underground detonation of India’s first atomic bomb in 1974
was the confirmation, if anyone still needed it, that India was now the pre-
eminent power in the subcontinent. As the rapport between New Delhi and
Moscow continued to improve throughout the 1970s and as Pakistan lan-
guished in despotic chaos, it looked as though the West had backed the wrong
horse in South Asia.

The Soviet Union’s temporary advantage was squandered, however, by its
ill-advised invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, which uselessly soaked up pres-
tige and resources. The war placed South Asia in the front line of the Cold
War for the first time and proved particularly important for Pakistan, which
the United States viewed as a vital logistical support base for anti-Soviet
Afghani insurgents. The Afghan conflict proved at best a mixed blessing
for the Islamabad regime, which was also under pressure from neighboring
Iranian fundamentalists after the 1979 revolution. The United States poured
arms and money into the country, but the influx of Afghan refugees and
mujahideen guerrilla fighters in its northern provinces placed social and eco-
nomic strains on an already fragile state. At the same time, Indira Gandhi’s
1984 assassination and the political emergence of her much less Russophile
son Rajiv opened the possibility of a rapprochement between the United
States and India. The younger Gandhi was unenthused by India’s traditional
socialist practices and sought American ideas and capital to reinvigorate his
country’s economy in the computer age.

The weakening of India’s entente with the Soviet Union also led to
some improvement in its relationship with the PRC. While little concrete
progress was made on the serious disputes over the Line of Actual Control
along the Himalayan border or the ongoing occupation of Tibet (the Dalai
Lama had operated a government-in-exile in Dharamsala since 1959), there
was at least some symbolic economic and technological assistance, and the
Chinese took a less emphatically pro-Pakistani line at the conference table.
The creation of the South Asia Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC)
in 1985 was a welcome cross-border initiative that proposed cooperative efforts
to tackle the region’s social and environmental problems—overpopulation,
poverty, rural and urban squalor, and illiteracy—but a dialogue could only
begin by avoiding any mention of ongoing political differences. Indeed, the
Cold War ended without any major breakthroughs in key South Asian diplo-
matic problems. Kashmir, for instance, remained as much an Indo-Pakistani
flash point as it had been in 1947.

Britain’s withdrawal after World War II left the Indian subcontinent’s
smaller states without their traditional patron. Nepal, one of the most iso-
lated polities in the world, still lingered in a premodern atmosphere of court
intrigue, its domestic affairs dominated by the rivalry between the Shah
dynasty and a number of feuding noble houses. After the dominant Rana clan
was deposed in 1950, the Crown reasserted its authority, and the country
thereafter went through cycles of royal authoritarianism interspersed with
failed experiments in constitutional government. The smaller Himalayan
kingdoms of Bhutan and Sikkim were left in an even more exposed position
after the British retreat, particularly once the invasion of Tibet raised the
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specter of frontier conflict with the PRC. Both accepted Indian client status
as they emerged unsteadily into the modern world, with Sikkim ultimately
proving untenable as an independent nation and choosing complete absorp-
tion into its giant southern neighbor in 1975. Aside from feudal microstates
of this type, the end of the Raj also left South Asia with a scattering of colo-
nial anachronisms. Most significant were the so-called princely states that had
never been formally administered by British India, Kashmir being the most
notorious of these. Most of the others voluntarily became Indian provinces
at independence, but the large landlocked kingdom of Hyderabad refused to
cooperate despite the hopelessness of its position, and a year-long standoff
ensued that ended only when India sent in troops in 1948.

There were also lingering remnants of European colonization, notably
the French Indian territories on the Coromandel Coast and Portugal’s old
factory concession at Goa. The former were painlessly integrated into India
proper in 1954. The latter resisted decolonization until 1961, when Indian
forces again moved in and unilaterally annexed the territory—another move
difficult to reconcile with Nehru’s much-touted renunciation of political force.

Alan Allport
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World War II and the Cold War both had a dramatic impact on Southeast Asia.
This region includes Myanmar (Burma), Thailand, Laos, Cambodia, Viet-
nam, Malaysia, Singapore, Indonesia, and the Philippines. While it was the
scene of other conflicts, Southeast Asia also experienced two of the Cold
War’s most serious and prolonged armed conflicts: the Indochina War (1946–
1954) and the Vietnam War (1959–1975).

The Cold War affected Southeast Asia in a strikingly different manner
than it did Europe. For one thing, the effort by the colonial powers to
reestablish their authority at the end of World War II gave stimulus to nation-
alist movements throughout a region that already contained significant com-
munist elements. Also, unlike Europe, where the bipolar system remained
static and rival alliances for the most part maintained their internal cohesion,
Southeast Asia witnessed frequent shifts in alliances as national interests
often trumped ideology. In its later stages, Machiavellian rather than ideo-
logical considerations marked the Cold War in Asia.

Vietnam saw the most intense and prolonged turmoil in the region dur-
ing the Cold War. There in 1941, veteran communist Ho Chi Minh estab-
lished an umbrella nationalist organization known as the Viet Minh to fight for
Vietnamese independence from the French and Japanese.
By the end of World War II, the Viet Minh had gained
widespread popular support and had liberated much of
Tonkin. Indeed, Ho formally declared the independence
of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Viet-
nam) in Hanoi in September 1945. When both the United
States and the Soviet Union refused to assist North Viet-
nam, however, Ho was obliged to negotiate with the French
authorities.

The determination of the French to reestablish their
control over their richest colony in addition to mutual mis-
trust and the breakdown of talks in France led to open
warfare between the French and Vietnamese nationalists
in November 1946 and the beginning of what would be, in
its French and U.S. phases, the longest shooting conflict of
the Cold War. At the beginning of the Indochina War, the
French easily established control over the population cen-
ters, but the Viet Minh controlled much of the countryside
and increasing amounts of it as the war went on.

The establishment of the People’s Republic of China
(PRC) in 1949 spelled defeat in the war for the French, for
it opened up the long Vietnam-China border for resupply
to the forces fighting the French. The PRC also provided
training camps on its territory for the Viet Minh. The
United States was increasingly drawn into the conflict
in support of the French, not only because of communist
Chinese support for the Viet Minh but also because of the
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Chinese military intervention in Korea. The French claimed that the two
fronts of Korea and Indochina were interrelated. By the end of the Indochina
War in 1954, the United States was paying some 80 percent of the cost of the
war. The French also refused to grant true independence to Vietnam. They
continued to control, down to the end of the war, the institutions of the State
of Vietnam, which they created in 1949.

The war had become immensely unpopular in France, and the French
defeat in the 1954 Battle of Dien Bien Phu allowed politicians in Paris to
shift the blame to the generals and extricate the nation from the conflict.
Under the terms of the 1954 Geneva Accords, Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam
were all to be independent. Vietnam was temporarily divided at the 17th
Parallel, with elections to reunify the country scheduled to occur in 1956.

President Dwight Eisenhower’s administration firmly believed in the
domino theory: if one Southeast Asian country became communist, the re-
mainder would fall to communism. Determined to prevent further losses in
Southeast Asia, U.S. policymakers decided to form a regional security alliance.
On 8 September 1954, Australia, France, New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philip-
pines, Thailand, the United States, and the United Kingdom signed the
Manila Pact, establishing the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO).
The signatories extended the alliance’s collective security guarantees to
Cambodia, Laos, and the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam).

The government of South Vietnam, headed by President Ngo Dinh
Diem, refused to hold the elections called for by the Geneva Accords. The
United States supported Diem in his stand. Viewing Vietnam through the
history of communist regimes elsewhere, President Eisenhower was con-
vinced that the communists would not abide by the democratic process. The
decision not to hold the elections in South Vietnam led to a renewal of fight-
ing, begun by Viet Minh political cadres who had remained in South Vietnam
to prepare for the elections. The North Vietnamese government undertook
to support the insurgency and then took over the entire direction of the war.

With the communists gaining ground in South Vietnam, President John F.
Kennedy had to make difficult choices. He sent significant economic and
military aid, along with several thousand U.S. advisors, helicopter pilots,
and support personnel, to the Diem regime. Diem proved inept at running the
war, and South Vietnamese forces failed to make any headway against the
communists. With the tacit approval of Washington, South Vietnamese gen-
erals overthrew Diem in November 1963. In the short term, this brought
more chaos and a revolving-door political leadership in South Vietnam.

Kennedy also had to deal with developments in Laos. A 1957 agreement
had led to the creation of a coalition government there under neutralist
Prime Minister Souvanna Phouma that included the communist Pathet Lao.
The coalition collapsed in 1959, leading to a power struggle among the
American-supported rightists, the neutralists, and the Pathet Lao supported
by North Vietnam. Kennedy favored diplomacy rather than intervention by
SEATO to resolve the problem.

A cease-fire in 1961, followed by another Geneva Conference in 1962,
led to the establishment of a unified government and the neutralization of
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the country. This arrangement soon broke down, however, with Pathet Lao
forces supported by North Vietnam battling the neutralist regime. Thailand
became critical of tentative U.S. policies that failed to check the Pathet Lao.
Washington mollified Bangkok through increased military and economic
aid, a secret agreement to defend Thailand, and the stationing of American
forces in Thailand.

Meanwhile, the Vietnam War steadily escalated. With South Vietnamese
communist Viet Cong (VC) attacks on U.S. bases, in 1965 President Lyndon
Johnson dispatched first the Marines and then substantial numbers of army
ground forces. At the height of the war in early 1968, the United States had
more than half a million troops in Vietnam. In an effort to halt infiltration into
South Vietnam, the United States extensively bombed both North Vietnam
and Laos.

Laos, in fact, became the most heavily bombed country in the history of
air warfare as the United States sought, without success, to halt infiltration
along the Ho Chi Minh Trail through eastern Laos into South Vietnam.
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Haunted by fears of a repeat of the Korean War, when the PRC had entered
the war with the UN invasion of North Korea, the administrations of John-
son and Richard Nixon never did contemplate an invasion of North Vietnam,
which meant handing the strategic initiative to the North Vietnamese.

With public pressure in the United States mounting for an end to U.S.
participation, especially after the communist Tet Offensive of January 1968
(ironically, a U.S.–South Vietnamese victory over the communists), Presi-
dent Nixon accelerated American troop withdrawals. To purchase more time
for the program of turning over more of the war to the South Vietnamese (Viet-
namization), Nixon expanded the war into Cambodia. The United States
supported General Lon Nol’s overthrow of the neutralist Norodom Sihanouk
regime in Cambodia in March 1970 and conducted first secret bombing and
then troop incursions by South Vietnamese and U.S. soldiers. These decisions
helped to bring the communist Khmer Rouge to power in that country.

After finally reaching accord with Hanoi, in January 1973 the United
States withdrew its forces from South Vietnam, leaving the South Vietnamese
government largely to fend for itself. In April 1975, South Vietnam fell to a
North Vietnamese military offensive. Vietnam was reunited under the com-
munist government in Hanoi, and the long war was over.

During the remainder of the Cold War, the Vietnamese government
picked up the pieces of the war and worked to integrate the capitalist South
into the North’s communist system, with varying success. Vietnam also
invaded and occupied Cambodia (1978–1992), fought a brief war with the
PRC in 1979, and worked to secure international recognition and trade with
the noncommunist states of Asia. Relations with the United States remained
difficult, and there were no formal diplomatic ties. Vietnam battled major
problems, and economic success was obtained only with the decision by the
leadership to allow limited private enterprise. Ironically, the South became
the economic engine driving the remainder of the country. Vietnam did estab-
lish close ties with the Soviet Union, which took over former U.S. bases at
Cam Ranh Bay and Da Nang. In 1975, the Pathet Lao took over full control
of Laos, making it a satellite of Hanoi, and the communist Khmer Rouge
came to power in Cambodia.

Elsewhere in Southeast Asia, decolonization proceeded relatively more
peacefully. Indonesian rebels led by Sukarno proclaimed independence in
the Dutch East Indies on 17 August 1945. When the Netherlands sent out
military reinforcements and resorted to force to regain control over their
colony, the Soviet Union sided with the Indonesians. American attitudes
toward the struggle were at first ambivalent. Later fearful that Indonesia
might move into the Soviet camp, Washington applied economic pressure on
the Netherlands, and the Dutch finally capitulated. Indonesia became for-
mally independent on 27 December 1949.

Indonesia’s leaders embraced nonalignment, rejecting a 1950 proposal by
the Philippines for an anticommunist Pacific Pact. A high point of Jakarta’s
diplomacy was the April 1955 Bandung Conference of Afro-Asian states.
The PRC and Indonesia used the occasion to solidify Chinese-Indonesian
relations. Despite the resumption of American economic aid to Indonesia in
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1956 and a visit by Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, U.S.-Indonesian
relations sharply deteriorated when the United States supported the Dutch
in the dispute over West Irian in 1957 and, rejecting Indonesian requests for
American arms, supported secessionist Sumatran rebels. Although Washing-
ton soon abandoned its support of the rebels and agreed to sell small arms
to Indonesia, Sukarno turned to the Soviet bloc for aircraft, destroyers, and
submarines. Following a visit by Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev to Indone-
sia in 1960, Jakarta became a leading recipient of Soviet-bloc economic and
military aid.

Even before World War II, Washington had promised to grant the Philip-
pines independence. Buoyed by this pledge, most Filipinos had remained
loyal to the United States during the war, and the United States granted the
archipelago its independence on 4 July 1946. The United States retained
key military bases there, however, and the Philippines remained under the
U.S. defense umbrella throughout the Cold War as a key component in
Washington’s offshore defensive line to contain the PRC. Subic Bay Naval
Base and Clark Air Base on the islands, the largest U.S. military facilities
outside U.S. territory, proved indispensable during the Vietnam War. Unfor-
tunately, however, U.S. policy toward the Philippines encouraged political
repression and economic stagnation. The Ferdinand Marcos regime was a
prime example. In power continuously during 1965–1986, Marcos savagely
repressed his political opponents, subverted the democratic process, and
bilked the government of billions of dollars. Meanwhile, most Filipinos lived
in abject poverty. The United States tolerated and supported Marcos because
of Cold War imperatives. When his rule became truly intolerable by late
1985, Filipinos rose up and forced Marcos and his spend-thrift wife Imelda
to flee to the United States in February 1986.

Racked by civil war and under military rule throughout much of the
Cold War, Burma’s only direct involvement in the Cold War came soon after
its independence in 1948. In late 1949, following the Guomindang (GMD,
Nationalist) defeat in the Chinese Civil War, remnant GMD forces entered
Burma. Using arms and supplies air-dropped by the U.S. Central Intelli-
gence Agency (CIA), they sustained their futile and clandestine activities
until 1961.

In 1948, an insurgency by members of the pre–World War II Communist
Party, mainly of Chinese ethnicity, who had served as the only real active
guerrilla opposition to the Japanese, began in the Federation of Malaya. The
guerrillas sought to carry out a war of liberation along Maoist lines against the
British. Calling themselves the Malaysian Races’ Liberation Army (MRLA),
the communists enlisted the support of other Chinese in the colony. The
insurgency reached a high point in 1952 with the assassination of High Com-
missioner Sir Henry Gurney. Tough new British measures brought the insur-
gency under control by 1960.

In 1963 the Malay Federation, which had become independent in 1957,
became the Federation of Malaysia with the addition of Sabah, Sarawak,
and Singapore. Indonesia opposed its formation and initiated a low-intensity,
undeclared war, known as the Konfrontasi, against Malaysia. The Western
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powers supported Malaysia. In 1968, Britain announced the impending clo-
sure of its bases in Malaysia and Singapore as part of its decision to withdraw
its forces from east of the Suez.

U.S.-Indonesian relations improved temporarily after the Kennedy ad-
ministration mediated a final settlement of the West Irian issue in 1962. In
the Sino-Soviet schism, Indonesia sided with Beijing. After an abortive coup
by some pro-Chinese military officers with ties to the Indonesian Commu-
nist Party, the Indonesian Army ousted Sukarno from power in 1966. A mas-
sacre of suspected communists followed. With the strongly anticommunist
army dominating, Indonesia moved away from the PRC, suspending diplo-
matic relations with Beijing in 1967. Indonesia also ended its confrontation
with Malaysia and moved closer to the U.S. camp while remaining techni-
cally nonaligned.

In Thailand, the sole Southeast Asian state not under prior colonial rule
but nonetheless dominated by Japan during World War II, the army over-
threw the elected government in November 1947, alleging antiroyalist plot-
ting by procommunist elements. In April 1948, the army restored Thailand’s
wartime prime minister, Phibunsongkhram (Phibun). His anti-Chinese and
anticommunist policies endeared him to the United States, despite his record
of collaboration with Japan in World War II. Thailand became a staunch
American ally in the Cold War and received extensive U.S. financial and mil-
itary assistance. Thailand was in fact the first Asian nation to send troops to
the Korean War.

Meanwhile, disillusioned with SEATO and unwilling to see themselves
used as pawns in the superpower game, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philip-
pines, Singapore, and Thailand began in the early 1960s to explore the for-
mation of a regional organization of their own. As such, they established the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) in August 1967. At its Kuala
Lumpur summit in 1971, ASEAN proposed establishing a Zone of Peace,
Freedom, and Neutrality (ZOPFAN) in the region.

The East-West stage of the Cold War in Southeast Asia ended with the
domino theory only partly fulfilled. Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia became
communist, but no state outside of the former French Indochina fell to
communism. Having defeated the United States, the victors began fighting
among themselves. In Vietnam, the remainder of the Cold War saw the
leadership of that state endeavoring to extricate the country from the conse-
quences of its success against the United States.

In Cambodia, the Khmer Rouge entered the capital of Phnom Penh in
April 1975 on the departure of Lon Nol and the Americans. Led by Pol Pot,
the Khmer Rouge regime unleashed a savage policy to return Cambodia,
renamed Kampuchea, back to the Middle Ages. The Khmer Rouge in effect
waged genocide against its population. The massacre of ethnic Vietnamese
in Cambodia and clashes with Vietnamese forces along the border between
the two states brought the Vietnamese invasion and occupation of Kam-
puchea beginning in December 1978. Vietnam set up a puppet government
and sought to wipe out the remnants of the Khmer Rouge, now actively sup-
ported by Thailand and the PRC and indirectly by the United States.
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In 1982, a coalition of Cambodian resistance groups,
including the Khmer Rouge, headed by Prince Sihanouk
and supported by the PRC and Thailand, assumed Cam-
bodia’s UN seat with the backing of ASEAN and the West.
The Vietnam-backed regime in Phnom Penh never gained
international legitimacy, despite the fact that it had ended
one of the most brutal regimes in modern times. In 1992,
under heavy international pressure and with Hanoi having
settled on other priorities, Vietnamese forces were with-
drawn. Negotiations among the warring Cambodian fac-
tions proved long and difficult, however.

As the Cold War came to an end, ASEAN emerged as
a vibrant community. The new realities of the post–Cold
War era became further evident as countries such as
Malaysia and Indonesia fretted that the complete Soviet
withdrawal from the region would invite interference by
the PRC. By the time the Cold War ended, forty-five years
of interstate and intrastate wars in Southeast Asia had com-
bined to create one of history’s great human tragedies. The
wars and immense loss of life had continuing effects, espe-
cially on the Indochinese states. Democracy became one
of the casualties of the Cold War in Southeast Asia. While
the Soviets and Chinese supported communist factions
favoring their line wherever they existed, the West often
sided with authoritarian regimes, overlooking their oppres-
sive and corrupt domestic policies as long as they opposed
communism. Communist treatment of political opponents
was matched by anticommunist witch-hunts in Thailand
and Indonesia.

While the Cold War progressed, some of the Southeast Asian states made
rapid economic strides. By the end of the Cold War, Indonesia, Malaysia,
Thailand, and above all Singapore were leaders of the Asian economic mir-
acle. Vietnam was actively seeking to join them. Burma, Laos, Cambodia,
and the Philippines, however, were still plagued by stagnant economies and
political instability. Nevertheless, Southeast Asia appeared set on emulating
Europe, the Cold War’s original theater, in progressing toward regional coop-
eration and prosperity rather than interstate rivalry and economic hardship.

Appu K. Soman and Spencer C. Tucker
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Multilateral, regional political and mutual security alliance among eight
nations: the United States, Great Britain, France, Australia, New Zealand,
Thailand, the Philippines, and Pakistan. The Southeast Asia Treaty Organi-
zation (SEATO) was established by the Southeast Asia Collective Defense
Treaty signed in Manila on 8 September 1954. A supplementary Pacific
Charter, declaring the self-determination of Asian peoples, accompanied
SEATO’s formation. While the charter established principles of economic,
social, and cultural cooperation among signatory nations, SEATO’s main goal
was collective security. Member states agreed to defend one another and
other designated nations against aggression from external or internal threats.

Established only weeks after the end of the 1954 Geneva Conference,
SEATO was created in the wake of the French withdrawal from Indochina.
The organization was the brainchild of U.S. Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles, who hoped that the alliance would fill the void left by France’s
retreat and prevent the spread of communism in Southeast Asia. SEATO
also represented the first binding commitment by the United States to the
defense of the region. Moreover, it came alongside expanded efforts by Pres-
ident Dwight Eisenhower’s administration to build a viable regime in the
southern half of Vietnam.

SEATO’s structure and focus were problematic from the start. Unlike
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), SEATO had no standing
military force, and its membership included only two Southeast Asian nations.
Thus, the organization was not truly representative of the region as a whole.
The exclusion of Indonesia, Burma, and Malaya—all facing significant com-
munist insurgencies—was a glaring weakness. In addition, the inclusion of
Pakistan stirred the anger of India, driving it farther away from the Western
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bloc. British and French participation was viewed as anachronistic by Asian
members, an unwelcome remnant of European imperialism.

London and Paris viewed SEATO and its role quite differently than did
Washington. The British did not fully share American convictions about the
threat posed by the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in Southeast Asia.
Nor did the British see the French defeat in Indochina as an absolute failure,
as did U.S. officials. The British also hoped that SEATO would serve as the
basis for a broader, regional nonaggression pact, perhaps eventually initiating
détente with China. For their part, the French were never very interested in
SEATO, especially given their humiliation in Indochina.

Equally troubling was Thailand’s viewpoint. The Thais initially hoped
that SEATO signaled a genuine commitment to fight communism on their
doorstep, but they soon lost faith in it. Bangkok was chosen as SEATO head-
quarters, and in many ways Thailand, on the front lines of the communist
advance, was the centerpiece of the organization. But against the backdrop
of the worsening crisis in Laos, by the early 1960s Thai leaders saw SEATO
as little more than a paper tiger.

Southeast Asia Treaty Organization 1877

The national delegations of the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) meet at the Social Hall of Malacanang Park
in Manila, the Philippines, on 8 September 1954. (Bettmann/Corbis)





The crux of the problem for Thailand, and often the United States, was
the rule of unanimity incorporated into the SEATO voting structure. The
Thais frequently proposed forceful SEATO action against communism in
the region, including resolutions approving the deployment of military forces
to Laos and Vietnam by member states. The French and British refused to
endorse such actions, however. Despite their anticommunist rhetoric, Pak-
istan and the Philippines also eschewed such commitments. SEATO planning
sessions, training exercises, and joint military maneuvers were held annually,
but behind this façade of unity the organization was paralyzed by dissension.

Few American officials saw SEATO as anything more than a military
alliance. Dulles and others hoped that SEATO provisions in the Geneva
Agreements would circumvent the barring of aid to Indochina. With this in
mind, the Americans insisted that SEATO declare the intention to maintain
a “protective area” over the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam),
Laos, and Cambodia. Problems soon arose with other members over how this
should be fulfilled. For the United States, SEATO was the principal mecha-
nism through which military support for South Vietnam could be justified.

By the early 1960s, U.S. policymakers had less ambitious plans for
SEATO. Presidents Eisenhower and John F. Kennedy both hoped that
SEATO would resolve its difficulties and represent a viable alternative to
unilateral commitments in the region, but as its ineffectiveness became ever
more apparent, the emphasis in Washington shifted to maintaining the
alliance for symbolic purposes. It was believed that the organization would at
least help combat defeatism among governments in the region.

SEATO was not, however, entirely ineffective. Under the auspices of its
military planning and training exercises, the Americans developed a consid-
erable array of covert and overt operations in Thailand for use in Indochina.
Washington also later used the organization to solicit commitments from
Australia and Thailand to send troops to Vietnam. Moreover, although mem-
ber states knew SEATO to be generally ineffective, the specter of unified
military intervention by SEATO signatories may have in fact prevented more
significant PRC and Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam)
support for communist insurgencies in the region.

In Indochina, however, by the mid-1960s SEATO was obviously tooth-
less. As U.S. troops began pouring into Vietnam after 1965, France and Pak-
istan refused to sanction American policy, openly signaling SEATO’s grave
limitations. As the war intensified and expanded, even the pretensions of
SEATO cohesion evaporated. American commitments to Asian member
states, and those in the so-called protective area, were governed almost
exclusively by bilateral agreements rather than by SEATO itself.

As U.S. forces began their withdrawal from Southeast Asia in the early
1970s, SEATO fell apart. Embroiled in its continuing conflict with India,
Pakistan formally withdrew in November 1973. France followed in June 1974.
Following the communist victories in Indochina in early 1975, the remaining
members decided to disband the organization in September 1975. SEATO
was finally dissolved in February 1977.

Arne Kislenko
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Southern African regional organization designed initially to foster political
stability and security, later expanded to encourage economic development.
In 1980 nine states in southern Africa sought to lessen their dependency on
the apartheid regime in South Africa. The Lusaka Declaration of 7 August
1979 brought the Southern African Development Co-ordination Conference
(SADCC) into being to enhance political stability and national security. In
1992 it changed its name to the Southern African Development Community
(SADC) and under the Treaty of Windhoek of 17 August 1992 shifted from
political ends to economic ones. After 1996, SADC was based on free trade
principles.

South Africa abandoned apartheid in 1991 and joined SADC in 1994.
Mauritius joined in 1995, followed by the Democratic Republic of the Congo
and the Seychelles in September 1997. The fourteen SADC countries as of
2006 were Angola, Botswana, the Democratic Republic of the Congo,
Lesotho, Malawi, Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia, Seychelles, South Africa,
Swaziland, Tanzania, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.

Economic growth created disunity as each new member sought its own
direction, and the SADC was unable to forge unanimity. SADC economies
depend largely on raw materials production and as such have little to trade
with each other. Indigenous industries are highly vulnerable to outside com-
petition, which the organization has been powerless to control. Each SADC
member has its own needs, commitment, and capacity, although all mem-
bers share a general economic weakness. Many member nations have ties to
larger groups such as the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa
(COMESA), a customs union, and the European Union (EU). The SADC
remains a weak organization unable to overcome the legacies of historical con-
flict, colonialism, and chronic underdevelopment.

John H. Barnhill
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Lao prince and premier of Laos (1951–1954, 1956–1958, 1960, 1962–1975).
Born in Luang Prabang on 7 October 1901, the son of Prince Bounkhong,
viceroy of the Kingdom of Luang Prabang, and Princess Thongsi, Souvanna
Phouma received his secondary education in Hanoi. He then studied in
France, earning degrees in architectural engineering from the University of
Paris and in electrical engineering from the University of Grenoble.

Returning to Laos, Souvanna Phouma entered the Public Works Service
in 1931 at Vientiane and by 1945 headed that body. In 1945, following the
Japanese surrender, when his half brother, Prince Phetsarath, formed an in-
dependent government, Souvanna Phouma joined it as a minister, along with
another half brother, Prince Souvannaphong. Upon the return of the French,
the three men and other nationalist ministers fled to Thailand.

When the French granted greater liberties to Laos, Souvanna Phouma
returned. He favored gradual Lao independence, unlike Princes Souvan-
naphong and Phetsarath who advocated radical change. Souvannaphong
subsequently joined the Pathet Lao (Country of Lao), which supported a
communist revolution. In November 1951, Souvanna Phouma became pre-
mier, his party having won sixteen of thirty-five seats in the Lao national
election. He remained in power through the end of the Indochina War, until
October 1954. He became premier again in March 1956, pledging to inte-
grate the Pathet Lao into the government, a policy strongly opposed by the
United States.

Negotiations with the Pathet Lao yielded an agreement at the end of
1957, but following victory by the Pathet Lao’s political party, the Neo Lao
Hak Set, in the national elections of 1958, Souvanna Phouma resigned in
July and became ambassador to France.

Souvanna Phouma returned to Laos in 1960 and was briefly premier that
August following a coup by Royal Lao Army Captain Kong Le. The govern-
ment then fell into the hands of rightists backed by the United States. That
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December, Souvanna Phouma fled to Phnom Penh, claiming to be the legit-
imate premier. He subsequently set up headquarters at Khang Khay on the
Plain of Jars in northern Laos.

Following sporadic fighting between the Lao factions, a cease-fire was
negotiated in May 1961, followed by a fourteen-nation conference in Geneva
in June. Agreement there led to Souvanna Phouma being named premier of
the coalition government.

But both sides violated the spirit of the Geneva Accords. Rightists and
their American backers considered Souvanna Phouma a communist sympa-
thizer, or at best terribly naive. They eventually accepted his leadership but,
fearing communist influence, successive U.S. administrations pursued covert
operations against the Pathet Lao alongside diplomacy. This secret war in
Laos paralleled the Vietnam War. The People’s Republic of China (PRC)
and the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) also fought
a secret war by supporting the Pathet Lao and using Lao territory to supply
insurgents in the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam) down the Ho
Chi Minh Trail. The coalition eventually collapsed, but Souvanna Phouma
remained as premier and eventually received U.S. support. The People’s
Army of Vietnam (PAVN, North Vietnamese Army) and the Pathet Lao, mean-
while, fought U.S.-supported Hmong irregulars under General Vang Pao.

The Lao government collapsed altogether in December 1975. Souvanna
Phouma, who was in poor health (he had suffered a heart attack in July 1974),
resigned and was named to the honorific post of advisor to the government
of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic. He died in Vientiane on 11 Janu-
ary 1984.

Arne Kislenko and Spencer C. Tucker
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Minister of planning (1956–1958), deputy prime minister and economic min-
ister (1962–1963), first president of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic
(1975–1986), and one of the three princes who, along with Souvanna Phouma
and Bounoum, dominated politics in Laos during the Cold War. Born in
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Luang Prabang on 13 July 1909, Prince Souvannaphong
(Souphanouvong) was highly intelligent. He spoke eight
languages, studied engineering in Hanoi and in Paris,
and was a certified civil engineer. Unlike those of his half
brothers Souvanna Phouma and Phetsarath, Souvan-
naphong’s mother was a commoner. Some believe that
this turned him against royalty, although a more likely
explanation was the influence of communist revolutions in
China and Vietnam.

At the time of the Japanese surrender in August 1945,
Souvannaphong was at Vinh in Vietnam. He then traveled
to Hanoi, where he met Ho Chi Minh. Ho sent Souvan-
naphong to Savannakhet in Laos to rally anti-French
forces there. Serving with the nationalist Lao Issara (Free
Lao) movement, Souvannaphong was wounded fighting
the French in 1946. In 1949 he presided over the formation
of the communist-dominated Lao resistance movement,
the Pathet Lao (Country of Lao), fighting the French. He
also secretly joined the Indochinese Communist Party in
1954, although he was always careful to declare himself a
neutralist.

For more than twenty years, Souvannaphong was the
public face of the Pathet Lao, supporting its claim as a
nationalist movement. During 1956–1958 he served as
minister of planning in a coalition government led by Sou-
vanna Phouma. When rightists seized power in 1960,
Souvannaphong was imprisoned, although his dramatic
escape that May helped win popular support for the
Pathet Lao.

The 1962 Geneva Accords provided for another coalition government
under Souvanna Phouma, and Souvannaphong served as deputy prime min-
ister and minister of the economy. However, continuing power struggles
forced his resignation in April 1963.

Souvannaphong remained politically important as the crucial link be-
tween communists and the royal family, with whom the Pathet Lao never
openly broke. In September 1973 he joined the new Consultative Council in
a coalition government under Souvanna Phouma but dominated by commu-
nists. When the Pathet Lao finally seized power in 1975, Souvannaphong
secured the abdication of the Lao King Savang Vatthana. That December,
Souvannaphong was named president of the new Lao republic, although real
power rested with the Communist Party. He held the ceremonial post until
his resignation in 1986. Souvannaphong died at Vientiane, Laos, on 9 Janu-
ary 1995.

Arne Kislenko
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Prince Souvannaphong, first president of the Lao People’s
Democratic Republic, shown here in December 1975.
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A large, ethnically diverse Eurasian nation slightly less than 2.5 times the
size of the United States, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR,
Soviet Union) was formed in 1922 and dissolved in 1991. Since 1940, it was
divided into fifteen constituent or union republics (Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Belorussia, Estonia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kirghizia, Latvia, Lithuania, Mol-
davia, Russia, Tadzhikstan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan). The
Soviet Union abutted twelve nations, six in Asia and six in Europe. To the
south, its Asian neighbors were the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
(DPRK, North Korea), the People’s Republic of China (PRC), Mongolia,
Afghanistan, Iran, and Turkey. To the west, Soviet European neighbors
included Romania, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Norway, and Finland.
To the north the Soviet Union bordered on the Arctic Ocean, and to the east
it bordered on the North Pacific Ocean. Its population in 1945 was 145–150
million people.

As the world’s leading communist power during the Cold War, the Soviet
Union was the principal antagonist and opponent of the United States. Ten-
sions between the two powers dated back to the revolution and civil war that
led to the creation of the Soviet Union. It was not until 1933 that the U.S.
government extended diplomatic recognition, and relations remained chilly
until 1941, when the two powers found themselves on the same side of the
war against Germany. As World War II drew to a close, however, lingering
mistrust between the two reappeared and, combined with fundamental ide-
ological differences, led to the Cold War.

The principal postwar goal of the Soviet Union under the leadership of
Josef Stalin was national security. Stalin sought to acquire territorial buffer
zones that would provide physical defense against first Germany and then any
possible Western attack. Soviet leaders believed that this, along with repara-
tions to restore the shattered economy and society of the Soviet Union, was
the least they deserved for their role in defeating Germany. At the same
time, they hoped to secure and expand the future of communist ideology by
surrounding the Soviet Union with like-minded regimes. Although his poli-
cies appear to have been fundamentally motivated by practical concerns of
national security, Stalin was also a convinced socialist who saw the future in
Marxian terms as a struggle between capitalism and communism.

In domestic politics, immediately after the war Stalin attempted to re-
store the party line. Prisoners of war returning from the West who might have
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been infected with dangerous ideologies were sent to the gulags. The leniency
shown in Soviet culture during the war, when nationalism and orthodoxy
were allowed to flourish in order to rally the populace, quickly disappeared.
In 1946, Soviet authorities launched the Zhdanovschina, a campaign named
for Leningrad party boss Andrei Zhdanov intended to force artists, writers,
and other cultural figures to follow strict Stalinist ideals in their works. Three
years later, Stalin used the excuse of Zhdanov’s death to launch a purge of
the Leningrad party apparatus. Yet another major purge was being prepared
in 1953, indicating that Stalin remained intent on bending the nation and the
party to his will.

In the international arena though, it is clear now that the Soviets knew
they were not dealing from strength at the outset of the Cold War. In addition
to vast property destruction, the Soviet Union had lost 25–27 million people
dead in World War II, and it faced a United States that possessed nuclear
weapons. As a counter, the Red Army was in physical possession of much of
Central and Eastern Europe, and the Allies had allowed the Soviet Union
to annex eastern Poland. To secure Soviet participation in the war against
Japan, the British and U.S. governments also agreed to allow the Soviet
Union to annex the Kurile Islands (which had never been Russian territory)
and southern Sakhalin Island and to receive concessions in the Liaodong
Peninsula of China (which included Darien and Port Arthur).
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Stalin’s initial pragmatic approach led him to withdraw Soviet forces from
northern Iran in 1946, to disassociate himself from the communist rebellion in
Greece, and to try to rein in the Chinese communists. The Soviets’ inability
to reach an acceptable agreement regarding the future of Germany, however,
gradually drove Stalin to take a harder ideological line. Recent archival reve-
lations indicate that Stalin desired a unified Germany that would be friendly
toward, if not completely within, the Soviet sphere of influence.

Already in control of Poland and the remainder of Eastern Europe, after
1945 the Soviets exerted their influence within their zone of occupation in
Germany. Harsh actions by the occupying Red Army had alienated most
Germans. Soviet occupation authorities also shipped off to the Soviet Union
anything of value, including entire factories. German prisoners of war also
remained in the Soviet Union as slave laborers, some of them until 1955, while
thousands of other Germans were also sent to the Soviet Union to serve in
the same capacity.

Stalin avoided any blatant displays of disagreement over Germany until
the spring of 1947, when the announcement of the Marshall Plan apparently
convinced him that the United States was trying to build an industrial base in
Western Europe for future attacks against communism. The Soviet response
was to blockade Berlin, which lay deep within the Soviet zone. The Soviets
hoped to win support by providing food and energy to the population and to
force the Allies from the city, which they could then use as a bargaining chip.
British and American resolve, manifested in the Berlin Airlift and a counter-
blockade of the Soviet zone, forced Stalin to admit defeat in May 1949.

Even before that, however, the Soviets had subtly abandoned their pol-
icy of accommodation. In September 1947, Stalin orchestrated the creation
of the Communist Informational Bureau (Cominform), a renewal of the
Communist International that had been abandoned during World War II as a
gesture of goodwill. During 1948–1949, the carefully balanced and “demo-
cratic” governments of states within the Soviet sphere were purged of any
potential opposition to Soviet control, even by native communists. The new
loyal regimes assented to the formation of the Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance (Comecon), the Soviet substitute for the Marshall Plan, in Janu-
ary 1949.

The Soviet zone of occupation in Germany quickly evolved into a sepa-
rate state, the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany), which
the Soviet Union recognized in October 1949. Meanwhile, bloody purges
occurred in the governments of Eastern Europe as Stalin tightened Soviet
control of the region.

Even as the Iron Curtain rang down in Europe, the Soviet Union faced a
new challenge in Asia. In 1949 the Chinese communists led by Mao Zedong
emerged triumphant in the long struggle for power in China, establishing the
People’s Republic of China (PRC) in October 1949. Although the Soviet
Union publicly welcomed the arrival of a second communist power and
championed Mao’s regime in the United Nations (UN), Stalin was less than
delighted. Not only had he failed in his attempt to subjugate the Chinese
communist movement, but Mao’s ideology challenged the hegemony of
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Soviet communism in the international arena. When Mao visited Moscow in
the winter of 1949–1950, Stalin initially refused to treat with him. The fear
that China might emerge as the leader of Asian communism not only led
Stalin to relent in January 1950 but also influenced his decision to support
the national ambitions of Kim Il Sung, the communist leader of North Korea.
Meanwhile, in August 1949 the Soviet Union exploded its first atomic bomb.

With substantial Soviet military assistance and the support of the PRC, in
June 1950 North Korean forces invaded the Republic of Korea (ROK, South
Korea). The Soviets’ absence from the UN General Assembly (in protest over
the refusal to allow Mao’s regime to assume the Chinese seat) allowed the
United States to marshal international support in what was the UN’s first war.
In October, the PRC entered the war. The Soviet Union provided air defense
for China proper, but Mao was angry that this did not include air support for
Chinese forces within Korea, which he believed he had been promised.

While Stalin’s maneuvers preserved at least the appearance of Soviet
ideological leadership and communist solidarity, the costs were significant.
Fearing monolithic communist power bent on world domination, the Western
Allies rallied together. They opened negotiations to rearm the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) and bring it into the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) to defend against any communist aggression
in Europe. The United States also signed a separate peace treaty with Japan,
pairing it with a defense treaty that not only denied the Soviet Union de jure
recognition of its territorial acquisitions in Asia but also provided military
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bases to support the American strategy of containment. Although Stalin at-
tempted to regain the initiative by proposing a united, neutral Germany in
March 1952, there was little hope of this being accepted. When the Soviet
dictator died in March 1953 the Cold War was at its peak, with a proxy war
going on in Korea and both sides racing to build up their armaments in case
a hot war should break out.

In the uncertainty that followed, Stalin’s successors moved quickly to
lessen tensions both domestically and internationally. Although both Vyach-
eslav Molotov, Stalin’s notoriously hard-line foreign minister, and Lavrenty
Beria, the infamous head of the Soviet secret police, were in the initial group
that succeeded the dictator, it was Georgy Malenkov and Nikita Khrushchev
who really directed policy. Both men favored pragmatic politics and better
relations with the West. They lowered food prices and shifted somewhat the
focus of the Soviet economy from industrial goods to consumer products.
The purge already in progress, the so-called Doctors’ Plot, was curtailed, and
the accused were released. Thousands of other inmates from Stalin’s camps
also received their freedom. Beria himself, however, was arrested, tried in
secret, and executed.

The thaw in the ideological battle also extended to foreign affairs. In
July 1953 an armistice was concluded in Korea, and a year later, Soviet con-
cessions led to the conclusion of the Austrian State Treaty, breaking a decade-
long deadlock over the future of that state. Khrushchev, who had emerged as
the dominant figure in the new Soviet leadership, reconciled with Josip Broz
Tito and visited Belgrade. In 1955 the nations of Eastern Europe signed the
Warsaw Pact, pledging mutual defense. That July, Khrushchev met with West-
ern leaders in Geneva in an attempt to mitigate tensions. Then, in February
1956 Khrushchev denounced Stalin’s policies and methods in his famed
“secret speech” to the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union.

Similar criticisms of Stalinist policy immediately after the dictator’s death
had led to an uprising in East Germany on 16–17 June 1953. The new accu-
sations caused rebellions first in Poland and then in Hungary. Popular pro-
tests against the Soviet occupation forced the Red Army to withdraw from
Budapest. When protracted negotiations failed to produce a solution and
Imre Nagy announced that Hungary would withdraw from the Warsaw Pact,
however, in November 1956 Khrushchev ordered in the Soviet Army, which
suppressed the rebellion in bloody street fighting. This Soviet action and the
inaction of the Western powers, who were distracted by the concurrent Suez
Crisis, made it clear that the spheres of influence delineated after the war
would not be challenged.

The rest of the world, however, was under contention. Khrushchev’s
adopted philosophy of peaceful coexistence held that war between the super-
powers was neither inevitable nor desirable but that competition was allowed.
He and other members of the Soviet leadership accordingly traveled exten-
sively, offering friendship and Soviet aid. In 1955, Khrushchev and President
Nikolai Bulganin had visited India, Burma, and Afghanistan. When Fidel
Castro’s revolutionary movement gained power in Cuba in 1959, Khrushchev
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was quick to recognize the regime as an ally and proffer
assistance. A new Sino-Soviet Friendship Pact extended
large-scale technical and financial aid to China in 1959 as
well. Khrushchev’s largest and best-known venture in this
regard, however, was to subsidize construction of the Aswan
High Dam in Egypt, extending Soviet influence into the
Middle East.

Khrushchev sincerely believed that the Soviet econ-
omy could overtake the United States, prove the superior-
ity of communist doctrine, and provide an attractive model
for third world nations to emulate. He initiated a series of
reforms with this aim in mind, beginning in 1957 with the
reorganization of the central economic ministries of the So-
viet Union. The following year saw an adjustment in state
investment priorities, and in 1959 the Soviet Union adopted
a new, aggressive Seven-Year Plan designed to increase
agricultural output and production of consumer goods. The
Soviet leader was so confident of success that he allowed
an exhibit of the American way of life in Moscow in 1959,
where he engaged U.S. Vice President Richard Nixon in
the famed Kitchen Debate on the merits of the two eco-
nomic systems. In September of that year, Khrushchev
became the first Soviet leader to visit the United States.

Although Khrushchev had his successes, most notably
in space (which he had aggressively promoted) with the
launch of Sputnik I in 1957 and Yuri Gagarin’s orbiting of
Earth in 1960, the Soviet Union made little progress eco-
nomically. Khrushchev’s highly touted Virgin Lands pro-
gram to vastly expand the cultivated areas of Soviet Central Asia was a
failure. His rapprochement with the United States angered the Chinese, who
accused the Soviets of revisionism. Mao argued in 1960 that even nuclear
war would be preferable to peaceful dealings with the United States.

U.S.-Soviet relations remained tense throughout the period, though,
thanks largely to Khrushchev’s habit of fomenting crisis as a matter of policy.
The Soviets produced their own hydrogen bomb in August 1953, and four
years later they successfully tested an intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM) capable of delivering such weapons to the U.S. mainland. Khrush-
chev used the missile threat liberally, convincing many Western analysts that
the Soviet Union had in fact surpassed the United States in that area. He also
revisited the issue of Berlin in November 1958, threatening to sign a sepa-
rate peace treaty with East Germany if the Allies did not sign a treaty recog-
nizing the existence of two Germanies and “the free city of West Berlin.”
The Soviet leader intended to use the city as a lever to open talks with the
United States that he believed would lead to a European settlement and
perhaps even the end of the Cold War. Although no progress was made even
on smaller issues, a 1959 meeting with President Dwight D. Eisenhower was
cordial enough and seemed to bode well for the future.
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It did not help Khrushchev’s cause, however, when
the Soviets shot down a U.S. U-2 spy plane on 1 May 1960.
The event scuttled a second summit with Eisenhower,
and when Khrushchev did meet with President John F.
Kennedy in June 1961, progress was limited by the Soviet
leader’s condescending attitude. The construction of the
Berlin Wall in August 1961, in combination with renewed
Soviet nuclear testing, also helped curtail any realistic
chance for an understanding with the United States.

The final blow to Khrushchev’s aspirations, however,
came with the Cuban Missile Crisis of October 1962.
Hoping to steal a march on the Americans and force them
to recognize the Soviet Union as an equal in the game
of global power politics, Khrushchev had arranged for the
placement of Soviet missiles on Cuba, only 120 miles from
the coast of Florida. American intelligence discovered the
installations before the missiles could be deployed, and in
early October 1962 Kennedy ordered a naval blockade of
Cuba to prevent the arrival of additional weaponry. After a
period where the world held its breath while Soviet cargo
ships approached the Caribbean and nuclear war seemed
imminent, Khrushchev backed down. The Soviet ships
bearing the weapons and their support systems returned to
the Soviet Union. This humiliation, combined with the
failure of several domestic economic reforms in the early
1960s, finally convinced the other members of the Soviet
Presidium that Khrushchev had to go, and he was duly
removed in October 1964.

As in 1953–1954, the change in leadership brought un-
certainty and change to Soviet foreign policy. The Soviet
grip on Eastern Europe, in particular, loosened once again
as pressure for reform mounted in Moscow. In Hungary,

East Germany, and Czechoslovakia, new economic systems emphasizing
market mechanisms instead of centralized control came into effect by 1968.
Alexander Dubc hek, who became leader of the Communist Party of Czecho-
slovakia (CPCz) in January 1968, boldly permitted political reforms as well.

By allowing independent pressure groups and relative freedom of the
press, Dubc hek hoped to create “socialism with a human face,” an aim not far
off Khrushchev’s desire for communism led by economic success. Like
Khrushchev, Dubc hek miscalculated the effect of his policy. The new Soviet
leadership headed by Leonid Brezhnev was not prepared to tolerate such
developments. Soviet tanks rolled into Prague on the night of 20–21 August
1968, bringing an end to the so-called Prague Spring and to most hopes of
reform in Central and Eastern Europe. Although the Soviet Union allowed
Poland to raise loans in the West to facilitate economic expansion in 1970,
the Brezhnev Doctrine of 1968 emphatically restated the principle of 1956
that Soviet influence remained supreme in that sphere.

1890 Soviet Union

Corn-growing brigade leader A. G. Nee at Sverdlov Col-
lective Farm in Tashkent Oblast, Uzbek Soviet Socialist
Republic, July 1960. (Library of Congress)



Although that statement of policy went unchallenged by the West, it
stirred dissent among other communist states. Albania, Romania, and Yugo-
slavia all condemned the Soviet action. Only sixty-one of seventy-five nations
attending a June 1969 meeting in Moscow agreed to sign the main protocol.
China denounced the Soviet Union in strident terms, and skirmishes along
the Siberian border between the two powers raised the possibility of open
warfare between the two communist giants.

On all other fronts, however, Brezhnev and his cronies were more suc-
cessful in pursuing Khrushchev’s foreign policy than Khrushchev himself had
been. Soviet friendship with Cuba remained warm, and the Soviet Union
pursued close ties with India and, to a lesser extent, Pakistan. Relations with
West Germany also improved, and a treaty recognizing both German states
was signed in 1970. While Soviet-supported Democratic Republic of Viet-
nam (DRV, North Vietnam) forces wore down U.S. and Republic of Vietnam
(RVN, South Vietnam) forces in South Vietnam, Brezhnev repeatedly trum-
peted the Soviet Union’s support for national liberation movements every-
where. The Soviet Union joined Cuba in sending aid to liberation movements
in Angola and Mozambique.

Despite these Soviet adventures, relations with the United States were
cordial enough to merit an upgrade from peaceful coexistence to détente.
The United States and the Soviet Union signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT) and began the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT) in
1969. The resulting Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty was signed in 1972.
Visits between American and Soviet leaders became a fairly regular occur-
rence, with President Nixon visiting Moscow in 1972 and 1974, while Brezh-
nev came to New York in 1973. In 1975, both states signed the Helsinki Final
Act, culminating several years of negotiations on questions of European
boundaries and human rights.

Tensions did not, of course, disappear completely. In 1977 the Soviet
Union stationed new SS-20 missiles in Eastern Europe. The United States
retaliated by introducing cruise missiles to bases in West Germany and the
United Kingdom and sent new Pershing missiles to West Germany as well.
A second round of SALT prevented crisis and also reaffirmed the policy of
détente by reaching a tentative agreement on missile placement in Europe
in 1979.

Whatever goodwill existed between the two states in the 1970s, however,
dissipated in the wake of the Soviet decision to send troops into Afghanistan
in December 1979. U.S. President Jimmy Carter ordered an immediate
increase in defense spending, and détente collapsed. The ideological divide
between the two superpowers deepened when Ronald Reagan won the pres-
idency in November 1980 and again when the Soviet Union approved the im-
position of martial law in Poland in December 1981. Even Brezhnev’s death
in November 1982 and another transition period failed to halt the Cold War.

As it had in 1953 and in 1964, Soviet policy moved toward reform and
compromise during the period of transitional leadership. Brezhnev’s suc-
cessor, Yuri Andropov, strove to revitalize the Soviet system by introducing
new discipline. He implemented anticorruption and antidrinking programs,
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introduced new measures to ensure punctuality in the workplace, and com-
missioned studies for sweeping economic restructuring. To gain the requi-
site fiscal breathing space, he also attempted to resuscitate détente. He called
for a summit with Reagan, proposed further reductions in nuclear arms, sug-
gested a nuclear test ban, and, most startlingly, in January 1983 offered the
possibility of a treaty forswearing attack.

Reagan responded by announcing the funding of research on a Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI), the so-called Star Wars system for space defenses
against any missile attack, in March 1983. Andropov refused to believe that
any such system would be purely defensive, and suspicions mounted on
both sides. It appeared that relations might reach crisis proportions when
the Soviets shot down a South Korean airliner, flight KAL Flight 007, that
strayed into Soviet airspace on 1 September 1983. Diplomats on both sides
acted quickly to defuse the situation but were unable to renew the thaw of
the 1970s. Any chances of further progress were forestalled by Andropov’s
declining health and death in February 1984 and then by the illness and
incompetence of his successor, Konstantin Chernenko, an octogenarian who
suffered from emphysema and lived only until March 1985.

The man who succeeded Chernenko, however, moved with speed great
enough to make up for both his predecessors. A protégé of Andropov,
Mikhail Gorbachev was known as a reformer, a practical intellectual, and an
ambitious man of action. He had traveled in Western Europe, and both he
and his wife Raisa appeared at ease in Western society, a marked difference
from all Soviet leaders since Lenin. Gorbachev was, however, a committed
socialist. He believed that vigorous reforms would prove the viability of the
system and that Soviet communism and capitalism could coexist peacefully
even as they competed economically.

Gorbachev’s initial moves thus came in domestic policy with attempts to
revitalize Soviet agriculture and manufacturing through a program of accel-
eration (uskorenie) and openness (glasnost). These soon gave way to a gen-
eral restructuring (perestroika) that included foreign affairs and especially
Eastern Europe. As Andropov had, Gorbachev sought on the one hand a
respite from the arms race and from international distractions. On the other
hand, he also believed that a reformed and reenergized Soviet socialist econ-
omy could deal with the challenges of the United States and world capital-
ism. If the United States would not negotiate, he would act unilaterally.

Gorbachev stated his intention to reverse the long-standing Soviet pol-
icy of controlling internal developments in the states of Central and Eastern
Europe at a meeting of Warsaw Pact leaders in March 1985 and initiated
plans to extricate the Soviet Union from Afghanistan in October. He had cor-
dial meetings with President Reagan in Geneva in November 1985 and in
Reykjavík, Iceland, in October 1986. At the second meeting, he briefly won
Reagan’s agreement that all nuclear weapons on both sides should be de-
stroyed within a decade before U.S. advisors effectively vetoed the accord.
Negotiations continued, however, and the Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces (INF) Treaty stipulating the destruction of all ground-based nuclear
weapons of a particular range was signed in December 1987. In April 1988,
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the Soviet Union pledged to withdraw all its troops from
Afghanistan by the end of the year, and Gorbachev later
announced a 10 percent reduction in the size of the Soviet
Army that would coincide with the recall of six Soviet divi-
sions from Eastern Europe.

These measures led to the end of the Cold War, but
not in the way that Gorbachev imagined. The leaders of
the Soviet satellites in Eastern Europe felt betrayed by
Gorbachev’s initiatives, while nationalists and dissidents
within the Soviet Union used their new freedom to explore
various means of escaping Russian domination. The Baltic
states, citing the secret clauses of the Molotov-Ribbentrop
Pact of August 1939 that Gorbachev had made public, clam-
ored for independence. Large public demonstrations for
independence also occurred in Georgia, Armenia, Azerbai-
jan, Moldova, Uzbekistan, and Ukraine.

By the middle of 1989, the movement for indepen-
dence and democracy had spread to Eastern Europe.
Poland held free, if limited, elections in June 1989 that
the opposition won handily. In September, the Hungarian
government dismantled its fortified frontier with Austria
and permitted free movement across the border. Thou-
sands of East Germans exploited this loophole to escape to
the West, while thousands of others demonstrated in the
streets of Leipzig and other East German cities. Erich
Honecker resigned as chairman of the East German Coun-
cil of State in October 1989. The Berlin Wall, long a sym-
bol of the divided world of the Cold War, came down the
next month. The communist leaders of Bulgaria and
Czechoslovakia stepped down, and Romania’s Nicolae Ceaus cescu was over-
thrown and executed.

The Soviet Union did nothing. Within eighteen months, it too would
cease to exist, unable to either reform or sustain the communist system that
had existed since 1918. And with that, the Cold War, the ideological divide
that had held the world in thrall for nearly fifty years, came to a close.

Timothy C. Dowling
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The Cold War Soviet Army was both the Soviet Union’s most important
military tool and the Communist Party’s main guarantor of power. The Red
Army emerged from World War II as the most powerful land force in the
world. The Soviets’ navy and air force, however, paled in comparison to
those of their Western counterparts. The Soviet Red Army occupied the
majority of Eastern Europe in 1945, making Poland, East Germany, Czecho-
slovakia, Hungary, Romania, and Bulgaria unwilling satellites of the Soviet
Union. Throughout the Cold War, the Red Army was the key factor in guar-
anteeing control of local communist governments there. From 1948 to 1949,

1894 Soviet Union, Army

Soviet Union, Army



the Red Army subsequently cut off Berlin from the West, precipitating the
Berlin Airlift. After Soviet leader Josef Stalin’s death, Nikita Khrushchev,
his successor, shifted Soviet military emphasis from land forces to nuclear
weaponry. Khrushchev also began training and supporting proxy forces
against the West. Meanwhile, the Soviet Army ensured continued commu-
nist rule over Hungary in 1956, helped build the Berlin Wall in 1961, crushed
the infant Czechoslovakian revolution in 1968, and clashed with the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) along the Soviet-PRC border in 1969. By the early
1970s, the Soviet nuclear arsenal also reached rough parity with the West.
The Soviet Army, however, faced its greatest challenge in fighting the Afghan-
istan War (1979–1989).

At the end of World War II, the Soviet Red Army, immense and battle-
hardened, was the most powerful land military force in the world. The force
that took Berlin alone consisted of 110 infantry divisions, 11 tank and mech-
anized corps, and 11 artillery divisions, making it larger than all the World
War II American land forces in Europe and Asia combined. The Red Army
had also learned valuable lessons in fighting the German Army from 1941 to
1945. This experience paid off in the form of great operational skill, experi-
enced leaders, and a cadre of elite, battle-tested units.

In 1946 Stalin renamed the Red Army the Soviet Army and supervised
its continued mechanization. He envisioned an army capable of conducting
deep penetrations with ground support aircraft, mimicking the Germans’
strategy during the early part of World War II. Stalin planned to use his army
as a counterbalance to the Americans’ atomic monopoly. He believed that the
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threat of this massive force invading Western Europe would prevent Ameri-
can atomic blackmail. This approach remained in place until Stalin’s death
in 1953.

The Soviet Army played a more active role in Soviet politics after
Stalin’s death. For example, Khrushchev enlisted the help of World War II
Red Army hero Marshal Georgi Zhukov, whom Stalin had pushed out of the
spotlight, to ensure his ascension as premier. Khrushchev made Zhukov
minister of defense as a reward for his help. Khrushchev, like Stalin, grew to
fear Zhukov’s power, popularity, and ambition and in 1957 removed the old
marshal from power.

When Khrushchev became premier, he set out to make the Soviet Army
more effective by curbing the worst excesses of the Stalinist system. He
reduced the army from 5.3 million men to 3.6 million men as a way to cut
expenses and invested more resources in nuclear weapons. These changes,
however, unwittingly led to independence and autonomy movements in
Soviet satellite states. Soviet leaders subsequently called upon the army to
force Eastern bloc governments to toe the line. For example, the Soviet
Army brutally suppressed the Hungarian Revolution in 1956 by using 30,000
men supported by armor to fight for ten days, mostly in Budapest.

Efforts to bolster the Soviet Army came to fruition in the late 1950s as
it developed into a fully armored and motorized force. New tanks replaced
World War II–era tanks, and Soviet industry supplied the army with huge
numbers of armored personnel carriers (APCs). While its equipment and
numbers were impressive, however, the Soviet Army still relied on the
same basic structure and strategy of Stalin’s Blitzkrieg-style vision of war-
fare. This doctrine may have served the Soviet Army well in a general—and
conventional—war, but it would prove to be woefully inadequate in future
conflicts, such as the war in Afghanistan. Moreover, the officer corps retained
older leaders wedded to old doctrine. This problem was so endemic that
many Soviet generals in the 1980s and 1990s had been serving since before
the German invasion, calcifying Soviet military strategy and doctrine.

The Strategic Rocket Force (SRF) grew to be an integral part of the
defense of the Soviet Union in the 1950s. The SRF became an independent
military branch in 1959, charged with command and control over the Soviet
Union’s burgeoning fleet of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). The
SRF, as it turned out, proved to be too small and inaccurate to deter the
Americans during the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.

After the humiliating Cuban Missile Crisis, Alexei Kosygin and Leonid
Brezhnev replaced Khrushchev in 1964. Brezhnev decided to build up both
nuclear and conventional military forces. The consequent buildup of the SRF
led to the introduction of the SS-11 missile system in 1966, followed by the
SS-9 in 1967 and the SS-13 in 1969. By 1970, the Soviet Union outnumbered
the United States in ICBMs 1,299 to 1,054. Subsequently, the Soviets devel-
oped a more powerful family of the SS-17, SS-18, and SS-19 ICBMS, now
armed with multiple independently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRVs). Thus,
the Soviets had reached nuclear parity, if not superiority, with the United
States.
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While the SRF increased in size and capability, the Soviet Army remained
active. It invaded Czechoslovakia in 1968 to quell an uprising, which lasted
less than one full day. The Soviet Army also supported other communist
regimes and proxy insurgencies, including those in the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea), the Democratic Republic of Viet-
nam (DRV, North Vietnam), and Cuba.

Despite the West’s view of monolithic communism, the Sino-Soviet split
in the 1950s led to a border clash in 1969. This schism was ostensibly due to
ideological differences, but other issues were also involved. PRC leader Mao
Zedong believed that he should have become the international leader of
communism after Stalin’s death. Khrushchev, however, had no intention of
according Mao such status.

The Soviet war in Afghanistan, which lasted from 1979 to 1989, had many
correlations to the American experience in Vietnam. After a Marxist party
overthrew the Afghan government in 1978, the Soviet Army moved in to
support the failing communist regime in December 1979 with one airborne
and four motorized rifle divisions. Thus, Soviet mechanized forces secured
the People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan. The Soviet-backed Afghan
government controlled only the country’s urban areas, however. The Afghan
guerrillas, or mujahideen, put up a fierce fight that Soviet politicians and mil-
itary planners had failed to foresee. Opposition increased during the first
four years of the war as the Soviet Army attacked the mujahideen in remote
and rugged mountainous areas. Analogous to the Viet Cong’s use of Cambo-
dia and Laos, the mujahideen used sanctuaries in Pakistan and Iran as safe
havens, while the Soviet Army tried valiantly to combat this unconventional
style of warfare.

Soviet forces began to use massive airborne operations for rapid move-
ment and attack as well as scorched-earth tactics to starve and terrorize guer-
rillas. These tactics, however, only served to strengthen the resolve of the
mujahideen. When Konstantin Chernenko became Soviet premier in 1984,
he decided to change tactics in Afghanistan by attacking the support net-
work and infrastructure of the Afghan resistance, including supply lines and
safe havens. Although for a time these tactics appeared to be somewhat effec-
tive, the mujahideen’s will to resist remained intact.

In 1986, the United States decided to send the Afghan guerrillas Stinger
antiaircraft missiles and other high-tech weapons. With their new American
weapons, the mujahideen began to shoot down roughly one Soviet aircraft
per day. The Soviet Army could not sustain such losses, nor could it continue
to effectively attack the guerrillas without helicopters. This led to the Soviet
Army’s use of mechanized ground forces to attack the guerrillas, but the
army lacked the mobility to combat the elusive mujahideen. As with Viet-
namization, the Soviets began to turn the battle over to the Afghan commu-
nists. The last Soviet troops left the country on 15 February 1989.

When Mikhail Gorbachev succeeded Chernenko in 1985, he ushered in
a completely new era. In 1987 Gorbachev agreed with President Ronald
Reagan to destroy all intermediate-range nuclear missiles. In July 1991, Gor-
bachev and President George H. W. Bush signed the Strategic Arms Reduction
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Treaty (START I), drastically reducing the superpowers’ strategic nuclear
warheads.

Jonathan P. Klug
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The Red Army Air Force played an important role in World War II. During the
war, Soviet pilots reportedly flew 3.125 million sorties. By 1943, Soviet air-
craft production surpassed that of Germany. With more than 36,000 built, the
Soviet Ilyushin Il-2 ground support aircraft was the most-produced plane of
the war by any nation. The effectiveness of Soviet aviation was enhanced by
the country’s receipt of some 20,000 U.S. and British aircraft. Nonetheless, the
Soviet air arm operated primarily in a ground support role. The Soviets had
nothing that approached U.S. or British strategic bombing capability.

The Voyenno-Vozdushnyye Sily (VVS, Soviet Air Force) became an en-
tirely independent military service in 1946. Soviet concerns over U.S. strate-
gic bombing and nuclear weapons also led to the establishment of a separate
Soviet Air Defense Service as an independent branch with its own intercep-
tor air arm in 1954. In addition, the navy retained its own air arm, and the rise
of nuclear weapons led to the creation of a separate strategic striking force
to control long-range strategic nuclear missiles. Nonetheless, their World
War II experience caused the VVS to place primary emphasis on support of
ground forces.

The VVS was composed of three major operational branches, the most
important being the theater support arm, Frontovaya Aviatsiya (FA, Frontal
Aviation). The other two components were Voenno-Transportnaya Aviatsiya
(VTA, Military Transport Aviation) and Dal’naya Aviatsiya (DA, Long Range
Aviation), both of which supported theater operations but also served as
strategic national resources under the Soviet General Staff.
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FA units provided tactical air support for Soviet theater operations, with
responsibility for defensive and offensive counter-air operations, deep attacks
on critical theater targets, fire support for ground units, reconnaissance, and
electronic combat operations. During the 1950s, the FA component num-
bered as many as 12,000 aircraft.

Compared to Western systems, Soviet aircraft designs tended to be less
technologically advanced. Building on German jet engine design, in 1946 the
Soviets placed into production their first jet fighters, the Mikoyan-Gurevich
MiG-9 and Yakovlev Yak-15. For their strategic bomber, on Soviet leader
Josef Stalin’s order the Soviets produced a carbon copy of the U.S. Boeing
B-29, some of which had been forced to land on Soviet territory during the
war. The result, produced by reverse engineering, was the Tupolev Tu-4.
The first Soviet jet bomber, the handsome and versatile twin-engine Il-28,
entered service in 1950.

During the Korean War (1950–1953), the Soviets sent substantial air
units to southern Manchuria to fight on the side of the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) and the People’s Republic of China
(PRC). Soviet pilots dueled with United Nations Command (UNC) aircraft
in far North Korea. They also trained units of the Chinese air arm and then
turned over their aircraft to them, creating the Chinese Air Force.

Soviet fighter attacks did force the UNC to end daytime raids by B-29
bombers, but the Soviets refused to supply air support to communist ground
units in Korea. Reportedly, the Soviets lost 120 pilots and 335 aircraft in the
war. Their MiG-15 aircraft was one of the most successful of Soviet jet fight-
ers and a close match for the North American F-86, which was hastily rushed
to the Korean theater to meet the Soviet MiG-15. In dogfights with the MiG-
15, the F-86 generally prevailed, thanks largely to superior American pilot
training.

In aircraft design, the Soviets continued to emphasize maneuverability
and interception capability in their fighter aircraft. Their MiG-19, entering
service in 1955, was the first Soviet supersonic fighter aircraft. That same
year, the turboprop Tu-95 entered service. It was the world’s fastest propeller-
driven aircraft and the first true Soviet intercontinental bomber. Already in
1950 the Soviets had in service their first military helicopters.

The progress of the Cold War and the threat posed by nuclear and thermo-
nuclear war as well as the development of missile technology led to major
changes in the VVS. Beginning in the 1960s, the Soviets modernized their
fleet of strategic bombers. In 1961, the Tu-22 entered service as the Soviets’
first supersonic strategic bomber. This process reached its culmination with
the 1987 appearance of the Tu-160. With a gross weight of some 590,000
pounds, the Tu-160 is the heaviest warplane ever built. Capable of carrying a
payload of 36,000 pounds, the Tu-160 carries a bigger payload and is faster than
its rival North American/Rockwell B-1B. Although only fourteen Tu-160s
were delivered by 1991, when combined with the extensive development of
cruise missiles it gave the Soviets the capability to carry out deep strikes
around the world.
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Strategic bombers nonetheless played a less-significant role than land-
based and submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), especially com-
pared to the American triad structure. The Soviet bomber program was
relatively small compared to that of the U.S. Air Force, reaching a high point
of more than 800 aircraft and an average inventory in the 600s, with fewer
than 200 truly intercontinental-ranged bombers.

At the same time, the Soviets continued to develop their fighter and
interceptor capability, bringing on-line a wide range of fighter aircraft with
the MiG-21, MiG-23/27, MiG-25, MiG-29, and MiG-31 as well as the Sukhoi
Su-9, Su-11, Su-15, and Su-27. Ground attack aircraft appeared in the form
of the MiG-27, Su-7, Su-17, Su-24, and Su-25. With the increasing impor-
tance of helicopters, in 1973 the Soviets introduced the superb Mikhail Mil–
designed Mi-24 attack helicopter, prompted by U.S. development of the Bell
AH-1 Cobra. The heavily armored Mi-24 saw wide service in Afghanistan.

The VTA component of the VVS performed long-range air transporta-
tion functions. The VTA controlled tactical—parachute and airfield assault
landing and resupply—and international or strategic airlift. With a peak
strength of 1,500 aircraft, the VTA was also charged with the delivery of
Soviet airborne forces, which were also controlled as a strategic national
asset. Transport aircraft extended their range and capabilities in the Antonov
An-22, An-24, and An-26 and the Il-76. Entering service in 1987, the An-124
Ruslan, with a gross weight of nearly 893,000 pounds, surpassed the U.S.
Lockheed C-5A as the world’s largest aircraft to achieve production status.

1900 Soviet Union, Army Air Force

A Soviet naval air force Tu-95 Bear D aircraft, July 1991. (U.S. Department of Defense)



In 1988 it was edged out by a stretched version, the An-225. Although only
two of the latter have been built, they are the largest aircraft in world history.

Unlike the U.S. structure of assigning intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBMs) along with the bombers to the Strategic Air Command (SAC) of the
U.S. Air Force, the Soviets’ land-based missile forces were not assigned to
the VVS but rather to the separate service of the Raketnye Voyska Strate-
gicheskogo Naznacheniya (RVSN, Strategic Rocket Forces). The RVSN was
created in 1959 to control the newly developed ICBM capability as well as
intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) and medium-range ballistic
missiles (MRBMs). The Soviet military considered the RVSN to be the elite
service of their force structure, with responsibility for ensuring Soviet secu-
rity through the capability to conduct effective nuclear strikes at the begin-
ning of any conflict, setting the stage for victory.

The nuclear capabilities of the DA and RVSN were further supported by
the SLBM component of the Soviet Navy. The navy maintained a sizable
long-range aircraft capability that provided maritime reconnaissance, anti-
ship, and antisubmarine capabilities as well as air-to-surface missile strikes
against land targets. Aircraft included the VTOL (vertical takeoff and landing)
Yak-36, which entered service in 1976 on the first Soviet aircraft carriers. The
Soviets also introduced the Kamov Ka-25 helicopter with an antisubmarine
warfare capability.
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The final component of the Soviet airpower force structure was the
Voyska Protivovozdushnoy Oborony Strany (PVO Strany, Troops of National
Air Defense). The Soviet leadership created the independent PVO Strany
in 1948, giving it responsibility for the integrated air defense system of the
homeland. The PVO Strany organization controlled the substantial air de-
fense system through early warning radars, weapons control systems, and a
communications network. The technical systems were operated by the Radio-
tekhnicheskiye Voyska (RTV, Radio-Technical Troops). The extensive
interceptor force assigned to PVO Strany was organized as the Istrebitel’naya
Aviatsyiya PVO (IA PVO, Fighter Aviation of Air Defense). The interceptors
were tightly controlled by the overarching command and control structure,
which also integrated fighters that could be assigned to the national air
defense role in an emergency. The Soviet interceptor inventory peaked at
more than 5,000 aircraft in the late 1950s. PVO Strany also integrated the
interceptor activities with the thousands of surface-to-air missiles (SAMs)
that it controlled through the Zenitnyye Raketnye Voyska (ZRV, Zenith
Rocket Troops) organization. These strategic SAMs could also be supported
by the numerous tactical SAM systems that were deployed in the military
districts across the Soviet Union as part of the Voyska Protinvovozdushnoy
Oborony Sukhoputnykh Voysk (PVO SV, Troops of Air Defense of the
Ground Forces). When ICBMs became a significant component of the U.S.
force structure in the early 1960s, the Soviets reacted by expanding the PVO
Strany organization to include an antimissile defense component (designated
PRO). Active antimissile sites were deployed around Moscow. Likewise, as
space systems were developed by the United States and the Soviet Union in
the early 1960s, the Soviet military added an antisatellite component (desig-
nated PKO) to PVO Strany.

During the 1980s, the Soviet military developed the air operation con-
cept, an aggressive offensive use of airpower at the start of a theater campaign,
designed to seize the initiative and create conditions for a rapid ground
victory. The air offensive was intended to reduce an enemy’s offensive strik-
ing power—especially nuclear delivery systems and air, missile, and heavy
artillery firepower—and establish at least localized air superiority over the
main axes of attack. Additionally, the air attacks would help soften enemy
defenses at and behind the points of attack and would limit enemy maneu-
vering capability in response to Soviet advances. Soviet theater operations
would also include parachute and helicopter assaults to seize key enemy tar-
gets and support the rapid advance of the main ground assault. Reflecting
their support role, FA units were assigned to the theater or front commander
(in peacetime to the Military District commander in the USSR or to the
Soviet Group of Forces outside the USSR).

By the mid-1980s, the VVS deployed some 6,000 tactical fighters, ground
support, and reconnaissance aircraft as well as 670 strategic bombers. The
Soviets also fielded 1,300 fighter interceptors. The VVS possessed some 3,500
helicopters and 650 transport aircraft. Soviet naval aviation added another
1,100 airplanes and helicopters.
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Soviet air forces were an important component of Soviet theater war
capabilities and operational concepts during the Cold War era. VVS units
served during the Cold War not only in the Soviet Union but also in Central
and Eastern Europe, Mongolia, and Afghanistan. Noteworthy Cold War ser-
vice came during the Korean War, the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, and espe-
cially the Soviet invasion and occupation of Afghanistan (1979–1989). Soviet
instructors and pilots saw air combat in the Korean War and the Vietnam
War. They also served with the Egyptian Air Force during the War of At-
trition (1969–1970), in Angola (1975–1990), and in Ethiopia (1977–1979).
Such service demonstrated the wide reach of the VVS and provided much
useful training, but it also revealed serious shortcomings in equipment,
logistics, and organization and could not conceal that the Soviets placed
reliance on numbers and tight control rather than on more flexible training
and innovation.

Jerome V. Martin and Spencer C. Tucker
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During the Cold War, the Soviet Navy evolved from little more than a coastal
protection force to a robust rival to the West’s powerful maritime forces. The
Red Navy at the end of World War II was small and technologically obsolete.
Consequently, the Soviet government built a stronger naval arm to challenge
the West’s dominance of the seas. When Nikita Khrushchev became the
Soviet premier and Admiral Sergey Gorshkov became admiral of the fleet,
the Soviet Union laid plans for a powerful Red Navy. The Soviets’ inability
to challenge the U.S. Navy during the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis marked a
crucial turning point for the Soviet Navy. Because it lacked the capability to
challenge the U.S. Navy around Cuba, the Soviets set upon building a navy
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to vie for control of the seas. By the 1980s, the Soviet Navy was numerically
larger than the U.S. Navy but still lagged behind in terms of technology.
However, the Soviet Navy—a victim of Gorshkov’s 1985 retirement and of
economic strain—was one of the first Soviet institutions to foreshadow the
collapse of the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Navy was primarily a coastal defense force at the end of
World War II. But Soviet leader Josef Stalin feared a large-scale amphibious
invasion by the West and wanted the Soviet Red Navy to deter such a threat.
Stalin also wanted a large blue-water navy as yet another tool in the Soviet
military and diplomatic arsenals. Economic constraints, however, prevented
him from building such a fleet. The Soviet naval program was put on hold
until the economy recovered sufficiently from World War II.

Shortly after Stalin’s death in 1953, the Soviet government created a
separate Naval Ministry. When Khrushchev assumed control, he reviewed
all Soviet military capabilities with respect to the West. In the process, he
emphasized nuclear weapons above other military capabilities and, in Janu-
ary 1956, appointed Admiral Gorshkov as head of the navy. Gorshkov’s goal
was to create an oceangoing nuclear fleet. Thus, the navy introduced both
nuclear reactors and nuclear weapons into its forces, representing a marked
change in the Soviet Navy’s mission. Gorshkov not only had to pioneer a new
Soviet maritime strategy but also had to deal with ice, choke points, and long
distances. To these ends, he oversaw the building of a huge icebreaker fleet,
the resupply of ships, and the establishment of overseas ports.

A key to the Soviet Navy’s future was the submarine-launched ballistic
missile (SLBM). Its operational history began in 1955 when the Soviets
launched their first ballistic missile from a submarine. Then, in 1957, the
Soviets constructed their first nuclear-powered submarine. This combination
of SLBMs and nuclear-powered submarines provided a linchpin of Soviet
defense.

In October 1962 one of the seminal events of the Cold War, the Cuban
Missile Crisis, showcased the Soviet Navy’s vulnerabilities, as it was unable
to challenge the U.S. Navy’s quarantine of Cuba. Moscow deployed several
attack submarines to the area but was unable to seriously confront the Amer-
ican naval quarantine. The showdown embarrassed the Soviet Union in
many ways, but the impotence of the Soviet Navy proved especially humili-
ating. Khrushchev vowed to make improvements to remedy Soviet naval
deficiencies and to transform the Soviet Navy into the world’s most powerful
oceangoing force. Gorshkov received the support he needed in the form of a
massive Soviet naval-building program.

Soviet SLBMs, like those of the Americans, came to the fore during the
1960s. Soviet SLBM submarines could survive an enemy first strike and thus
posed a credible and effective deterrent. This force grew considerably and
was a key component of Soviet defenses until the collapse of the Soviet
Union in 1991. The Soviet submarine fleet grew from two submarines in 1967
to sixty-one in 1986, compared to the U.S. Navy’s thirty-eight. However, the
United States retained superiority in the overall number of SLBM warheads
because its missiles carried more warheads than those of the Soviets. The
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Soviets also employed nuclear-powered submarines armed with antiship
cruise missiles. These cruise missile subs, coupled with the Soviet Navy’s
surface vessels and numerous fixed-wing aircraft, provided a deadly threat to
the navies of the West, especially near the Soviet mainland.

The expansion of the Soviet Navy extended beyond submarines. Numer-
ically, the navy grew to be the largest in the world, although its vessels were
smaller and less advanced than those of its major foes. At its peak, the So-
viet Navy had the capability to operate on and under every ocean during a
modern war. The navy also expanded its land-based aircraft fleet’s size and
capabilities. As the Soviet buildup continued, the two superpowers’ navies
played a stressful and dangerous game of cat-and-mouse on the high seas.
These confrontations included the ubiquitous presence of Soviet fishing
trawlers, which were conducting electronic intelligence operations against the
technologically superior U.S. Navy.

In 1972 the Soviets began a long-term program to build large nuclear-
powered cruisers. These included hybrid aviation cruisers of various types as
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well as battle cruisers. The aviation cruisers consisted of the two-ship
Moskva class that had a cruiser bow and carrier stern and the four-ship Kiev
class with a cruiserlike bow and a full angled flight deck. Both classes were
capably armed with their own array of surface weapons systems as well as
supporting helicopters and VTOL jet aircraft. The battle cruisers, three of
which were commissioned before 1991, consisted of the more modern nuclear-
powered Kirov class, which had great staying power and long range. The
Soviet Union’s first true aircraft carrier, the Admiral Kuznetsov (ex-Tbilisi )
joined the fleet in January 1991.

After Gorshkov’s retirement in 1985, the Soviet Navy began to steadily
decline. Its vessels spent more and more time in port between patrols, and
they also required more unscheduled maintenance because of lax general
maintenance due to poor operational funding. These problems grew increas-
ingly worse until the collapse of the Soviet Union, by which time the Soviet
Navy had become a mere shadow of its former self.

Jonathan P. Klug
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The conflict between the leadership of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union (CPSU) and the Communist Party of Yugoslavia (CPY) that erupted
in 1948 and led to the first public schism in the international communist
movement. The reasons for the Soviet-Yugoslav split were the unwillingness
of the Soviet leadership to tolerate insubordination, the ultraleftist orienta-
tions of Yugoslav leaders, and the Yugoslavs’ aspirations to regional hegemony.
The split ultimately paved the way for an independent form of socialism
in Yugoslavia as well as for a neutral and later nonaligned foreign policy,
strengthened movements of national communism in Eastern Europe, and
broke up the seemingly fixed bipolar structure in Southeastern Europe.

In the immediate postwar period, the CPY was generally considered
the most Stalinist communist party in Central and Eastern Europe and the
closest ally of the Soviet Union. This was confirmed by the prominent role
played by Yugoslav representatives at the founding session of the Comin-
form in September 1947. At the beginning of 1948, however, serious differ-
ences emerged, the immediate reasons being Yugoslavia’s ambitions toward
Albania and its continuing aid to the communist side in the Greek Civil War.
Soviet leader Josef Stalin accused Yugoslav leaders of pursuing expansionist
policies in the Balkans. Yet the Soviets’ complaints, albeit containing some
truth, were primarily motivated by the hegemonic aspirations of the Soviet
leadership itself. It did not want to loosen its grip on Albania, to endanger
the October 1944 Stalin-Churchill percentage agreements regarding influ-
ence in the states of Southeastern Europe that had placed Greece in the
Anglo-American sphere, or to tolerate independent moves by Yugoslavia and
Bulgaria. The essential aim was thus to strengthen Soviet supremacy over
Yugoslavia and Eastern Europe.

Under the leadership of Josip Broz Tito, however, the overwhelming
majority of the CPY leadership dismissed the Soviet criticism. In fact, it re-
sisted Soviet tutelage and Moscow’s attempts to interfere in internal affairs. In
order to increase the pressure on the Yugoslav leadership, the Soviets recalled
their military advisors, instructors, and civil experts from Yugoslavia in March
1948. They also initiated, with the first of three letters signed by Stalin and
Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov, a public attack on top Yugoslav leaders.
The letters accused the Yugoslavs of opposing prescribed socialist principles.

The Yugoslav leadership repudiated the accusations and refused to take
part in the hastily convoked June 1948 Cominform session, which turned out
to be a tribunal, of sorts, against the rogue CPY. The Cominform’s resolution,
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published on 28 June 1948, called upon the “healthy elements” of the CPY
to force a policy change or, if necessary, to overthrow its leadership and
replace it with a “new internationalist” one.

Belgrade tried to convince Moscow of its lasting loyalty to socialism, the
Soviet Union, and Stalin, claiming that the accusations were simply not jus-
tified. At the same time, the Yugoslav leadership did not hesitate to fight
Soviet Stalinism with Stalinist methods, purging the CPY of pro-Soviet mem-
bers, called “Cominformists,” of whom more than 55,000 were prosecuted
and more than 15,000 were sent to the notorious labor camp at Goli Otok
(Naked Island). In the years that followed, Soviet-Yugoslav relations deterio-
rated further, with Moscow engaging in strident propaganda, labeling the CPY
leadership a “gang of spies and murderers,” and accusing it of having turned
the CPY into a “fascist party.” During the most spectacular show trials of for-
mer East European leaders—Traicho Kostov in Bulgaria in 1948, László Rajk
in Hungary in 1949, and Rudolf Slánsky a in Czechoslovakia in 1952—one of
the most serious charges leveled was that all were “Titoist agents.”

The Yugoslavs steadfastly resisted Soviet pressure tactics and gradually
changed their policies in the early 1950s. Although Yugoslavia remained a
dictatorship, it liberalized its economic policy, developing a new system of
self-management socialism. In its foreign policy, Yugoslavia improved its
relations with the West but remained independent and later became one of
the leading members of the Non-Aligned Movement. After Stalin’s death
in 1953, the new Soviet leadership began to reassess its position vis-à-vis
Yugoslavia. Finally, Nikita Khrushchev, who emerged as Stalin’s successor,
sought to normalize relations with the Yugoslavs, visiting Belgrade in June
1955. Nevertheless, until the dissolution of both states in 1991, Yugoslavia
always kept some distance from the Soviets, and its relationship with the
superpower to the east remained an ambiguous one.

Magarditsch Hatschikjan

See also
Cominform; Khrushchev, Nikita; Non-Aligned Movement; Rajk, László; Slánsky a

Trial; Soviet Union; Stalin, Josef; Tito, Josip Broz; Yugoslavia

References
Banac, Ivo. With Stalin against Tito: Cominformist Splits in Yugoslav Communism. Ithaca,

NY: Cornell University Press, 1988.
Bass, Robert H., and Elizabeth Marbury, eds. The Soviet-Yugoslav Controversy: A Doc-

umentary Record. New York: Prospect Books, 1959.
Vucinich, Wayne S., ed. At the Brink of War and Peace: The Tito-Stalin Split in a Historic

Perspective. New York: Columbia University Press, 1982.

Belgian socialist politician, international statesman, foreign minister (1936–
1939, 1947–1949, 1954–1957, 1961–1966), and premier (1938–1939, 1946,

1908 Spaak, Paul-Henri

Spaak, Paul-Henri
(1899–1972)



1947–1949). Born in Schaerbeek, Belgium, on 25 January
1899, Paul-Henri Spaak earned a degree in jurisprudence
from Brussels University in 1921. He began his political
career as a socialist member of the Chamber of Deputies
in 1932. His efforts to keep Belgium out of World War II
were in vain, and after the Belgian capitulation to Germany
in May 1940, he went into exile first in Paris and then in
London.

After the war, Spaak became a staunch supporter of
international cooperation and collective security. He helped
draft the United Nations (UN) Charter and served as the
UN General Assembly’s first chairman in 1946. On 28 Sep-
tember 1948 he delivered his famous “Speech of Fear” to
the UN, denouncing Moscow’s early Cold War policies and
enunciating the reasons that Western countries feared the
Soviet Union.

A brilliant speaker and an advocate of European in-
tegration, Spaak promoted the creation of the Benelux
Customs Union (among Belgium, the Netherlands, and
Luxembourg) in 1948. In August 1949 he became presi-
dent of the Council of Europe, an office from which he
resigned in protest in 1951 over the lack of support from
member governments. He played a leading role in the cre-
ation of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)
and presided over its General Assembly during 1952–1954.
He was also committed to the formation of the European
Defense Community (EDC), which was eventually de-
feated by the French National Assembly in August 1954.
In 1955, the Messina Conference of European leaders
appointed him to chair a committee charged with the preparation of a report
on the creation of a common European market. The “Spaak Report” led to
the March 1957 Treaty of Rome, establishing the European Economic Com-
munity (EEC) and the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM).

In December 1956, when Spaak was chosen as second secretary-general
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the organization was
deeply split because of the autumn 1956 Suez Crisis. Spaak was a resolute
advocate of the transformation of NATO from a military defense organiza-
tion into an effective political instrument. As such, in 1957 NATO began to
play an important role as a Western clearinghouse on East-West relations.
When General Charles de Gaulle returned to power in France in June 1958,
however, French nationalist policies reduced NATO’s effectiveness and
increasingly frustrated Spaak. De Gaulle’s obstructionism within NATO con-
tributed to Spaak’s decision to relinquish his post in January 1961.

During 1961–1965 Spaak served as Belgium’s deputy prime minister, min-
ister for African Affairs, and foreign minister. The Congo crisis demanded
most of his attention. He also launched several new plans for a European polit-
ical community. During July 1965–February 1966 he was foreign minister in
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Paul-Henri Spaak was Belgium’s most important statesman
in the two decades after World War II and undoubtedly
one of the most important figures in the European unifi-
cation movement. (Library of Congress)



the cabinet of Pierre Harmel. After a quarrel with his Socialist Party members
over the relocation of NATO headquarters from Paris to Brussels following
de Gaulle’s withdrawal from the alliance’s military command in February
1966, Spaak resigned from politics in March 1966.

Spaak remained closely associated with NATO, however, serving as
chair of a NATO special group tasked with establishing closer relations
among NATO members during 1967–1972. In 1969, he published his mem-
oirs, Combats inachevés (Unfinished Battles). Spaak died on 31 July 1972 in
Brussels.

Christian Nuenlist
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The competition between the United States and the Soviet Union to explore
outer space, most often defined by the race to place a human on the moon.
The space race was an integral part of the Cold War. Each side used the com-
petition to demonstrate its technological prowess in the areas of science,
education, engineering, and management. Both nations also used rocket and
missile development gleaned from the space race to strengthen their military
establishments. The two superpowers had been working on missile devel-
opment for some time in hopes of developing intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles (ICBMs) to deliver nuclear warheads. Both sides thus hoped that these
programs would help develop a rocket capable of placing a satellite into orbit.

The space race officially began on 4 October 1957 with the successful
Soviet launch of the Sputnik I satellite. The orbiting Sputnik I not only estab-
lished an early Soviet lead in the space race but was a major blow to Ameri-
can prestige, since U.S. leaders believed that the Soviets were incapable of
such a breakthrough. The Soviet program, led by chief designer Sergei
Korolev, who was largely unknown in the West, continued to reveal the Amer-
ican rocket program as unequal to the task. The Soviets’ advantage was
confirmed in their launching of the much-heavier payload Sputnik II on 3 No-
vember 1957.

Americans were surprised to learn that the United States lagged badly
behind Soviet rocket and missile technology. Politicians were outraged and
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proclaimed the existence of an alleged missile gap, which Senator John F.
Kennedy exploited during his 1960 presidential campaign. Other Americans
used the Soviet space lead to suggest a lack of rigor in American secondary
schools in the fields of science and mathematics. While President Dwight D.
Eisenhower rejected the notion of American weakness, the public was
shocked when on 6 December 1957 Project Vanguard was unable to place
an American satellite in orbit.

Another American program, the Explorer project under the direction of
the U.S. Army and headed by former German rocket scientist Wernher von
Braun, served notice that the Americans had not yet yielded the space field
to the Soviets. On 31 January 1958 the United States successfully launched
Explorer I, a light satellite that proved more scientific than symbolic when it
discovered the Van Allen Radiation Belts. Also, to provide overall direction
to the American civilian space effort and to match Soviet successes, Con-
gress created a new government agency, the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA). It began operations on 1 October 1958.
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Laika, the first creature to orbit the earth, in her capsule before the launch of the Soviet satellite Sputnik II, 1957.
(Bettmann/Corbis)



The Soviets continued to produce other impressive space firsts that the
United States seemed unable to duplicate. The Soviet Luna 1 was the first
satellite to escape Earth’s gravity when it entered solar orbit on 2 January
1959, although it missed its target of the moon. Luna 2, launched on 12 Sep-
tember 1959, sent back clear images of the moon’s surface, while Luna 3 on
7 October 1959 photographed the far side of the moon.

As successful satellite launches became routine, both sides sought to be
the first to place a man in orbit. The Soviets won this competition with the
launch of cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin into a one-orbit voyage around Earth on
12 April 1961. The United States successfully put astronaut Alan Shepard
into a suborbital low-level space flight on 5 May 1961. On 25 May 1961 Pres-
ident Kennedy classified the space race as an integral part of the battle
between freedom and tyranny and raised the stakes when he announced the
American goal of placing a man on the surface of the moon by the end of the
decade. On 20 February 1962 the Americans finally matched the Gagarin
flight by putting a man into Earth’s orbit with the three-orbit trip of astronaut
John Glenn.

Following Gagarin’s mission, the Soviet Union’s other firsts in manned
flight included the first day-long space flight of Gherman Titov on 6 August
1961; the first female in space, Valentina Tereshkova, on 16 June 1963; and
the first space walk, by Alexei Leonov, on 18 March 1965. Unmanned Soviet
moon flight firsts included the Luna 9 soft landing on the moon with the first
photos from the lunar surface on 3 February 1966 and Luna 10, the first to be
in moon orbit, on 3 April 1966. The Soviets made an impressive unpiloted
flight to the moon with a return to Earth with Zond 5 on 14 September 1968,
which seemed to suggest that they were on the verge of sending the first man
to the moon.

Although it appeared to many that the Soviets remained ahead in the
space race, the United States worked feverishly to meet Kennedy’s chal-
lenge and budgeted funds for it that the Soviet Union could not match. The
Americans gradually eliminated the early Soviet race lead by securing quali-
tative advances, which translated into successes such as the rendezvous and
docking of two manned spacecraft and the development and flight testing
of the Lunar Module, both of which were essential to placing a man on the
moon’s surface. The United States also matched other Soviet achieve-
ments when it conducted several space walks and long-duration flights, and
it achieved a soft landing on the moon with Surveyor I (2 June 1966). The
United States achieved a major breakthrough with the year-long Lunar
Orbiter low-level photo-mapping of the moon’s surface beginning in August
1966, undertaken in preparation for a manned landing.

Both sides suffered human losses and engineering failures during the race.
The most notable American loss occurred during the Apollo 1 fire, which
began during a routine launch pad test on 27 January 1967 and killed Amer-
ican astronauts Gus Grissom, Edward White, and Roger Chaffee. The results
of the subsequent investigation appeared to doom the effort to meet Presi-
dent Kennedy’s deadline. The Soviets suffered the first loss of a man during
actual space flight when they announced the death of cosmonaut Vladimir
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Komarov on 24 April 1967 during the crash landing of Soyuz 1. Other Soviet
failures were masked by the secrecy and closed society of the Soviet Union,
which also concealed its inability to keep pace with American successes.

While the Soviets were secretive, the United States won the publicity
war. It announced its space mission schedule and proudly showed off its
astronauts as men with “the right stuff.” This effort earned positive media
coverage and the support of the viewing public. The Soviet Union’s propa-
ganda machine also played up the country’s own progress, but most Soviet
space missions were announced only after success was certain. Only after the
collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War did the world learn
of the major flight limitations of the Soviet successes, their space failures,
and the many near disasters that the cosmonauts endured.

The United States recovered relatively quickly from the Apollo 1 disas-
ter of January 1967. On 21 December 1968, American astronauts Frank Bor-
man, James Lovell, and William Anders were launched into space in Apollo 8
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and three days later orbited the moon. By then, the United States had a clear
lead in the space race that the Soviets seemed incapable of closing.

When Apollo 11 (Neil Armstrong, Edward “Buzz” Aldrin, and Michael
Collins) landed on the moon on 20 July 1969, the Americans stood victorious
in the space race. Five more successful landings on the moon went unchal-
lenged by the Soviets. In September 1970 the Soviet Union succeeded in
landing on the moon the Luna 16 probe, which returned lunar samples to
Earth. The Soviets were the first to establish a space station in orbit with
Salyut 1 on 19 April 1971. But in reality, once Apollo 11 landed in the Sea of
Tranquillity and returned safely home, the space race had ended.

Although the sense of a race was largely abandoned by both sides, fur-
ther space exploration by both countries continued but without the Cold
War fervor over which society was the most technologically advanced. In
light of budget pressures and many unsolved domestic problems, leaders in
both countries began to question the costs of space exploration. The spirit
of political détente between the two superpowers began to reach into the
field of space exploration. On 15 July 1975 both nations took a giant first
step in long-term outer space cooperation with the launch and rendezvous of
the Apollo-Soyuz mission. Cooperation between the two former adversaries
continued in 1993 when the Soviets were invited to participate in the Inter-
national Space Station.

The space race proved an energetic stimulus to both nations. The United
States committed the funding necessary to win the race and, amid the un-
happiness of the Vietnam War era, gave the nation a badly needed lift. While
the Soviets could never match the United States in funding, they still achieved
a stunning number of space firsts. These, however, came at the expense of
those mission essentials required to send a man to the moon.

Thomas D. Veve
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Southwestern European state. The Kingdom of Spain occupies some 85 per-
cent of the Iberian Peninsula, which it shares with Portugal. Spain covers
194,968 square miles and had a 1945 population of some 27.5 million people. It
is bordered by the Bay of Biscay and France to the north, Portugal to the west,
the Mediterranean Sea to the south, and the Atlantic Ocean to the southwest.
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Spain was united into a kingdom in 1492 and during the sixteenth cen-
tury was among the most powerful states in Europe. Sapped by wars and not
unrelated economic reverses, the country began a period of decline at the
end of the sixteenth century and lost most of its vast overseas empire in the
course of the nineteenth century. Spain lagged behind the rest of Western
Europe in social and political reforms, leading to the expression “Europe stops
at the Pyrenees.”

Considerable political turmoil developed in Spain as the nation industri-
alized, leading to the terrible bloodletting of the Spanish Civil War (1936–
1939). The fighting pitted forces seeking modernization (the Republicans)
against those favoring traditional Spanish values (the Nationalists). Perhaps
half a million people died in the fighting and reprisals following the Nation-
alist victory. General Francisco Franco held power. One party alone, the
Falange Española Tradicionalista, was permitted. The Falange’s doctrines
were a blend of nationalism, traditionalism, and belief in a hierarchical order.

Spain was not officially a belligerent in World War II, although Franco
was sympathetic to the fascist side and sent a division of troops (ostensibly
volunteers) to the Eastern Front. Franco also opened Spanish ports to Ger-
man submarines, and he annexed the international zone of Tangier, only to
evacuate it in 1945. He made no move, however, against the principal British
base at Gibraltar. Following the November 1942 American and British land-
ings in North Africa, the Franco regime reverted to a more strict neutrality.

After the war, Spain was very much a pariah, especially as leftist parties
controlled or influenced so many European governments. The United Nations
(UN) voted overwhelmingly to deny Spain membership and, in December
1946, called for diplomatic sanctions against Madrid. Spain was also excluded
from Marshall Plan aid.

This quarantine changed with the Cold War. In 1953 the United States
and Spain signed a mutual aid agreement that provided U.S. military and
economic assistance in return for air and naval bases. In 1955, the United
States and Latin American states secured Spain’s admission to the UN.

The United States played a leading role in keeping the Spanish econ-
omy afloat. Between 1953 and 1975, Washington extended some $3 billion
in economic and military assistance. As Spanish liberals were quick to point
out, this aid helped maintain Franco in power.

The Spanish Cortes (parliament) had begun to function again in 1942,
but it was not representative of the people. The 1947 Law of Succession
declared Franco chief of state for life and established a Council of the King-
dom to deal with the question of succession. Franco distrusted Don Juan,
the son of King Alfonso XIII and heir to the throne, and in 1969 officially
designated Don Juan’s son, Juan Carlos, as his successor. Franco also arranged
a concordat with the Catholic Church in 1953. Roman Catholicism was
declared the official religion of Spain, and the Church received guarantees
of special privileges and financial assistance.

Most of Spain’s small overseas colonies vanished after the war. Spanish
Morocco became part of the Kingdom of Morocco, but the almost purely
Spanish cities of Cueta and Melilla across the Straits of Gibraltar in North
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Africa remained Spanish. Moroccan nationalists continued to demand the
return of these as well as Ifni and the phosphate-rich Spanish Sahara, and the
latter was indeed given up in 1975. Spanish Equatorial Africa also received
independence in 1968. Spain retained the Balearic (Minorca and Mallorca)
and Canary Islands.

The Spanish attempted to turn nationalism to their own advantage by
mounting an intense and unsuccessful campaign against the British to return
Gibraltar, which had been lost in 1704. This included banning British flights
over Spain and closing the border with Gibraltar from the land side (1969–
1985).

Franco died in November 1975 and was succeeded as head of state by
thirty-seven-year-old King Juan Carlos I. To this energetic and charismatic
ruler goes considerable credit for both the restoration and survival of demo-
cracy in Spain. The new king inherited serious problems. Inflation was run-
ning at 20 percent, and there was high unemployment and a growing trade
deficit. Politically, there were threats from the Right, especially from among

the military. Terrorism by Basque separatists had also in-
creased. The king was, however, committed to democracy
and change.

Juan Carlos initially continued Franco’s premier, Car-
los Navarro, in office. Six months later, however, Juan
Carols named Adolfo Suárez to the post. Suárez organized
his own party, the Union de Centre Democratico (UCD,
Union of the Democratic Center). He also legalized forty-
eight political parties, including the Communist Party, and
in 1977 he led the nation into its first free elections—
which he won—since 1936. Suárez also began loosening the
censorship laws of the Franco era.

A new constitution declared Spain a parliamentary
monarchy with seats in the Cortes allotted on the basis of
the parties’ total votes. The constitution separated church
and state, guaranteed human rights, abolished the death
penalty, legalized divorce, recognized separate nationalities
within Spain, and extended the vote to eighteen-year-olds.

Suárez also moved to give the Basques and Catalonia
their own autonomous parliaments under overall Spanish
administration. These two were the only regional groups
that had been autonomous before Franco revoked such
rights after the Civil War, and they were the first two to
receive home rule. The Right protested these moves, fear-
ful that they would lead to the breakup of Spain. Terrorism
continued in the Basque country, but over time support for
the terrorists diminished.

In February 1981, the militant Right attempted to seize
power. Lieutenant Colonel Antonio Molina led some 200
armed Civil Guards in bursting into the Cortes when it was
in session. They ordered deputies to the floor and fired
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A Civil Guardsman who was inside the Spanish Congress
of Deputies leaves through a window and surrenders, 
24 February 1981. The failed coup d’état saw 200 armed
Guardia Civil hold members of the Congress hostage for
eighteen hours. King Juan Carlos I played a key role in
quelling the coup attempt. (EFE/Corbis)



shots into the ceiling. The whole episode was carried live on Spanish radio and
television. Molina demanded military rule, and ultimately four of Spain’s
nine top generals declared for the putschists. Juan Carlos, clad in military
uniform, made a dramatic television appearance and told Spaniards that he
would never agree to an attempt by force “to interrupt the democratic
process.” This step probably saved democracy in Spain. The rebellion quickly
collapsed, and the siege of parliament lasted only eighteen hours. Millions of
Spaniards marched through the streets throughout the country to demon-
strate their support for democracy. In both 1982 and 1985 the government
discovered and foiled other plots.

Although the ruling UCD continued in power, Leopoldo Sotelo replaced
Suárez as premier. Meanwhile, Suárez formed a new party, the Democratic
and Social Center, looking to cooperate with the socialists. In 1982 Spain
joined the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Its modernizing
military had 370,000 troops, more than 190 aircraft, 29 warships, and 8 sub-
marines. More important was Spain’s strategic geographical position control-
ling the western mouth of the Mediterranean.

In October 1982, the Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party (PSOE) won a
solid majority in the parliamentary elections, which turned on economic
issues. Márquez Felipe González became the first socialist premier in Spain
since the Spanish Civil War. This also marked the first time in Spanish his-
tory that the socialists held an absolute majority in the parliament. The
charismatic González turned the party away from Marxism. The socialists
promised the creation of new jobs as well as continuation of the democratiz-
ing process.

A high point of González’s first term was Spain’s entry into the European
Common Market in January 1986 (full membership came in 1992). The
PSOE had come to power insisting on a referendum on membership in
NATO. Once in power, the PSOE supported continued membership but
had to proceed with the referendum, which passed. The PSOE did insist on
a continued ban of nuclear weapons in Spain (a U.S. bomber had acciden-
tally released an atomic bomb off the coast of Spain), maintenance of the
Spanish military outside the NATO command structure, and a cutback in
U.S. troops in Spain.

In the January 1986 parliamentary elections, the PSOE again won a
majority, and González returned to the premiership. After a year of some-
times acrimonious talks, a base agreement was worked out with the United
States. Some 12,500 U.S. military personnel were stationed at three air bases
(Zaragoza, Torrejon, and Moron) and a naval base (Rota) that provided sup-
port for the U.S. Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean. There was considerable
resentment on the part of the Left over U.S. support for Franco and what
was seen as U.S. heavy-handedness in foreign policy, particularly toward the
Middle East. Many Spaniards also opposed U.S. Latin American policies,
and there was no sense of a threat to Spain from the Soviet Union.

In October 1989, González and his governing PSOE won a narrow national
election victory and a margin of one seat in the Cortes. The New Right in
Spain actively supported the socialists, who were completely committed to a
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market-driven economy. By the end of the Cold War, Spain had come far
indeed. Democracy appeared solidly rooted, and Spain was the world’s
twelfth-largest industrial power.

Melissa Jordine and Spencer C. Tucker
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Political scandal involving top-level political leaders in the Federal Republic
of Germany (FRG, West Germany). The 1962 Spiegel Affair initially involved
West German Minister of Defense Franz Josef Strauss. Ultimately, how-
ever, it led to the forced retirement of Konrad Adenauer, West Germany’s
first chancellor, in 1963.

In the 8 October 1962 issue of Der Spiegel, West Germany’s leading
weekly news magazine, an article appeared that was highly critical of the
German Army (Bundeswehr) during joint North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) military maneuvers (FALLEX 62). The article, one in a series
of articles aimed at discrediting Strauss by accusing him of misconduct and
corruption, revealed the inadequacy of the West German military. In retalia-
tion, Strauss ordered a raid on the offices of Spiegel. Eleven staff members
were arrested and subsequently charged with leaking state secrets.

The article itself quickly became less important than the issue of free-
dom of the press in a democratic society. Strauss, an influential politician
because of his high-profile role in the Christian Social Union (CSU), the sis-
ter party in Bavaria of the Christian Democratic Union (CDU), compounded
the damage by lying about his role in the arrest of a Spiegel staffer in Spain. It
soon became apparent that both Strauss and Adenauer had misled members
of the Bundestag (parliament) when they had been questioned by the leg-
islative body concerning their roles in the affair. Some of the tactics used in
the affair, moreover, reminded Germans of Nazi measures in the 1930s. Ade-
nauer eventually agreed to accept Strauss’s resignation and confirmed that he
would retire as chancellor in 1963.
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When the Spiegel Affair broke, Adenauer failed to recognize the gravity
of the situation and tried to use his considerable influence to preserve
Strauss’s position. For more than a decade, Adenauer had practiced what some
observers termed “chancellor democracy,” an approach to representative
government that emphasized the importance of a powerful chancellor, and
he had become accustomed to getting his way. The Spiegel Affair was a great
test of West Germany’s democratic institutions. In the end, democracy and
the rule of law prevailed. Adenauer’s exit also opened the way toward more
representative democracy.

Michael D. Richards
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Portuguese military officer and first president of Portugal’s Provisional
Government (April–September 1974) following the April 1974 revolution.
António de Spinola was born in Estremoz, Portugal, on 11 April 1910. He
entered the army after graduating from the Colégio Militar (Military College)
in 1928. He served in the Portuguese intervention forces in the Spanish Civil
War (1936–1939) and accompanied the German Army as an observer on the
Eastern Front during World War II.

During 1961–1963 Spinola served in the beginning stages of the Angolan
nationalist insurgency. By 1968 he was named commanding general and high
commissioner of Guinea-Bissau, where the Party for the Independence of
Guinea and Cape Verde was gaining strength, thanks in part to Soviet sup-
port. Despite the innovative counterinsurgency tactics that he employed in
Guinea with moderate success, he became convinced of the ultimate futility
of Portugal’s African wars, which were consuming the lion’s share of Portu-
gal’s resources. Furthermore, he was disillusioned by dictator Marcelo Cae-
tano’s refusal to allow any negotiations with the insurgents. It was during his
time in Guinea that Spinola’s charisma and outspokenness made an impres-
sion on the younger generation of officers who later would topple Caetano.

Upon his return from Africa in 1973, Spinola was named chief of staff of
the armed forces. In February 1974, without government approval, he pub-
lished his influential book Portugal and the Future. It called for liberalization
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and democratization at home and an immediate political solution to end the
anticolonial wars in Africa. The book became a best-seller and heralded the
end of Caetano’s Estado Novo (New State). In April 1974 a group of young
officers known as the Armed Forces Movement (MFA), many of whom had
served under Spinola, toppled Caetano in a nearly bloodless coup and estab-
lished the Second Republic. They first named Spinola head of the Junta of
National Salvation and then provisional president of Portugal.

Spinola and the officers of the MFA disagreed, however, about the extent
to which the coup should entail substantial social change and especially about
how quickly and thoroughly Portugal should divest itself of its colonies.
Spinola envisioned a gradual withdrawal and possibly a Portuguese federa-
tion to replace the empire. The more radical leaders of the MFA wanted
unequivocal and immediate withdrawal of all troops. Spinola resigned in
September 1974, and the next year he conspired with conservatives to over-
throw the government but was forced into temporary exile. Following his
departure, the establishment of the republic, and decolonization, some of
Portugal’s former colonies—especially Angola—attracted increased Soviet,
Cuban, and American involvement. Spinola died in Lisbon on 13 August 1996.

Eric W. Frith
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General António de Spinola, who served briefly as the president of the provisional government of Portugal following the
April 1974 revolution. (UPI-Bettmann/Corbis)
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First man-made, Earth-orbiting satellite, launched by the Soviet Union on
4 October 1957. Although commonly used to describe the first satellite, Sput-
nik, meaning “fellow traveler,” actually designates a series of satellites that
were numbered sequentially. Sputnik I weighed 184 pounds, excluding the
propulsion vehicle, and was placed into space as part of the 1957–1958 Inter-
national Geophysical Year (IGY), which included the objective of launching
artificial satellites for scientific research. Sputnik I was followed by the 3 No-
vember 1957 launch of Sputnik II, a 1,118-pound capsule with a dog named
Laika as a passenger. These two stunning Soviet successes occurred before
the failed launch attempt of Vanguard, the American contribution to the IGY
scientific effort, on 6 December 1957.

The Sputnik launches, especially when contrasted with the American fail-
ure, were important symbols of Soviet technological prowess, which marked
the beginning of the intense space competition with the United States that
became known as the space race. The launch provided the Soviet Union
with an important propaganda tool that was used to publicize the alleged
advanced nature of Soviet society and the progress that was possible in a
modern communist society.

The American public was shocked by the Sputnik success, and American
domestic politics were soon dominated by discussions of the Soviets’ tech-
nological superiority and of the implied threat to the United States. Ameri-
can political leaders quickly pushed for changes that would restore public
confidence and retain technological superiority over the Soviets. The U.S.
government responded to the challenge by passing the 1958 National De-
fense Education Act, which provided incentives to promote the study of sci-
ence, mathematics, engineering, technical education, and other fields deemed
necessary to national security. Additionally, the National Aeronautics and
Space Act of 1958 created the National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion (NASA) to help centrally organize and coordinate American space efforts.
However, military-oriented space programs, such as reconnaissance satellites,
remained outside NASA and were cloaked in secrecy.

Militarily speaking, the launch of a Soviet R-7 rocket, which propelled
Sputnik into orbit, confirmed the Soviets’ capability to field nuclear-armed
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). This created an impression of
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vulnerability in the United States and led to intensified American efforts
to enhance early warning and defensive systems, expand the national civil
defense program, and strengthen strategic nuclear forces. Sputnik directly
contributed to the erroneous idea that a missile gap had developed between
the Americans and Soviets, placing the United States at a comparative dis-
advantage. President Dwight D. Eisenhower knew that no such gap existed
but was bound to maintain silence on the issue, as the information was highly
classified. Ultimately, the missile gap became a hot-button issue in the 1960
presidential campaign.

For the Eisenhower administration, there was a beneficial side to Sput-
nik, however, as it removed concerns that the Soviet Union would raise
national sovereignty issues in response to an orbital overflight by an American
satellite. Sputnik established a precedent for satellites operating over sover-
eign territories and opened the legal window for reconnaissance satellite
operations that were already being planned by the U.S. government. Sputnik I
was an important scientific first, a clear public relations victory in the Cold
War, and an important event that shaped the continuing international struggle
between the United States and the Soviet Union.

Jerome V. Martin
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Sputnik 1, the first manmade satellite to orbit Earth, was launched by the Soviets on 4 October 1957. Weighing 184 pounds,
it circled Earth every ninety minutes. (Bettmann/Corbis)
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Island nation in southern Asia. Known as Ceylon until 1972, Sri Lanka lies just
20 miles off the southern tip of India, in the Indian Ocean. Sri Lanka encom-
passes 25,332 square miles, slightly larger than the U.S. state of West Vir-
ginia, and had a 1945 population of approximately 7.2 million people. Largely
shaped by India, Sri Lanka’s political and cultural development was nonethe-
less unique. Moreover, unlike India, Sri Lanka never commanded the full
attention of the superpowers during the Cold War. Rather, its modern history
has been dominated by internal conflict between two principal cultures—the
Buddhist Sinhalese and the Hindu Tamils—that still exists today.

As an important source of tea, coffee, spices, and rubber, Ceylon wit-
nessed nearly 450 years of colonialism under Indian kingdoms as well as the
Portuguese, Dutch, and British. In the nineteenth century, the British im-
ported Tamil laborers from southern India to work Ceylonese plantations.
This changed the balance between ethnicities but still left the Sinhalese
comprising 75 percent of the population compared to a Tamil minority in
northern and eastern Ceylon at just 20 percent.

Despite this divide, the process of decolonization came relatively peace-
fully for Ceylon. Strategically located, it was headquarters for the Anglo-
American Southeast Asia Command during World War II. Nonetheless, in
1946 the British pulled out. Whereas in India the British faced tremendous
pressure from nationalists, in Ceylon there was little activity by either Sin-
halese or Tamils. Independence was more the result of British disengage-
ment than any internal impulse. Indeed, many Ceylonese wished to remain
part of the British Empire.

With British encouragement, however, Sinhalese leaders passed a con-
stitution in 1946 and a bill of independence in 1947. On 4 February 1948,
Ceylon became a self-governing dominion within the British Commonwealth
but remained highly dependent on Britain for trade and aid during the first
decade of independence. In 1950, Ceylon’s capital hosted Commonwealth
and Western nations in the so-called Colombo Plan for economic develop-
ment in Asia. Anxious about possible Indian designs, Ceylon also relied on
the British for defense, allowing them to maintain their Indian Ocean naval
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base at Trincomalee. Accordingly, Ceylon pursued a predominantly pro-
Western foreign policy. At the same time, however, relations with the com-
munist world were amicable. Ceylon recognized the People’s Republic of
China (PRC) in 1950 and concluded trade pacts with Beijing in 1952. In
1955, Ceylon gained admission to the United Nations (UN) after the Soviet
Union dropped its opposition. Two years later, the two nations exchanged
diplomatic representation and signed trade accords.

Ceylon’s foreign policy during the Cold War was shaped most by Solomon
Bandaranaike, prime minister during 1956–1959. He nationalized major indus-
tries, abrogated the defense agreement with Britain in 1959, and pursued a
self-professed neutral foreign policy by joining the Non-Aligned Movement.
In reality, Bandaranaike’s foreign policy was more opportunistic, playing the
great powers against each other. He strengthened ties with communist coun-
tries, concluding agreements with the PRC that brought Ceylon $41 million
in aid during 1957–1967. At the same time, he maintained relatively good
relations with the United States. Washington cut aid to Ceylon in 1963 fol-
lowing the nationalization of petroleum industries but resumed the flow in
1966 after American companies were compensated. By 1991, the United
States had granted more than $1 billion in aid. Throughout the Cold War, the
Voice of America operated in Ceylon, and U.S. naval vessels made regular
calls there. This balancing act remained the consistent focus of Ceylon’s for-
eign policy until the 1990s.

Bandaranaike’s domestic policies were equally important. He ignited con-
flict between the Sinhalese and Tamils by making Sinhalese the only official
language and by implementing other policies that exacerbated communal
politics. The Tamils began a civil disobedience movement, and occasional
violence erupted. In 1959 Bandaranaike was assassinated, not by Tamils but
by a Buddhist radical who wanted the prime minister to do even more to
establish Sinhalese dominance.

The April 1960 elections were won by Bandaranaike’s widow, Sirimavo
Bandaranaike, the world’s first female prime minister. She expanded her hus-
band’s foreign and domestic policies during two terms in office (1960–1965,
1970–1977). In 1962 she hosted a conference of neutrals to mediate the Sino-
Indian War. In 1972 she changed the country’s name to Sri Lanka (Sinhalese
for “resplendent land”) and declared it a republic. She then promulgated a
new constitution and made Buddhism a state religion, further alienating the
Tamils. Bandaranaike also faced insurrection from the Maoist People’s Lib-
eration Front (MPLF) that prompted a state of emergency lasting six years
(1971–1977).

In 1977 Bandaranaike was ousted by J. R. Jayawardene, who served as
prime minister and president during 1977–1988. Later that year the National
Assembly adopted a presidential system of government, appointing Jayawar-
dene to the office. Criticized by some as corrupt and authoritarian, he liber-
alized the economy and tilted to the West. He was elected president again
in 1982 but had to contend with an increasingly divided nation. In May 1983,
thirteen Sri Lankan soldiers were killed by the Liberation Tigers of Tamil
Eelam (LTTE, or Tamil Tigers), militants who demanded an independent
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homeland. Ethnic violence then rocked the country,
prompting the government to declare a state of emergency.
Attempts to crush the insurgents failed. Aided secretly by
supporters in the southern Indian state of Tamil Nadu, the
guerrillas were effectively organized and well armed.

Agreements in 1987 brought Indian troops, ostensibly
as peacekeepers, to diffuse the situation. They remained
until 1990 but failed to stop the violence. In fact, the unrest
grew worse. Supporting the Tamils, the MPLF renewed
attacks on the government in 1989. In 1990 Tamil guerril-
las turned against Muslims who supported the Sinhalese.
In 1991 the Indian government took over direct rule of
Tamil Nadu, provoking the LTTE suicide bomb attack that
killed former Indian Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi that May.
By 1992 nearly 20,000 people had been killed in the insur-
gency, including many senior military and government offi-
cials. Then, in May 1993, the LTTE assassinated President
Ranasinghe Premadasa, causing even more bloodshed.

In August 1994, Chandrika Kumaratunga became
prime minister of a coalition government that bridged
both Buddhist extremists and Marxist revolutionaries. In
November 1994 she became the first woman elected pres-
ident in Sri Lanka. Her government thereafter veered
between military campaigns and peace negotiations, the
most recent of which started through Norwegian interme-
diaries in 2001.

Arne Kislenko
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Tamil guerrilla on patrol in Sri Lanka, February 1986.
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Russian revolutionary and dictator of the Soviet Union (1929–1953). More
absolute a ruler than any Russian tsar, Josef Stalin (born Iosif Vissarionovich
Dzhugashvili) was one of the most powerful and influential figures in history
and certainly one of its most horrific. As many as 20 million people may have
died as a direct result of his policies.

Much of Stalin’s early life remains obscure, in part because he took
pains to rewrite it. Born in the town of Gori, Georgia, in the Caucasus on 21
December 1879, he was the only child of his parents to survive infancy. His
father was a cobbler and his mother a washerwoman and domestic. His
father (who died in a barroom brawl) was an alcoholic and beat young Josef
regularly.

Stalin’s mother wanted Dzhugashvili to become a priest, and he gradu-
ated from the four-year elementary ecclesiastical school in Gori in 1894 and
then entered a theological seminary in Tiflis (Tblisi) on a scholarship. He
grew up to be a small man, barely five feet in height, with a pockmarked face
and a withered arm (or at least one of sufficient infirmity to keep him out of
the Russian Army). He either quit the seminary or was expelled. In any case,
he said it was there that he was introduced to Russian Marxism.

In 1901 Dzhugashvili joined the Russian Social Democratic Labor Party.
His activities to secure funds included robberies and counterfeiting opera-
tions. He was subsequently arrested, tried, and convicted. Exiled to Siberia
in 1903, he escaped a year later. His enemies would later charge that he was
also in the pay of the tsarist secret police.

One of Dzhugashvili’s aliases, the one by which he became best known,
was that of Stalin (Man of Steel), given to him by his fellow revolutionaries
for his strength and ruthlessness. Coarse and ill-mannered, Stalin was six
times arrested and exiled and escaped five times. Freed during the March
1917 Revolution, he returned to Petrograd and became editor of the party
newspaper, Pravda (Truth). His role in the Bolshevik seizure of power that
November is unclear, but he clearly did not take a leading part. Leon Trot-
sky, a rival for power later, remembered Stalin’s role as “a gray blur.”

Stalin was active in the Russian Civil War (1918–1921) and the Russo-
Polish War (1920–1921), and from 1920 to 1923 he was commissar of nation-
alities. In 1923 he assumed the post of secretary-general of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), a position he used as a springboard to
power. His political rise has been ascribed to his skill at infighting and play-
ing one faction against another as well as his absolute ruthlessness, but he
also put in long hours at his job and deserves considerable credit for his
achievement.

By the late 1920s, Stalin had triumphed over his rivals, chief among
them Trotsky, to wield absolute power in the Soviet Union. Stalin created
the bureaucratic system and refined both the secret police and slave labor
camps begun under his predecessor, Vladimir Lenin. Stalin abandoned
Lenin’s New Economic Policy (NEP) that permitted a degree of capitalism
in Russia and initiated a series of five-year plans to modernize the economy,
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concentrating on heavy industry. Stalin’s economic poli-
cies included the forced collectivization of agriculture that
claimed an estimated 10–15 million lives.

Stalin was personally responsible for the Great Purge
trials of the 1930s that consumed virtually all of the top
party leadership. Also falling victim to the Great Purge
were military leaders, including 60 percent of Red Army
officers above the rank of major. In the so-called Deep
Comb-Out that accompanied the show trials, hundreds of
thousands of Soviet citizens simply vanished without ben-
efit of judicial procedure.

Much of the blame for the dismal showing of the Red
Army in the 1939–1940 war with Finland and at the outset
of the German invasion of the Soviet Union in June 1941
must be attributed to Stalin’s policies. He had also labeled
repeated warnings of an impending German attack as
“Western disinformation.” He grew in stature as a military
commander and strategist during the war, however. Learn-
ing the art of war and absorbing specialist military infor-
mation, he made all important strategic decisions for the
Red Army as well as taking many decisions on the tactical
level.

In foreign affairs, Stalin seized opportunities that
presented themselves in Eastern Europe and the Balkans.
Knowing exactly what he wanted, he met with Western
leaders in Moscow and at the Tehran, Yalta, and Potsdam
conferences. In 1919, following World War I, the West had quarantined the
new communist Russia with a series of new successor states, endeavoring to
contain communism with a cordon sanitaire. Now, following World War II,
Stalin sought the reverse, insisting at the very least on governments friendly
to the Soviet Union in order to provide security for a badly wounded Soviet
empire. Throughout his long reign, Stalin was intensely suspicious of for-
eigners and foreign, above all Western, influences. Thus, Soviets who had
been in the West, including Red Army personnel captured during the war,
were immediately suspect and treated as enemies. A great many people who
had been in the West, voluntarily or involuntarily, were shipped off to the
gulags. Many Soviet citizens had openly cooperated with the Germans during
the war. Although Ukrainians were far too numerous to be uprooted, Stalin
did make an example of the Crimean Tartars. He ordered some 300,000 of
them sent to Uzbekistan in Central Asia.

Although there were fears in the West that Stalin’s plans included the
communization of Western Europe, the dictator’s immediate motivation was
simply that of securing the Soviet empire. Because of the Red Army presence
on the ground, there was little that Western leaders could do to prevent this
short of war with the Soviet Union, which despite the U.S. nuclear monopoly
was unimaginable to Washington in 1945. Stalin’s regime emerged from the
war with all of Eastern Europe and much of Central Europe under its control.

Stalin, Josef 1927

Josef Stalin, dictator of the Soviet Union during 1929–1953.
(Library of Congress)



The Soviet Union had suffered grievously during the war, with perhaps
27 million people dead and widespread physical destruction. Stalin put the
population to work rebuilding, although his people paid for this in retention
of the forty-eight-hour workweek and living standards well below those of
1940. In a new five-year plan, he continued his emphasis on building heavy
industry, although some attention was paid to pressing housing needs.

To unite the Soviet people under his leadership, Stalin proclaimed the
belief of a communist world threatened by encircling enemies. Everything
was done to maintain the intense nationalist sentiments aroused by the ordeal
of the long struggle against the Germans in World War II. Andrei Zhdanov,
political boss of Leningrad, became the guiding spirit of this ideology, known
as Zhdanovshchina. It championed Russian nationalism and attacked West-
ern influence (now known as bourgeois cosmopolitanism), glorified commu-
nism, and above all trumpeted the accomplishments and inspiration of the
Great Leader, Stalin, attributing to him all Soviet successes.

Once Stalin rejected a closer relationship with the West, the Cold War
was launched in earnest. Stalin refused to allow the East European Soviet
satellites to participate in the European Recovery Program (Marshall Plan),
and following an impasse over German reunification on Soviet terms and
impending Western currency reform in the Allies’ zones of Germany, in the
summer of 1948 Soviet troops cut off Western land access to the city of
Berlin. This sparked a major East-West confrontation and led to the Berlin
Airlift. Stalin’s tactics and saber rattling resulted in the 1949 formation of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and prompted the movement
toward West European unity.

Stalin pushed hard to develop an atomic bomb, a process greatly accel-
erated by Soviet espionage. Following the explosion of the Soviet Union’s
first nuclear device in late 1949, he adopted a less militant foreign policy, jet-
tisoning the militant expansionism of the immediate postwar years in favor
of one that was comparatively defensive in nature. While maintaining the
traditionally truculent Soviet tone, he abandoned the further extension of
his European empire. This move was accompanied by a massive propaganda
effort, the great Stalinist Peace Campaign. Agitation against colonialism was
increasingly used to weaken the Western hold on global military bases, while
Soviet foreign policy also sought to sow discord between the United States
and its allies.

Early in 1950, Stalin gave his blessing to plans by Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) leader Kim Il Sung to invade the
Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea) and reunify the peninsula under
communist rule. Stalin evidently believed Kim’s contention that the United
States would either do nothing or would not react in time to save South Korea.
Later, when the war went badly for Kim and North Korea, Stalin sanctioned
military intervention by the People’s Republic of China (PRC).

The last act in the Stalinist drama was the so-called Doctors’ Plot. Fed by
Stalin’s continuing paranoia, nine doctors, six of them Jewish, were accused
of employing their medical skills to assassinate prominent individuals, among
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them Zhdanov, Stalin’s heir apparent. Many in the Soviet Union believed
that this heralded a return to the purges of the 1930s. But it may only have
been a maneuver to strike out against the growing ascendancy of a leader-
ship group headed by Georgy Malenkov and Lavrenty Beria or perhaps an
effort to imbue the bureaucracy with renewed revolutionary zeal, much the
way that Mao Zedong would do in the Cultural Revolution in China. What-
ever the reasons, Stalin’s death in Moscow on 5 March 1953, following a par-
alytic stroke, came as a relief to many in highly vulnerable Soviet leadership
positions. His eventual successor, Nikita Khrushchev, began the slow process
of de-Stalinization and denounced the many excesses of the Red Tsar.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Secret police of the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany).
The Staatssicherheitsdienst der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik, known
simply as the Stasi, was one of the central pillars of the highly repressive
East German regime. The Stasi functioned as a secret intelligence service, a
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political secret police force, and a judicial inquiry organization. In Bautzen,
the Stasi even maintained a prison for political dissidents. Allegedly, the
Stasi was supervised by the Council of Ministers, but its real purpose was
securing the Socialist Unity Party’s (SED) hold on power.

The Stasi identified itself as a revolutionary organ, with a tradition that
dated back to the 1917 foundation of the Bolshevik security service, the
Cheka. Many Stasi officers were members of the Communist Party of Ger-
many (KPD), and some had even worked for the Soviet Komitet Gosudarst-
vennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB). In correspondence with these and other secret
police ministries, the Stasi saw itself as the shield and sword of the single
Communist Party. This was clear from the beginning. The Soviet Military
Administration in Germany (SMAD), after having defeated Adolf Hitler’s
forces, took full control in the Soviet Occupation Zone (SBZ). Together with
German communists, they began to build a secret police organization as
early as the spring of 1945. This department (K-5) of the Kriminalpolizei was
headed by Erich Mielke, a confirmed party soldier. But not until the found-
ing of East Germany in October 1949 was a ministry of secret service insti-
tuted. On 8 February 1950 a proclamation was made creating the Ministry of
State Security, headed by Wilhelm Zaisser (and later Ernst Wollweber).
Nevertheless, throughout the 1950s, KGB officers and instructors dominated
the Stasi.

Because the Stasi employed its personnel based on their political beliefs
and socialist zeal rather than their education and skills, its performance was
seriously flawed during its first two decades. The East Berlin Uprising of
17 June 1953 caught the Stasi by surprise. It reacted with singular brutality,
kidnapping Germans from the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West
Germany) and West Berlin, torturing detainees, and worse. Only in the 1960s
did the Stasi develop more sophisticated and subtle methods. When Erich
Mielke took over the organization in 1957, the Ministry of State Security
employed 14,000 official workers. Ten years later their number had grown to
33,000. By 1977 Stasi personnel reached 66,000, and at its peak in 1987, some
90,000 people worked for the Stasi.

The number of unofficial employees (agents, or Inoffizielle Mitarbeiter)
was even higher, at 173,000 during the late 1980s. These unofficial collabo-
rators were counted as the Stasi’s most effective weapon in the battle against
the enemy, that is, anyone who endangered the socialist order. These ele-
ments included foreign enemies, reactionaries in West Germany, or domes-
tic oppositionists. To combat these divisive elements, the foreign intelligence
service (HVA), headed by the charismatic Markus Wolf during 1952–1986,
and the secret police department (the Hauptabteilung XX) cooperated
closely.

Beginning in the 1970s, the ministry developed into a central institute
for security, repression, and party power. The Stasi, under the reign of Mielke,
was wholly dedicated to the single Communist Party and deeply intertwined
with it. It was not subject to parliamentary control and took orders directly
from party officials. However, during the autumn of 1989, when the East
German regime collapsed, the Stasi quickly disintegrated. Dissidents occu-
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pied Stasi headquarters in Berlin. The ministry was dissolved in early 1990,
and its files can now only be accessed by the public under certain conditions.

Beatrice de Graaf
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Roman Catholic archbishop, cardinal, and Croatian patriot. Born in Brezarica
on 8 May 1898, the eighth of twelve children of a peasant family, Aloysius
Stepinac joined the Austro-Hungarian Army in 1916 as a second lieutenant
and was taken prisoner in the war against Italy. Upon his release in 1919, he
began undergraduate studies in agriculture at Zagreb University.

Stepinac decided to become a priest and went to Rome in 1924. During
1924–1929 he obtained two doctorates (one in theology, the other in philos-
ophy) and returned home in October 1930. He was then appointed secretary
to the archbishop of Zagreb and in June 1934 was nominated to be coadjutor
of the archbishop. When the archbishop died in December 1937, Stepinac
became archbishop of Zagreb.

Stepinac’s behavior during World War II is controversial. Some sources
accuse him of direct involvement with the fascist Ustashi regime, while others
maintain that he acted with diffidence toward the government. In any case,
with the end of the war, Yugoslav communist leader Josip Broz Tito proposed
that Stepinac establish an autonomous Catholic Church independent of the
Vatican. He refused and on 18 September 1946 was arrested and charged
with cooperating with the Ustashi regime. In October 1946 Stepinac was
sentenced to sixteen years imprisonment. He remained in prison until 1951,
when Tito’s government commuted his sentence to house arrest in Kras hica.

In an investiture ceremony in Rome on 12 January 1953, Pope Pius XII
made Stepinac a cardinal, a gesture that led to the breaking of diplomatic
relations between Yugoslavia and the Holy See. Stepinac died on 10 February
1960 at Krashica and was buried behind the main altar in the cathedral in
Zagreb. He was subsequently rehabilitated and beatified by Pope John Paul
II on 3 October 1998.

Lucian N. Leustean
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U.S. Lend-Lease administrator during 1942–1943, undersecretary of state
during 1943–1944, secretary of state during 1944–1945, and ambassador to
the United Nations (UN) during 1945–1946. Born on 22 October 1900 in
Chicago, Illinois, Edward Stettinius was the son of a prominent industrialist
who moved to New York in 1914 to direct Allied purchasing for the private
banking house J. P. Morgan and Company during World War I. After attend-
ing the University of Virginia, where he spent much time on extracurricular
social work, he joined General Motors and implemented innovative employee

benefit programs. Moving to United States Steel in 1934,
four years later he became chairman of the board.

In 1940 Stettinius’s earlier business-government liaison
work on New Deal industrial recovery programs brought
him the position of chairman of the War Resources Board.
The following year he became director of priorities in the
Office of Production Management, where he encouraged
the development of synthetic rubber. In 1942 President
Franklin D. Roosevelt appointed Stettinius administrator
of the Lend-Lease Administration, whose organization he
streamlined and rationalized while successfully winning
congressional support for its sometimes controversial aid
programs to the Allies.

In September 1943 Stettinius became undersecretary
of state, working under Secretary Cordell Hull with a com-
mission to improve and coordinate the State Department’s
notoriously inefficient structural organization and improve
its lackluster public image. Stettinius’s other major respon-
sibility was the creation of an international security organ-
ization, the UN. After laying the groundwork for this in
discussions with British Foreign Office counterparts in the
spring of 1944, Stettinius attended the August 1944 Dum-
barton Oaks conference, where he played a major role in
drafting the UN Charter.

When poor health caused Hull’s resignation in Novem-
ber 1944, Stettinius succeeded him. The new secretary
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instituted public relations policies that greatly enhanced his department’s
popularity. He attended the controversial February 1945 Yalta Conference of
Allied leaders, helping to draft American proposals for a Declaration on Lib-
erated Europe and further clarifications of the UN Charter. Stettinius’s
greatest diplomatic contributions occurred from April to June 1945 at the San
Francisco Conference of Allied Nations, which drafted the final UN Charter.
His diplomatic skills were instrumental in persuading the numerous dele-
gates to reach consensus on a charter that all could support.

Many officials considered Stettinius a lightweight. During the San Fran-
cisco Conference, President Harry S. Truman, who succeeded Roosevelt
in April 1945, decided to replace Stettinius with South Carolina Democrat
James F. Byrnes. On 27 June 1945, one day after the conference ended, Stet-
tinius resigned to become the first U.S. representative to the new UN.

Disillusioned with the Truman administration’s failure to use UN mech-
anisms to resolve the developing Cold War, in June 1946 Stettinius left the
organization and became rector of the University of Virginia. In 1949 he pub-
lished a carefully documented account of the Yalta Conference, defending
Roosevelt’s decisions there. Stettinius died of a heart attack in Greenwich,
Connecticut, on 31 October 1949.

Priscilla Roberts
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U.S. politician, Democratic Party presidential candidate, and ambassador to
the United Nations (UN). Born in Los Angeles, California, on 5 February
1900, Adlai Stevenson attended the elite Choate School and Princeton Uni-
versity and then earned a law degree from Northwestern University Law
School. Joining the leading Chicago law firm of Cutting, Moore and Sidley,
he rapidly won social prominence and a wide circle of intellectual friends, serv-
ing on many public service organizations, most notably the Chicago Council
on Foreign Relations. Elected its president in 1935, he worked energetically
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on its behalf, winning a reputation as a stellar public
speaker.

A firm supporter of American intervention in World
War II, in 1940 Stevenson headed the Chicago chapter of
the Committee to Defend America by Aiding the Allies.
In 1941 he joined the Navy Department, remaining there
until 1944. Shortly afterward, he joined the State Depart-
ment as a special assistant to the secretary of state, where
he stayed until 1947, serving on the American team at the
1945 San Francisco conference that created the UN and
attending several UN General Assemblies.

Returning to Illinois, in 1948 Stevenson was elected
governor on the Democratic ticket. As governor, he
launched an activist and progressive social reform program
and attempted to eradicate corruption. An outspoken oppo-
nent of McCarthyism, Stevenson quickly won national
recognition as a remarkably eloquent rising political star.
He was drafted on the third ballot at the Democratic
National Convention in 1952, an open contest since the
incumbent president, Harry S. Truman, damaged by
McCarthyism and the Korean War, had chosen not to run
again. Despite unstinting liberal enthusiasm for Steven-
son, he faced an uphill battle against Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, the popular Republican candidate. Little divided
them on foreign policy. Both were staunch Cold Warriors
who implicitly endorsed the Truman administration’s con-
tainment policy. In practice, Stevenson’s position on Korea
closely resembled that of Eisenhower, yet Stevenson
offered no new initiatives but rather an indefinite continu-
ation of the existing Korean stalemate. In 1952 and again
in 1956, Eisenhower defeated Stevenson by wide margins.

In 1961, Stevenson hoped that the new Democratic president, John F.
Kennedy, would name him secretary of state, but he instead became ambas-
sador to the UN, a position he held for the rest of his life. Both John and
Robert Kennedy regarded Stevenson as overly liberal, weak, and indecisive,
so they treated him rather contemptuously. For fear of provoking congres-
sional conservatives and the China Lobby, Stevenson was forbidden to express
his personal preference for U.S. recognition of the communist People’s
Republic of China (PRC). Left ignorant of planning for the April 1961 Bay of
Pigs invasion of Cuba, Stevenson at first erroneously informed the UN that
his country had played no part in it.

Stevenson’s finest hour came during the Cuban Missile Crisis, when he
aggressively demanded that the Soviet UN representative confirm whether
or not his country had deployed nuclear missiles in Cuba and advised the
president to take a relatively moderate line during the crisis. Stevenson died
in London on 14 July 1965.

Priscilla Roberts
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A prominent figure in the Democratic Party, Adlai Steven-
son is perhaps best known for his unsuccessful bids for the
U.S. presidency in 1952 and 1956. Stevenson held several
high positions in government, including assistant to the
secretary of state, governor of Illinois, and U.S. represen-
tative to the United Nations. (Library of Congress)
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U.S. secretary of war (1911–1913, 1940–1945) and secretary of state (1929–
1933). Born in New York City on 21 September 1867, Henry Stimson was
educated at Phillips Andover Academy, Yale University, and Harvard Law
School. In 1891 he entered the law firm of Root and Clark. Its leading part-
ner, Elihu Root, a future secretary of war and secretary of state, became one
of two role models, the other being future president Theodore Roosevelt,
whom Stimson would try to emulate throughout his career.

Like Roosevelt, Stimson found public service more satisfying than a
career in law and soon became active in New York Republican politics.
Appointed secretary of war in 1911, he followed in Root’s footsteps in
attempting to modernize the U.S. Army, improving troop training and the
efficiency of the General Staff, although congressional opposition blocked
his contemplated consolidation and rationalization of army posts around the
country.

When World War I began in Europe in 1914, the staunchly intervention-
ist and pro-Allied Stimson campaigned ardently for preparedness, massive
increases in American military budgets in anticipation of war with Germany,
and universal military training. After American intervention, he volunteered
and served in France as a lieutenant colonel of artillery. Returning from the
war, he was convinced that the United States must assume a far greater inter-
national role.

Appointed by President Herbert Hoover as secretary of state in 1929,
Stimson protested firmly against Japan’s 1931 establishment of the puppet
state of Manzhuguo, instituting the policy of American nonrecognition of its
government. In the later 1930s, he was among the strongest advocates of firm
American opposition to fascist states’ demands. When World War II began in
Europe in 1939, Stimson, a firm believer in an Anglo-American alliance, out-
spokenly demanded massive American assistance to the Allies.
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Although or perhaps because he was a prominent Re-
publican, in summer 1940 Democratic President Franklin
D. Roosevelt made him secretary of war, a position Stim-
son held until the war ended. He attracted an able group of
younger lawyers and businessmen such a Robert A.
Lovett, Robert P. Patterson, and John J. McCloy who not
only oversaw the massive recruitment and industrial mobi-
lization programs that the war effort demanded but also
accepted and wished to carry forward the forceful interna-
tionalist tradition that their revered chief embodied.

In the spring of 1945, Stimson was the first official to
inform President Harry S. Truman that his country and
Britain had developed an atomic weapon. Stimson ap-
proved its use against Japan but was largely responsible for
the July 1945 Potsdam Declaration, whereby the Allies first
invited Japan to surrender or face attack by unspecified
but highly destructive new weapons. He later published an
article justifying his own and other American officials’ deci-
sion to use atomic weapons against Japan on the grounds
that ultimately this saved more lives than it cost. He also
initially suggested that in order to disarm Soviet suspicions,
the Allies should share the secrets of nuclear power with
the Soviet Union, plans that ultimately proved fruitless.

After retiring in 1945, Stimson endorsed a greatly
enhanced American international role, publicly supporting
the Marshall Plan and the creation of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO). He published an influential
volume of memoirs, setting forth his views on his country’s
international position. Stimson died on 20 October 1950 at
Huntington, New York.

Priscilla Roberts
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In the course of his distinguished public service career,
Henry L. Stimson served in the cabinets of four presi-
dents. As secretary of state in 1932, he established a
policy, later called the Stimson Doctrine, following the
Japanese invasion of Manchuria not to recognize changes
in violation of existing international nonaggression pacts.
As secretary of war from 1940 to 1945, he recommended
employing the atomic bomb against Japan. (Library of
Congress)



Final document of the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security-
Building Measures (CSBMs) in Europe. The 1975 Helsinki Final Act of the
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) included a
modest set of measures to improve cooperation in a range of areas. The key
component dealt with security issues and proposed a series of confidence-
building measures (CBMs) designed to lessen tensions between the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Pact. The Helsinki
CBMs focused on advanced notice and exchanges of information concerning
military maneuvers.

The Helsinki Final Act also called for follow-up meetings to assess prog-
ress and develop further CBMs. Little was accomplished at the first of these
in Belgrade (1977–1978) and Madrid (1980–1983), largely because of the
deterioration in East-West relations at the time. However, the Madrid meet-
ing did agree to a call for a new conference on Confidence and Security-
Building Measures, to be held in Stockholm, with a mandate to develop a
more comprehensive and verifiable set of CBMs, now termed CSBMs. All
CSCE members would participate. The Stockholm Conference, as it was
better known, began on 17 January 1984 and concluded on 21 September
1986 with the adoption of the Document of the Stockholm Conference,
which became effective on 1 January 1987.

The Stockholm Document included agreed provisions for CSBMs in
several areas related to the activities of ground and air forces and covered a
geographic region from the Atlantic to the Urals. All parties to the agreement
pledged to refrain from the threat or use of force and also agreed to give all
other parties forty-two days’ advanced notice of any military activity involv-
ing the movement of more than 13,000 troops or 300 tanks. Notice was also
required if more than 200 aircraft sorties would be associated with a notifi-
able troop movement, if any parachute or amphibious exercise involved more
than 3,000 troops, and for the movement of any division-strength force into
the covered area. All parties were permitted two observers at any exercise or
transfer involving more than 17,000 troops or any parachute or amphibious
exercise of more than 5,000 troops. All parties would also submit to all other
parties an annual calendar listing notifiable activities at least one year in
advance and for any involving more than 40,000 troops two years in advance.
Movements of more than 75,000 troops were banned without a two-year
notification, while those between 40,000 and 75,000 were banned without a
one-year notification. Finally, all parties were granted the right to conduct
on-site inspections by air and ground with four inspectors within thirty-six
hours of a request, although no state had to accept more than three such
inspections per year. This marked the first time that the Soviet Union ac-
cepted guaranteed on-site inspections.

The Stockholm Document marked considerable success in the process
of developing meaningful CSBMs, which helped provide stability during the
turmoil associated with the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe, but it
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was not the end of the process. A new round of negotiations beginning in
1989 would produce enhanced CSBMs in the Vienna Document (1990).

Steven W. Guerrier
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Primary U.S. air command for nuclear deterrence during the Cold War. The
Strategic Air Command (SAC), a combat command of the U.S. Air Force, was
responsible for long-range bombers and intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBMs), two-thirds of the nation’s strategic nuclear triad. SAC’s main goal
was to maintain a strong, credible strategic nuclear force that could swing
into action within minutes, either to prevent a nuclear strike or to inflict one
on an enemy nation.

SAC was formed in 1946, a year before the U.S. Air Force became a
separate military service. Originally, SAC consisted of World War II B-17 and
B-29 bombers. Its first commander was General George Kenney. On 19
October 1948, Lieutenant General Curtis LeMay took command and over-
saw the move of SAC headquarters from Andrews Air Force Base in Maryland
to Offutt Air Force Base outside Omaha, Nebraska. He quickly established
stringent standards of performance, strict evaluation procedures, and incen-
tive and retention programs. He also changed the way that personnel viewed
the command.

During LeMay’s tenure, SAC added B-50 and B-36 bombers. In its early
years, the command had its own jet fighters for bomber protection and its
own airlift. B-29 bombers were modified to be used as aerial tankers, with
aerial refueling becoming an integral part of SAC and the nuclear war plan.
In 1951, SAC began taking delivery of the all-jet B-47 bomber and the KC-
97 tanker. These two aircraft were the mainstays of SAC forces into the early
1960s. In 1955, SAC received its first B-52 Stratofortress eight-engine
bomber. SAC entered the missile age with the Snark subsonic interconti-
nental cruise missile and the Rascal, designed to be launched against ground
targets from the B-47. The following year, the KC-135 Stratotanker, a four-
engine jet air refueling aircraft, entered service.
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At least one-third of all aircraft and almost all missiles were on alert at
SAC bases twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week. During the 1960s,
B-52 bombers armed with nuclear weapons were on airborne alert, ready to
strike targets from orbits outside the Soviet Union. The airborne alerts were
terminated in late 1968.

In 1959, SAC employed 262,600 personnel, 3,207 aircraft, and 25 mis-
siles, including the Snark, the first Atlas ICBMs, Thor intermediate-range
ballistic missiles (IRBMs), and the Hound Dog, an air-launched cruise mis-
sile (ALCM) carried by the B-52. By 1959, SAC’s bomber force was an all-jet
force. In 1960, the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff (JSTPS) was formed
with SAC’s commander as director and a vice admiral as deputy director. The
JSTPS was established to provide centralized planning for the entire U.S.
nuclear triad, SAC bombers and missiles as well as submarine-launched bal-
listic missiles (SLBMs), nuclear-armed tactical aircraft, and IRBMs. In the
early 1960s, the Snark and Thor missiles were deactivated to make room for
the new Atlas and Titan I ICBMs. B-47s and KC-97s were phased out, and
the supersonic B-58 bomber was put into service. By 1962, the new Titan II
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B-52D Stratofortress bombers at Anderson Air Force Base, Guam, on 15 December 1972. The Strategic Air Command
fleet was used extensively for bombing missions during the Vietnam War. (U.S. Department of Defense)



and Minuteman I ICBMs came on-line. SAC reconnaissance aircraft in-
cluded the U-2 and the SR-71, which was commissioned in the late 1960s. At
its peak strength peak in 1962, SAC employed more than 282,000 personnel.

During the next thirty years, SAC’s mission remained unchanged. Mis-
sile forces stabilized with a mix of 1,000 Minuteman II and III ICBMs (with
50 Peacekeeper ICBMs replacing 50 Minuteman IIIs in the late 1980s) and
54 Titan II ICBMs (phased out in the mid-1980s). SAC aircraft included, at
various times, a mix of B-1, B-52, and FB-111 bombers armed with gravity
weapons, short-range attack missiles, and ALCMs; a tanker force of KC-135s
and KC-10s; and U-2 and SR-71 reconnaissance aircraft.

SAC B-52 bombers played a major role in the Vietnam War. The SAC
airborne command post, dubbed “Looking Glass,” with an airborne battle
staff commanded by a general officer, was on alert with at least one EC-135
aircraft airborne at all times during 1961–1992. The number of people in the
command remained near 200,000 until reductions in the bomber force caused
a slow exodus. SAC had about 110,000 personnel when it was deactivated on
1 June 1992.

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991, the U.S. Air Force under-
went a fundamental reorientation in structure and doctrine. Air force leader-
ship acknowledged that SAC had accomplished its mission. It had maintained
nuclear superiority—and peace—for forty-six years. After it was deactivated,
SAC’s aircraft became part of new U.S. Air Force operational commands.

Charles G. Simpson
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Series of negotiations and agreements between the United States and the
Soviet Union that attempted to control the nuclear arms race. Following the
1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, the United States and the Soviet Union began to
move away from the abyss of nuclear war and toward the reduction of nuclear
armaments. The two superpowers also sought cooperation on this issue
because of the immense cost of the nuclear arms race. Continued production
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of nuclear weapons was becoming superfluous, as each side had more than
enough capability to cripple the other even if only a small percentage of the
weapons, should they be launched, actually struck their targets. The leader-
ship of both nations was sufficiently motivated to seek an agreement on
nuclear arms reduction. Adding to American motives were concerns that the
Soviets might soon undermine U.S. superiority in nuclear arms and that the
People’s Republic of China (PRC) had acquired nuclear weapons beginning
in 1964. Although the United States first approached the Soviet Union con-
cerning strategic arms reduction talks in 1964, efforts to begin a dialogue
failed repeatedly until the end of the decade.

Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. Arms reduction talks between the two
nations began in November 1969 and, after two and a half years of detailed
negotiations, a two-part agreement was reached. The first major agreement
to come out of the talks was the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, signed in
Moscow on 26 May 1972. This treaty reflected a belief on the part of both
nations that they should seek to limit the deployment of antiballistic missile
systems.

ABMs were designed to destroy enemy missiles before they could strike
their targets. The United States had sought an agreement with the Soviets
since the late 1960s on ABMs, which the Soviets had begun to deploy, argu-
ing that their continued deployment would lead the United States to
develop larger nuclear weapons to defeat these defenses. Therefore, rather
than slowing the arms race, the development and deployment of ABMs
would only intensify the arms race. The Soviets finally accepted this line of
reasoning. The preamble to the treaty reflected this understanding: “Effec-
tive measures to limit anti-ballistic missile systems would be a substantial
factor in curbing the race in strategic offensive arms and would lead to a
decrease in the risk of outbreak of war involving nuclear weapons.”

The treaty had unlimited duration, with five-year reviews. The two sides
created the Standing Consultative Commission to serve as the forum for dis-
cussing compliance issues or other problems with the treaty. The commis-
sion met in Geneva, Switzerland.

The ABM Treaty prohibited deployment of an ABM system for “the
defense of the territory” or the provision of “a base for such defense.” This
effectively restricted the creation of a nationwide defensive system while per-
mitting the Soviets and Americans to maintain two ABM sites, comprising no
more than one hundred interceptor missiles at each location. Each country
could position one ABM site to defend its capital, and the other could shield
one group of land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). The
agreement also prohibited transferring ABM sites to other nations.

Each side would verify compliance with the treaty through the use of
national technical means. A 1974 Protocol to the treaty further limited each
side to one ABM deployment site. The United States chose to place its sys-
tem near the ICBM missile fields of Grand Forks, North Dakota, and the
Soviet Union chose to defend Moscow.

The United States and Russia signed a series of agreements on 27 Sep-
tember 1997 that allowed Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia, and Ukraine to succeed
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the Soviet Union as state parties to the treaty. These agreements also at-
tempted to establish the demarcation between theater and national ballistic
missile defense systems.

Ultimately, both sides realized that ABM systems lacked any real mili-
tary value and were prohibitively expensive. The United States closed its
sole ABM site in 1975. Russia’s Galosh system surrounding Moscow is still
operational. Citing national security concerns and a need to deploy a limited
national missile defense system, the United States withdrew from the treaty
on 13 June 2002.

Interim Agreement on Strategic Offensive Arms: SALT I. Of greater
importance was the wider-ranging arms control agreement that emerged
from the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). The Interim Agreement
between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of Strategic
Offensive Arms, which came to be known as SALT I, was signed in Moscow
by President Richard M. Nixon and Soviet Premier Leonid Brezhnev on 26
May 1972, along with the ABM treaty. The SALT I accord, which was sched-
uled to last for five years, required the two superpowers to maintain nuclear
arsenals that were roughly equivalent to one another in terms of offensive
land- and sea-launching platforms. The agreement froze the number of
Soviet offensive ICBMs to 1,618 land-based missiles and 950 submarine-
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). The American arsenal was restricted to
1,054 land-based missiles and 710 SLBMs. Mobile missile systems were
not addressed. While the Soviets seemed to have a numerical advantage in
missile-launching capabilities, the United States continued to enjoy a sub-
stantial advantage in bombers (about 450 to the 260 for the Soviets) and
could also rely on the nuclear deterrents belonging to their European allies.
The Americans also took advantage of their technological superiority to
develop multiple independently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRVs). The
Nixon administration refused to negotiate any limits in regard to this tech-
nological advance, and the Soviets would later take advantage of this.

In order to verify compliance with the terms of the treaty, both countries
agreed to satellite photo reconnaissance of each other’s territory. Even so,
there were flaws in the agreement. The biggest problems were that the
agreement failed to sufficiently regulate the upgrading of current missile sys-
tems. And it said nothing about the replacement of existing systems with
new ones.

Each side took advantage of the loopholes in the treaty. The Soviets began
to deploy a new missile system, the SS-19, that carried a warhead with six
MIRVed warheads. This missile carried twice as many nuclear warheads as
the mainstay of the U.S. intercontinental missile arsenal, the Minuteman.
Eventually, the Soviet Union would develop the ability to launch missiles
carrying ten MIRVs. On the other hand, the United States began to work on
the development of the cruise missile, arguing that such a system was not
covered under the SALT I agreement. Further compromising the spirit of the
treaty were the new Soviet Backfire bomber, capable of reaching targets in the
United States, and American plans to build the North American/Rockwell B-1
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bomber and the Trident submarine. Another flaw in the treaty was that it
permitted the replacement of so-called light missiles with heavy missiles,
without adequately defining the term “heavy.”

SALT I was designed to be an interim agreement, and the treaty con-
tained a provision calling for continued talks aimed at creating a more detailed
and comprehensive plan to regulate nuclear arms. Reaching agreement on
what would become SALT II proved difficult, however. Progress was stalled
by numerous factors, including President Nixon’s resignation over the Water-
gate scandal in August 1974, American concerns with human rights viola-
tions in the Soviet Union, and a general deterioration in U.S.-Soviet relations
during the 1970s. The broad numerical outlines of the eventual SALT II
agreement were laid out in a summit meeting between Brezhnev and Presi-
dent Gerald Ford in Vladivostok in November 1974, but this did not lead to
forward progress for many years.

SALT II. Arms control talks continued between the two superpowers
despite these obstacles. By 1979, both sides desired a new SALT agreement.
Anxious to overcome numerous foreign policy setbacks, President Jimmy
Carter’s administration sought an arms deal to improve his chances for re-
election in 1980. The Soviets sought an agreement chiefly for economic rea-
sons, as the nation’s rate of economic growth was quickly stagnating.

Concerned that the Soviets had an advantage in throw weight, or the size
of the warhead that a missile could carry into space, Carter offered to cancel
development of an experimental mobile ICBM that could carry ten warheads
(the MX missile) if the Soviets would cut their heavy ICBM force in half.
The Soviets refused to consider an offer to prevent deployment of what was
still an experimental system. Carter then backed away from this position,
and the negotiations began to move toward an eventual agreement. As a
result, Carter and Brezhnev affixed their signatures to the SALT II Treaty at
the Vienna summit meeting on 18 June 1979.

By the terms of the treaty, both sides agreed to a limitation on the
number of warheads that would be allowed on an ICBM and the total num-
ber of allowable strategic launchers. Strategic nuclear launch vehicles were
limited to 2,250 on each side, and no more than 1,320 of these missiles could
be outfitted with MIRVs. Within that total, a further subcategory limited
MIRVed ballistic missiles to 1,200, of which only 820 could be ICBMs. New
ICBMs were limited to carry no more than ten warheads, and new SLBMs
were limited to fourteen warheads each. The treaty also prohibited space-
based nuclear weapons, fractional orbital missiles, and rapid-reload missile
launchers.

A protocol to the treaty was signed at the same time and remained in
effect until 31 December 1981. The Soviets agreed not to utilize their Tupolev
Tu-22M Backfire bomber, which had the ability to reach targets throughout
most of the United States, as an intercontinental weapon, while the Ameri-
cans consented to delay deployment of ground- and sea-launched cruise mis-
siles for three years. In addition, MIRVed ground-launched cruise missiles
(GLCMs) and submarine-launched cruise missiles (SLCMs) with a range of
more than 600 kilometers could not be tested.
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The SALT II treaty ran into considerable opposition in the United
States, as some liberals expressed disappointment that the treaty had failed
to halt the arms race, and conservatives complained that the Soviets had
retained a significant edge in throw weight.

Soviet actions in 1979 added immeasurably to the problem of ratifying
the treaty. Their support of the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia, the San-
dinista uprising in Nicaragua, and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in De-
cember 1979 all but torpedoed any prospects that SALT II would be ratified
by the U.S. Senate. Knowing that the Senate would not ratify the SALT II
treaty under such circumstances, Carter withdrew the treaty from Senate
consideration on 3 January 1980. Although the treaty was never ratified by
the United States, both sides nonetheless honored the agreement until May
1986, when President Ronald Reagan, citing Soviet violations, declared that
the United States would no longer be bound by the limits of the SALT
agreements.

Jeffrey A. Larsen and A. Gregory Moore
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U.S. President Jimmy Carter and Soviet General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev signing the second Strategic Arms Limita-
tion Treaty (SALT II) on 18 June 1979 in Vienna. The treaty was the culmination of a second round of talks seeking to
curtail further development of nuclear arms. (Jimmy Carter Library)
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A series of bilateral arms control negotiations and treaties between the
United States and the Soviet Union (later Russia) during the late 1980s and
early 1990s that led to two treaties. The Strategic Arms Reduction Talks
(START) resulted in the START I and START II treaties, which, unlike
earlier arms control agreements that slowed or froze the rate of growth of
strategic systems, were the first treaties to actually reduce the number of
warheads and delivery systems on both sides.

Under President Ronald Reagan (1981–1989), in the early 1980s the
United States launched an arms buildup that was part of an overall strategy
to confront the Soviet Union. Reagan hoped to improve the American bar-
gaining position vis-à-vis the Soviets by increasing the nation’s military
strength. He also hoped to force the Soviets to allocate more of their resources
to the military in order to keep up. The most notable aspect of this renewed
arms race was Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), which was an
attempt to create a space-based missile shield that would render offensive
nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete. Critics viewed the SDI proposal as
an expensive, unworkable, and possibly offensive weapons system that vio-
lated the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty.

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) began installing Per-
shing II and ground-launched cruise missiles in Europe in 1983 in response
to the Soviets’ refusal to downsize their arsenal of forward-deployed SS-20
theater-range missiles. This move caused the Soviets to walk out of arms
control talks that had been ongoing in Geneva since 1982. Negotiations did
not resume until March 1985.
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In October 1986, Reagan abruptly reversed himself. During his first
summit meeting with new Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev in Reykjavík,
Iceland, the American president expressed his willingness to remove inter-
mediate-range nuclear force (INF) weapons from Europe and to eliminate
all strategic nuclear weapons. The initiative failed because Reagan was
unwilling to include SDI in the proposal, and Gorbachev was unwilling to
proceed unless SDI was part of the package.

Some two months later, the Soviets declared that they would negotiate
according to the agenda laid out by the Americans, although initially focusing
on the INF issue. The Soviets accepted the American proposal in February
1987, which called for the complete elimination of medium-range nuclear
weapons from Europe. At the Washington Summit in December 1987, Gor-
bachev and Reagan signed the INF Treaty. This treaty established a double-
zero solution, calling for the removal of two classes of intermediate-range
missiles—those with a range of roughly 600–3,500 miles and those with a
range of 300–600 miles. An extensive on-site verification process was estab-
lished as well. By the end of 1988, the removal of the missiles was complete.

START I. The START negotiations that had resumed in Geneva in
1985 bore fruit in 1991 with the signing of the Treaty between the United
States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Reduction and
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, also known as the START I treaty.
Under Presidents George H. W. Bush and Gorbachev, the two nations con-
cluded the treaty on 31 July 1991, just months before the collapse of the
Soviet Union. The complex document served to reduce strategic nuclear
delivery systems to 1,600 on each side, with attributed nuclear warheads (a
somewhat arbitrary but agreed-upon number associated with certain deliv-
ery systems) restricted to 6,000 each.

There were additional sublimits for attributed warheads: 4,900 on de-
ployed ballistic missiles, of which no more than 1,100 could be on mobile
launchers. The Soviet Union was also limited to 154 heavy ICBMs, each
carrying ten warheads. The treaty placed a limit on total nuclear throw
weight, provided for verification processes, and also placed limitations on
the types of vehicles that could carry nuclear warheads (including limits
on the numbers of U.S. nuclear armed cruise missiles and Russian Backfire
bombers).

On 23 May 1992 the Lisbon Protocol was signed, making START I a
multilateral agreement among the United States, Russia, Belarus, Kazakh-
stan, and Ukraine. The treaty entered into force on 5 December 1994. The
three new member states returned their residual Soviet-era nuclear arsenals
to Russia prior to the implementation of the treaty and also joined the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) as nonnuclear weapons states.

The START I treaty had a duration of fifteen years, with the option to
extend it at five-year intervals. All parties officially reached their treaty limits
on 5 December 2001. The parties created a Joint Compliance and Inspection
Commission tasked with monitoring compliance with the treaty. The com-
mission began meeting in Geneva, Switzerland, in 1991. The treaty is sched-
uled to expire in 2009.
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START II. START I was followed by the signing of the Treaty between
the United States and the Russian Federation on Further Reduction and Lim-
itation of Strategic Offensive Arms, also known as START II, by Bush and
Boris Yeltsin at the Moscow summit on 3 January 1993. START II relied
heavily on START I for its definitions, procedures, and verification. The U.S.
Senate ratified START II on 26 January 1996, and the Russian Duma ratified
in on 14 April 2000.

This agreement called for a two-phase series of reductions. Phase one
called for each side to reduce its deployed strategic forces to 3,800–4,250
attributed warheads within seven years of entry into force. There were sub-
limits for several categories within that total. Phase two, which was originally
supposed to be completed by the year 2003, required each side to further
reduce their deployed strategic forces to 3,000–3,500 attributed warheads. The
following sublimits applied to phase two: 1,700–1,750 warheads on nuclear
submarines, the elimination of multiple independently targeted reentry
vehicles (MIRVs) on ballistic missiles, and the elimination of heavy ICBMs.
America’s B-2 bomber was left out of the START I treaty process since it was
not scheduled to carry air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs). In START II,
however, the two parties agreed to include the B-2 as a strategic weapons
delivery vehicle with a U.S. commitment not to hang ALCMs on its wings.
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U.S. President George H. W. Bush and Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev sign the first Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty
(START I) in Moscow in July 1991. Aimed at reducing the nuclear arsenal of the United States and the Soviet Union,
the START negotiations succeeded the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks of the 1970s. (George Bush Library)



This meant that it was accountable under the warhead limits and inspectable
under the treaty’s verification and compliance rules. The B-1 bomber was
declared to have only a conventional mission. START II also significantly
increased the level of on-site inspections necessary for implementation and
compliance verification.

In March 1997, Yeltsin and President Bill Clinton met in Helsinki and
agreed to extend the time period for START II implementation to 31 De-
cember 2007, as long as warheads were removed from the applicable systems
by December 2003. Because of the delayed entry into force, phases one and
two were to be completed simultaneously. The treaty parties created the
Bilateral Implementation Commission, meeting in Geneva, Switzerland, to
monitor the compliance regime

Although eventually ratified by both sides, START II lost its relevance
over the years, as the United States became more concerned with obtaining
a modification to the ABM Treaty in order to deploy a ballistic missile
defense system, to which the Russians remained opposed. START II was
supplanted by the 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (the Moscow
Treaty), signed by Presidents Vladimir Putin and George W. Bush in May
2002. That agreement further reduces the number of nuclear warheads that
can be deployed by each nation to 1,700–2,200 by the year 2012. Neither
country any longer feels obliged to abide by the provisions of the START II
treaty, but both are complying with START I.

Jeffrey A. Larsen and A. Gregory Moore
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Space-based, antiballistic missile (ABM) system endorsed by U.S. President
Ronald Reagan in 1983 as a way to neutralize the Soviet nuclear threat.
Nicknamed “Star Wars” by its critics and the media, the Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI) foresaw the use of satellites, mirrors, and lasers that would
detect, track, and destroy incoming nuclear missiles. Reagan believed that
the SDI might force the Soviets to engage in nuclear arms reduction talks
and serve as a partial solution to the threat posed by the nuclear arms race.

To counter the Soviet threat in the 1950s, the United States began work
on an ABM system. Various incarnations emerged during the 1960s and early
1970s, until the United States and the Soviet Union signed the 1972 Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty. This treaty limited the deployment of ABM sys-
tems to only two operational areas and stipulated that such a system could
not protect the entire nation. Nevertheless, work continued in both nations
to develop an effective means of nullifying an enemy nuclear attack.
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Artist’s rendering of one of the Strategic Defense Initiative designs from Los Alamos National Laboratory. It shows a
space-based particle beam weapon attacking enemy intercontinental ballistic missiles. (U.S. Department of Energy)



Reagan had many motivations for pursuing the SDI. In principle, he dis-
agreed with the concept of mutual assured destruction (MAD). MAD held
that because of the catastrophic nature of thermonuclear war, any nation that
initiated a nuclear exchange was guaranteed to suffer complete destruction
in a counterstrike. Reagan believed that MAD was immoral and unaccept-
able. He was further motivated by the upcoming 1984 election and his desire
not to be seen as a warmonger. Deploying a defensive system would demon-
strate his desire to end the arms race.

Among those who supported the SDI were military contractors who
stood to make money developing and deploying such a system. Other sup-
porters included Robert McFarlane, Reagan’s national security advisor dur-
ing 1983–1985, who believed that the SDI could be used as a bargaining chip
to motivate the Soviets to scale back their missile production. Opponents
of the SDI, including some Reagan administration officials, mockingly nick-
named the plan “Star Wars” after the popular science fiction film series.

In a televised address on 23 March 1983, Reagan publicly announced his
desire to pursue the SDI. The scientific task was difficult, he admitted, but
the rewards would be worth it: a United States whose citizens did not have
to live in fear of nuclear destruction. The SDI would be costly, perhaps in
the trillions of dollars. Reagan lobbied his friend and ally British Prime Min-
ister Margaret Thatcher, who initially opposed the SDI but eventually came
to see it as a good idea.

Unlike previous ABM systems, the SDI would provide missile defense
from space. In fact, to intercept missiles in flight, space-based weapons were
the best option, because land-based weapons could not overcome the prob-
lems presented by the curvature of Earth. Because Soviet long-range mis-
siles took only thirty minutes to reach their targets, there was just enough
time to detect, track, and intercept the warheads before they reentered the
atmosphere. As Reagan described it and as scientists conceived it, the SDI
would employ a number of satellites and space-based radars to detect and
track incoming missiles and land- or satellite-based lasers reflected off orbital
mirrors to destroy a warhead in flight. Scientists planned lasers that would
employ X-ray, infrared, ultraviolet, or microwave radiation. They also con-
ceived of particle-beam weapons in which streams of charged atomic matter
would be directed at incoming warheads.

From the perspective of some, particularly new Soviet leader Mikhail
Gorbachev, the SDI was a great threat. When Reagan and Gorbachev first
met in Geneva in 1985, the SDI proved the sticking point on any arms con-
trol agreements. Gorbachev fiercely objected to the SDI, arguing that such
a system only made sense if the United States planned to launch a nuclear
first-strike against the Soviet Union. Gorbachev also well understood that
the Soviet Union lagged behind the United States in computer technology,
an area crucial to such an advanced weapons system. For the Soviet Union to
allow the SDI to move forward would be to admit defeat. Gorbachev there-
fore insisted that Reagan give up the SDI before agreements on limiting
offensive weapons could be reached. Reagan refused, but he also told Gor-
bachev that the SDI was necessary and that when it was finally completed,
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he would share the technology with the Soviets. Gorbachev did not believe
Reagan, and Reagan could see no logical argument against the SDI. Because
of the SDI, the two men departed Geneva without a deal on arms control.

The Reagan administration ultimately failed to develop and deploy the
SDI. The technology proved too daunting, and the costs were too high. Still,
the mere threat of the SDI put tremendous pressure on the Soviets. Some
scholars attribute the Soviet Union’s 1991 collapse to Reagan’s vigorous pur-
suit of the SDI. Others, however, regard the SDI as a costly boondoggle that
only escalated Cold War tensions and contributed to swollen defense alloca-
tions and mammoth budget deficits.

Brian Madison Jones
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U.S. Air Force general and commander of the Far East Air Force (FEAF)
during the Korean War. Born in Cincinnati, Ohio, on 24 November 1890,
George Stratemeyer graduated from the U.S. Military Academy at West
Point in 1915 and served briefly in the infantry before beginning flight train-
ing. During and after World War I, he held various instructional and training
positions, gaining a reputation as an effective administrator. During World
War II, he served in the China-Burma-India theater as air advisor to Lieu-
tenant General Joseph W. Stilwell and then commanded the Eastern Air
Command. He became a major general in 1942. Promoted to lieutenant gen-
eral in 1945, Stratemeyer took command of the U.S. Army Air Forces in
China before returning to the United States in February 1946 to head the
new Air Defense Command, later the Continental Air Command.

In April 1949 Stratemeyer assumed command of the FEAF, comprising
the Fifth Air Force in Japan, the Thirteenth Air Force in the Philippines,
and the Twentieth Air Force on Okinawa. By 1950, 75 percent of the men
under his command were products of the Air Force Reserve training program
he had organized. Known for his ability to get the most from his subordinates,
Stratemeyer displayed effective leadership following the invasion of the Re-
public of Korea (ROK, South Korea) by the Democratic People’s Republic
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of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) on 25 June 1950. When President Harry S.
Truman ordered U.S. forces into action, Stratemeyer directed FEAF aircraft
in the critical early days of the war, ordering attacks on the North Korean
forces and providing air cover for the evacuation of Seoul. He then directed
strategic bombing of North Korea to include the destruction of lines of com-
munications, installations, and factories.

Following the Chinese military intervention in Korea, Stratemeyer
opposed General Douglas MacArthur’s flouting of directives. In late Novem-
ber 1950, after MacArthur unilaterally ordered the bombing of the Yalu River
bridges, Stratemeyer informed his superiors in Washington, and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff ( JCS) then restricted air raids to the southern side of the
river. Stratemeyer believed, however, that his air forces should be permitted
to conduct operations against Mainland China.

In May 1951 Stratemeyer suffered a heart attack, and he retired from
active duty in January 1952. Thereafter, he became a public advocate for
unlimited military operations against the People’s Republic of China (PRC),
complaining in an interview that Washington had “handcuffed” MacArthur.
“We were required to lose the war,” Stratemeyer told a Senate subcommit-
tee. He also lobbied for expanding U.S. airpower as the most economical way
to win wars and maintain a strong defense, and in 1954 he tried to dissuade
the U.S. Senate from censuring Senator Joseph McCarthy for his reckless
anticommunist witch-hunt. Stratemeyer died in Orlando, Florida, on 9 August
1969.

James I. Matray
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Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) minister for nuclear
power (1955–1956), minister of defense (1956–1962), minister of finance
(1966–1969), and minister-president of Bavaria (1978–1988). Born on 6 Sep-
tember 1915 in Munich, Franz Strauss studied to become a high school
teacher at the University of Munich during 1935–1939 and then served in
the German Army during World War II.
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Following Strauss’s brief internment in spring 1945,
the American military occupation government appointed
him deputy district president at Schöngau. In 1946 he co-
founded the Christian Democratic Union (CSU), the sister
party of the Christian Democratic Union (CDU) in Bavaria.
In June 1947, he became the youngest member of the
Economic Council of the U.S.-British Bizonia. He also
served in the Bundestag during 1949–1978 and again in
1987. During 1950–1953 and again during 1963–1966, he
was deputy chairman of the CDU/CSU and during 1971–
1978 served as economic speaker for the CDU/CSU par-
liamentary group.

Strauss was appointed minister without portfolio in
Chancellor Konrad Adenauer’s cabinet in October 1953 and
was subsequently appointed minister for nuclear power in
October 1955. Strauss served as minister of defense begin-
ning in October 1956, a post he held until 1962. In this
post, he pushed forward a number of structural reforms
within the German armed forces, including universal con-
scription, introduced in April 1957. Forced to resign from
office in November 1962 following the Spiegel Affair, dur-
ing 1966–1969 he served Kurt-Georg Kiesinger’s government as finance min-
ister. When the Social Democratic Party (SPD) and the Free Democratic
Party (FDP) formed a coalition in 1969 and launched Ostpolitik, Strauss
became a hawkish opponent of Chancellor Willy Brandt’s foreign policies.

Strauss’s conservative position brought him into bitter conflict with Rainer
Barzel, chairman of the CDU/CSU parliamentary group, who showed more
willingness to accept the new approach in foreign policy. Because of this con-
troversy, Strauss demanded more independence for the CSU and was eager
to establish his party nationwide, especially after Helmut Kohl, who was
regarded as a moderate, became CDU chairman in 1973. When Strauss’s
plans failed in 1976, he committed himself to regional politics and became
minister-president of Bavaria in 1978, an office he held until his death.

In his last years, to the surprise of many, Strauss developed a personal
relationship with German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany)
leader Erich Honecker, whom he met twice in 1983 and again in 1987. After
their first meeting, Strauss negotiated a major bank credit for the East Berlin
government. Strauss died on 3 October 1988 in Regensburg, Germany.

Bert Becker
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Radical American political organization founded in 1959, considered the van-
guard movement of the wave of Cold War progressive radicalism known as
the New Left. The origins of Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) can
be traced to the Student League for Industrial Democracy (SLID), the youth
branch of the venerable Old Left society that campaigned on time-honored
socialist issues of trade unionism and industrial rights during the 1930s.

The SDS’s first official meeting was at Ann Arbor, Michigan, in 1960, but
the movement’s intellectual ideological platform did not come until the pub-
lication of the Port Huron (Michigan) Statement, written and adopted as the
group’s manifesto in 1962. Its author, Tom Hayden, who also became SDS
president that year, spoke of the need for a “participatory democracy” to
replace the bellicose and corrupt complacency that, according to him, char-
acterized American political life at the time. In particular, Hayden implored
America’s college-age youth—the affluent products of the long postwar boom
—to openly challenge the unjust conventions of their parents’ generation
through grassroots educational initiatives, nonviolent protest, and civil dis-
obedience. Hayden’s call to arms struck a ringing chord within a young left-
wing community, the “red-diaper babies,” that was dissatisfied with the
narrowly defined interests of traditional American socialism and was becoming
increasingly interested in the social critiques of the European existentialists
and the Frankfurt School. This marriage of concrete political grievances with
more diffuse complaints about the nature of Western industrial civilization
became a distinctive feature of the 1960s’ Counterculture Movement.

The early years of SDS were occupied in support of the civil rights
protests against Jim Crow racial segregation in the South as well as initiatives
in poor urban districts to encourage small-scale civic dissent. SDS members
took a natural interest in campus politics, particularly the attempts by con-
servative regents to continue some of the more straight-laced curriculum of
earlier college days. The turning point in the history of SDS, however, came
with the escalation of America’s military involvement in the Vietnam conflict
beginning in 1965. From its founding, the group was harshly critical of what
it saw as unnecessary international belligerence by the United States and the
deleterious effect that the “warfare state” had on economic and social prior-
ities at home.

The August 1964 Tonkin Gulf Resolution gave these concerns a partic-
ular intensity, and President Lyndon Johnson’s decision in 1966 to limit draft
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deferments for college students gave the core SDS constituency a personal
stake in the politics of Vietnam. The national group organized mass protest
marches in Washington, D.C., and New York City, while local campus chap-
ters sponsored draft card burnings, sit-ins, and disruption of military recruit-
ment visits and ROTC events. The SDS slogan “Make Love Not War”
became one of the signature phrases of the era and the motto of antiwar
activists around the globe.

By 1968, the SDS boasted more than 100,000 members on 400 college
campuses. But while the passions of the Vietnam protests had given a power-
ful boost to enrollment, they also created tensions within the movement
between those who believed in the original nonviolent principles of the Port
Huron Statement and others who believed that state violence had to be met
with counterviolence. Confrontations between student agitators and the
authorities became uglier as the Vietnam struggle took on the character of a
generational culture conflict. In 1968, a series of raucous building occupa-
tions at New York’s Columbia University was met by a brutal police response
that triggered a campuswide strike and the effective collapse of the college’s
academic program that year. In Chicago, student protestors outside the Demo-
cratic National Convention were among the thousands engaged in street bat-
tles against Mayor Richard Daley’s notorious city troopers. The escalation of
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Demonstrators protest the trial of the Chicago Seven (also known as the Chicago Eight). The Chicago Seven, antiwar
activists arrested for protests during the 1968 Democratic National Convention in Chicago, drew attention to their cause
during lengthy and often bizarre legal proceedings. (Library of Congress)



violence reached its peak in 1970 when six students were killed in separate
incidents at Kent State University in Ohio and Jackson State College in Mis-
sissippi. The internal politics of the SDS themselves spun into turmoil as
hard-line followers of PRC leader Chairman Mao Zedong began taking over
chapters and a number of extremist splinter organizations emerged, most
famously the terrorist Weather Underground, or Weathermen, that in turn
gave J. Edgar Hoover’s Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) the excuse to
harass the mainstream organization.

Student protests ebbed with the American disengagement from Viet-
nam in the early 1970s, but by that point the SDS was already finished as a
significant force for change. Some of its prominent members, such as Hay-
den, continued in mainstream politics and enjoyed successful independent
careers. Aside from its achievements in specific policy areas, perhaps the
organization’s most important legacy was the model it provided for later
grassroots activism, much of which was ironically conservative in character,
such as the pro-life, antiabortion lobby.

Alan Allport
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Spanish interim president (1976–1977) and prime minister (1977–1981). Born
on 25 September 1932 in Cebreros, Spain, Adolfo Suárez studied law at the
Complutense University in Madrid and graduated in 1967. He then held
several government posts during the Francisco Franco regime, including
head of the radio and television ministries. Suárez eventually was appointed
secretary-general of the Movimiento Nacional (National Movement) party.

For most of the Franco regime, the National Movement was the only
political party allowed to operate legally. Suárez was appointed interim pres-
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ident by King Juan Carlos I following Franco’s 1975 death. Leftist and cen-
trist politicians opposed Suárez’s appointment, based on his close ties to the
Franco regime. Nevertheless, Suárez proved to be a true reformer, spear-
heading political changes in 1976. He was also able to reform the military
and return it to civilian control. These actions helped him form a more cen-
trist party for the upcoming 1977 elections.

In 1977, during the first elections held after Franco’s death, Suárez led
the Unión de Centro Democrático (UCD, Democratic Center Union) to a
majority in the parliament and was appointed premier. His government
continued to institute democratic reforms, relying on a coalition of centrist
politicians. One of the biggest reforms was the implementation of a new con-
stitution in 1979. In the 1979 elections, Suárez and the UCD were again
victorious. Government became increasingly problematic, however, with an
economic downturn and an increase in regionalist agitation. Suárez resigned
in 1981 and subsequently dropped out of the UCD. In 1982 he formed the
Centro Democrático y Social (CDS, Democratic and Social Center), which
enjoyed only moderate success. In 1991 Suárez announced his retirement
from public life. In May 2005 his son announced that his father was suffering
from advanced Alzheimer’s disease and that he recalled little of his time in
government.

David H. Richards
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Submarines operate both submerged and on the surface. They were devel-
oped to scout for the main battle fleet and destroy enemy warships. In World
War I, they were also employed effectively as commerce destroyers, and in
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World War II that and hunting enemy surface warships were their principal
roles. The Cold War added the missions of hunting enemy submarines and
serving as a launch platform for ballistic missiles.

At the beginning of the Cold War, all operational submarines used the
diesel-electric drive. This required submarines to either surface frequently
to recharge their batteries or be equipped with a snorkel breathing device for
submerged diesel operation. Serious research into nuclear power for sub-
marines, which promised essentially unlimited high-speed submerged opera-
tion, began immediately after World War II. The Nautilus, the first submarine
with a nuclear power plant, was commissioned on 30 September 1954,
although it was first under way under nuclear power on 17 January 1955. The
Nautilus, 98.7 meters long with a beam of 8.43 meters, displaced 3,180 tons
on the surface and 3,500 submerged. It could attain 22 knots on the surface
and 23.3 knots submerged and was armed with six bow torpedo tubes with
twenty-two torpedoes.

It was three years before the Soviets launched K-3, the first of a class of
thirteen nuclear-powered submarines, on 9 August 1957. The K-3 was com-
missioned on 7 January 1958. This Project 627–class (NATO-designated
November-class) submarine was 107.4 meters long with a beam of 8.0 meters.
It displaced 3,087 tons on the surface and 3,986 submerged. Its two-reactor
power plant gave it a speed of 15.5 knots on the surface and 30.5 knots sub-
merged. It had eight bow torpedo tubes and carried twenty torpedoes.

Nuclear power provided great cruising range. In 1960 the Triton sailed
around the world while completely submerged, a trip of 41,519 miles. The
Triton displaced 5,662 tons on the surface and 7,781 submerged, was 136.4
meters long and 11.26 meters in beam, had a speed of 27 knots both surfaced
and submerged, and was armed with four bow and two stern torpedo tubes
with fifteen torpedoes. Because submarines could now remain submerged for
their entire duration at sea, they became much more difficult to track. How-
ever, nuclear power did not completely eclipse diesel submarines. Indeed,
diesel submarines continue to be quieter and are considerably less expensive
than those with nuclear power.

With the advent of nuclear weapons, including ballistic missiles, both the
United States and the Soviet Union sought to protect their missiles from a
first strike by the other power. One of the solutions seized upon was to launch
ballistic missiles from submarines. The Soviet diesel-electric Project 611 A
(NATO-designated Zulu-IV) submarine B-62, with a single launch tube, was
the first to fire a ballistic missile, on 16 September 1955. The succeeding
Project 611 AB-class (NATO-designated Zulu-V) submarines were the first
operational ballistic missile boat, the first (B-67) being commissioned on 30
June 1956. With a length of 90.5 meters and a beam of 7.5 meters, these
submarines displaced 1,890 tons on the surface and 2,450 submerged. They
attained 16.5 knots on the surface and 12.5 knots submerged. They could
launch 2 R-11FM missiles (NATO-designated Scud) from vertical tubes in
the sail, and they mounted six bow and four stern torpedo tubes with twenty-
two torpedoes. Initially, Soviet ballistic missile submarines were very vul-
nerable during launch because they had to surface to fire their missiles.
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In 1955, the United States also began work on a submarine-launched
ballistic missile (SLBM), which would ultimately become the Polaris. The
first U.S. ballistic missile submarines used a design derived from that of
the Skipjack-class attack boats, and their construction was expedited by re-
directing materials, machinery, and equipment originally ordered for attack
submarines. The first, the George Washington, was commissioned on 30 Decem-
ber 1959. These nuclear-powered boats displaced 5,900 tons on the surface
and 6,700 submerged, were 116.36 meters long and 10.06 meters in beam,
attained 16.5 knots on the surface and 22 knots submerged, carried sixteen
Polaris missiles in vertical launchers, and had six bow torpedo tubes with
twelve torpedoes. The George Washington test-fired two Polaris missiles while
submerged on 20 July 1960 in the Atlantic and departed on its first patrol on
15 November 1960.

On 10 September 1960, the Soviet submarine B-62 also successfully fired
a ballistic missile while submerged. The new D-4 launch system replaced
the earlier D-2 system originally fitted in the first nuclear-powered Soviet
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United States Navy ballistic submarine George Washington, the first nuclear-powered submarine designed to launch Polaris
ballistic missiles while submerged, on its launching at Groton, Connecticut, 9 June 1959. The George Washington was built
quickly by cutting an attack submarine in half and adding a missile compartment. (United States Naval Institute)



Project 658–class (NATO-designated Hotel-I) ballistic missile submarines,
first commissioned in December 1960. The upgraded Project 658M (NATO-
designated Hotel-II) boats displaced 4,080 tons surfaced and 5,240 submerged
and were 114.1 meters long and 9.2 meters in beam. Their two-reactor power
plants provided a maximum speed of 18 knots surfaced and 26 knots sub-
merged. They carried three R-21 (NATO-designated Sark) missiles in vertical
tubes plus four bow and four stern torpedo tubes. Recommissioning began
in June 1964. On 24 February 1972 while on patrol some 800 miles northeast
of Newfoundland, the K-19, the first of the class, suffered a catastrophic fail-
ure in its cooling system, resulting in the deaths of twenty-eight of its crew.

The Polaris missile was upgraded over time, its range increasing with
each iteration. The fourth upgrade produced a new missile, the Poseidon, that
featured multiple independently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRVs). Each
missile could carry ten to fourteen independently targeted nuclear warheads.
The Poseidon first departed aboard a submarine on patrol on 30 March 1971.

Both the United States and the Soviet Union continued to work toward
the construction of larger ballistic missile submarines to accommodate bigger
missiles. For the United States, this led to the Ohio-class submarines, the
largest in the world at that time, embarking the Trident missile. The first of
these, the Ohio, was commissioned on 11 November 1981. Ohio-class sub-
marines displace 16,764 tons surfaced and 18,750 submerged, are 170.7 meters
long with a beam of 12.8 meters, attain 18 knots surfaced and approximately
25 knots submerged, and carry 24 Trident ballistic missiles in vertical tubes
and 24 torpedoes fired from 4 bow tubes. The eighteen Ohio-class Trident
submarines remain in service, although four are being converted to launch
up to 154 cruise missiles via twenty-two vertical tubes rather than ballistic
missiles.

The Soviet Union countered with its Project 941–class ballistic missile
submarines (NATO-designated Typhoon), the first, TK-208, commissioning
on 12 December 1981. They are even larger than the Ohio-class boats and thus
are the world’s largest submarines, although they carried only twenty ballistic
missiles apiece. They displace 23,200 tons surfaced and 33,800 submerged,
are 172.0 meters long with a beam of 23.3 meters, attain 16 knots on the sur-
face and 27 knots submerged, and have six bow torpedo tubes with twenty-
two torpedoes, along with 20 R-39 ballistic missiles (NATO-designated
Sturgeon) in vertical tubes.

Besides ballistic missile submarines, the other major categories of sub-
marines are attack and cruise missile submarines. Such submarines are used
to hunt other submarines, especially ballistic submarines, as well as enemy
surface vessels. Along with the first generation of attack and cruise missile
submarines, the Soviets developed submarines equipped with cruise mis-
siles as a means of attacking U.S. aircraft carriers. As with ballistic missiles,
cruise missiles initially had to be launched from the surface. It was not until
the Project 670–class (NATO-designated Charlie-I) nuclear-powered cruise
missile submarines that the Soviets developed the capability to launch cruise
missiles while submerged. These submarines displaced 3,580 tons on the
surface and 4,550 submerged, were 94.0 meters long with a beam of 10.0
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meters, attained 16 knots surfaced and 23 knots submerged, and were armed
with eight cruise missiles on individual launchers and twelve torpedoes or
antisubmarine missiles fired through six bow tubes. The United States first
tested a cruise missile, the Regulus, from the USS Tunny on 15 July 1953. It
saw limited service aboard five submarines (one nuclear-powered) but was
retired in July 1964. Generally speaking, the U.S. Navy chose to rely on air-
craft flown from aircraft carriers for antiship warfare purposes.

With the introduction of the second generation of attack and cruise mis-
sile submarines, missions included hunting other submarines. This mission
was especially important for the Soviets, who built the Project 671–class
(NATO-designated Victor) attack submarines specifically to hunt U.S. bal-
listic missile submarines. The most capable U.S. design in this category were
the Thresher-class submarines. They displaced 3,750 tons surfaced and
4,310 submerged, were 84.9 meters long and 9.65 meters in beam, reached
15 knots surfaced and 28 knots submerged, and carried four torpedo tubes
and twenty-three torpedoes or submarine rocket (SUBROC) antisubmarine
missiles. This generation of submarines represented the bulk of American
and Soviet submarine forces from 1961 until the end of the Cold War but is
no longer in service.

The third generation of attack and cruise missile submarines are the Amer-
ican Los Angeles–class and the Soviet Project 971 boats (NATO-designated
Akula). Production of this third generation of attack submarines was cut
short by the end of the Cold War, but they remain in service today. The Los
Angeles–class boats displace 6,080 tons surfaced and 6,927 submerged, are
110.3 meters long with a beam of 9.75 meters, and attain more than 30 knots
submerged and possibly 20 knots on the surface. They have four torpedo
tubes and carry twenty-six torpedoes (and also Tomahawk cruise missiles fired
from vertical tubes in later boats). Their Soviet counterparts displace 6,300
tons surfaced and 8,300 submerged, are 108 meters long with a beam of 13.5
meters, travel at up to 20 knots on the surface and 35 knots submerged, and
carry forty missiles (a mixture of torpedoes, antiship missiles, and up to
twelve cruise missiles) fired through eight torpedo tubes (ten in later boats).

Two characteristics dominate the designs of the third-generation attack
submarine classes: high underwater speed and greatly reduced noise emission.
The much greater cost of nuclear submarines undoubtedly deterred many
navies from adding them to their fleets, but the quest for low noise emission
also encouraged development of advanced diesel-electric submarines.

From 1967, the German Type 209 epitomized these advanced conven-
tionally powered boats. Early boats, of Type 209/1100, displaced 1,106 tons
surfaced and 1,207 submerged, were 54.4 meters long with a beam of 6.2
meters, and could attain 11 knots surfaced or 21.5 knots submerged. The lat-
est Type 209/1500 boats displace 1,660 tons surfaced and 1,850 submerged,
are 62 meters long, and can reach 15 knots surfaced or 22 knots submerged.
They are armed with fourteen torpedoes fired through eight tubes. More
than forty boats have served with more than a dozen navies, and most are still
operational. The new Type 212 that was developed from the Type 209 can
be expected to achieve similar success.
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The Soviets also continued to build diesel-electric attack submarines.
The Project 877 boats (NATO-designated Kilo) displaced 2,350 tons sur-
faced and 3,126 submerged, were 72.6 meters long and 9.9 meters in beam,
reached 12 knots surfaced and 25 knots submerged, and were armed with
eighteen torpedoes fired through eight tubes. Although largely withdrawn
from service in 2000, an export version of this exceptionally quiet design has
proven very successful, with at least twenty sold to six navies since 1986.

Many other nations operated submarines. Among the principal Cold War
navies with submarines were Great Britain and France. Britain launched its
first nuclear-powered submarine, the attack-type Dreadnought, on 21 October
1960. The Dreadnought displaced 3,500 tons on the surface and 4,000 sub-
merged, was 81 meters long and 9.8 meters in beam, attained 25 knots sur-
faced and 30 knots submerged, and was armed with twenty-four torpedoes
fired through six tubes. The Dreadnought had an American nuclear power
plant, enabling the British to save both considerable time and money. The
British took a similar path when building their first ballistic missile sub-
marines, the four-boat Resolution-class, by purchasing Polaris missiles. These
submarines displaced 7,500 tons on the surface and 8,500 submerged, were
129.54 meters long and 10.06 meters in beam, reached 20 knots on the sur-
face and 25 knots submerged, and could launch sixteen Polaris missiles via
vertical tubes and also carried twelve torpedoes fired through six tubes.
These submarines provided the British with their own nuclear underwater
deterrent force.

Under President Charles de Gaulle, the French also developed an inde-
pendent submarine nuclear deterrent force. They took a different path than
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The Dreadnought (1960), the United Kingdom’s first nuclear-powered submarine. (Art-Tech)



the Americans, British, and Soviets in that they built nuclear-powered ballis-
tic missile submarines before their first nuclear-powered attack submarines.
Altogether, the French built six Redoutable-class ballistic submarines, the first
commissioning in 1971. They displaced 8,050 tons surfaced and 8,940 sub-
merged, were 128.7 meters long and 10.6 meters in beam, attained 20 knots
on the surface and 25 knots submerged, and carried sixteen ballistic missiles
launched from vertical tubes plus eighteen torpedoes fired via four tubes.
Five boats were decommissioned by 2003, but the four later Triomphant-
class ballistic missile submarines remain operational. France built a series of
sophisticated conventionally powered attack submarines between 1961 and
1978 that also were successful export types. The first of France’s six nuclear
attack submarines, Le Rubis, was launched in 1976 and entered service in
1983. It displaces 2,410 tons surfaced and 2,680 submerged, is 75 meters long
with a beam of 7.6 meters, attains 18 knots on the surface and 25 knots
submerged, and is fitted with four torpedo tubes that can discharge a mix of
fourteen torpedoes or Exocet missiles.

Dallace W. Unger Jr. and Paul Fontenoy
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Northeast African nation. The largest country on the continent, Sudan covers
967,493 square miles, about one-fourth the size of the United States. It is
bordered by Chad and the Central African Republic to the west, Libya and
Egypt to the north, Ethiopia and Eritrea to the east, and Kenya, Uganda, and
the Democratic Republic of the Congo to the south. It also has a 500-mile
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coast on the Red Sea and is divided from north to south by the Nile River.
Sudan’s 1945 population was just under 9 million people.

Sudan was under Anglo-Egyptian rule during 1898–1956. It declared its
independence in 1956, but a succession of coups from 1958 on, together with
a wide economic and cultural gap dividing northern and southern Sudan,
fomented instability in the country, which led to an ongoing civil war.
Throughout much of the Cold War, Sudan’s foreign policy vacillated
between alliance with the West and East, depending on which faction was
in control at any given time. Beginning with the so-called Condominium
Agreements of 1899, Sudan was jointly administrated by Britain and Egypt.
But a 1924 mutiny in the Egyptian Army compelled the British to evacuate
Egyptian personnel from Sudan.

The Sudanese nationalist movement was somewhat fragmented and was
associated with two rival religious sects: the Ashigga Party, later the National
Unionist Party (NUP), allied with the Khatmiyya sect; and the Umma Party,
or Independence Front (IF), connected with the Mahdiyya sect. The former
called for unity with Egypt, whereas the latter called for complete inde-
pendence. Two other independence movements, secular in nature, were the
Sudanese Communist Party (SCP) and Sudan’s Labor Union.

In 1953, Great Britain and Egypt granted Sudan self-rule, phased in over
a three-year period. Parliamentary elections resulted in a victory for the NUP,
and its leader, Ismail al-Azhari, became the first Sudanese prime minister in
January 1954. The NUP soon reversed its policy, however, and strove for
independence, which was decided on 19 December 1955 by a unanimous
parliamentary vote. Independence went into effect on 1 January 1956.

The issue of north-south relations in Sudan, with the Muslim north more
developed and the non-Muslim south ruled as a separate entity, soon
became a sticking point after independence. Anxieties about the prospects
of Muslim domination and demands for a federal system resulted in riots in
southern Sudan. In August 1955, the Equatorial Corps composed of south-
erners mutinied in Torit, killing several hundred northern traders and gov-
ernment officials.

Although the southern revolt was repressed, civil war soon erupted, last-
ing from 1955 to 1972. The deteriorating internal situation urged Prime Min-
ister Abdallah Khalil to invite General Ibrahim Abboud, the commander of
the army, to take control of the government in November 1958. The resultant
military junta ended parliamentary rule and granted power to the Supreme
Council of the Armed Forces. Political parties were dissolved, the constitu-
tion was suspended, trade unions were abolished, and strikes were outlawed.
But in October 1964, following a series of popular uprisings, a transitional
government comprised of representatives from all parties including the SCP
and the Muslim Brotherhood replaced the Abboud regime.

The spring 1965 elections brought to power a coalition of the UP and
NUP with Muhammed Ahmed Mahgoub as prime minister and Ismail al-
Azhari as president of the Supreme Council of State. After Mahgoub’s resig-
nation in 1966, Sadiq al-Mahdi was elected prime minister.
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The al-Mahdi government was overthrown in a bloodless coup led by
Colonel Gaafar Muhammad Nimeri in May 1969, leading to the adoption of
socialist policies, one-party rule by the Sudanese Socialist Union (SSU),
closer relations with the Eastern bloc, and support for the Palestinian cause.

The Tripoli Charter of 27 December 1969, concluded by Nimeri, Muam-
mar Qadhafi, and Anwar Sadat, established a union among Sudan, Libya, and
Egypt. Announcement of this in the Sudan led to a coup against Nimeri that
ousted him from power. Three days later, with widespread popular support,
he returned to power and won the 1971 elections.

In 1972, Nimeri signed the Addis Ababa Agreement with southern rebels
that granted regional autonomy for southern Sudan. The Addis Ababa peace
agreement also signaled a rapprochement between Sudan and Ethiopia that
would not survive Ethiopian Emperor Haile Selassie’s fall in 1974, as Sudan
was soon pressured by various Arab states to renew its support for the Eritre-
ans in the ongoing Ethiopian-Eritrean conflict.

Leaders of the traditional Sudanese parties, excluded from involvement
in politics, in 1974 organized a National Front (NF) to oppose the regime.
On several occasions the NF staged abortive efforts to overthrow Nimeri. He
continued to receive support from Libya, Ethiopia, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia.
Meanwhile, as early as 1971, those opposed to Nimeri had also organized the
Southern Sudan People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM), later the Sudan
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People’s Liberation Movement. In October 1982, Egypt and Sudan signed a
charter of political and economic integration. However, Sudan’s deep and
seemingly intractable economic problems did not improve.

Nimeri’s failure to respect the Addis Ababa Agreement and the intro-
duction of traditional Islamic law, the Sharia, and martial law in 1983 led to
the resumption of the civil war led by the Sudan People’s Liberation Army
(SPLA), the military arm of the SPLM. The disastrous economic situation
increased dependence on the West, especially the United States, and brought
the bloodless coup in April 1985 in which Lieutenant General Abd al-Rahman
Mohammed Swar al-Dahab took control of Sudan through a Transnational
Military Council (TMC). He also sought to improve relations with the Soviet
Union, Ethiopia, and Libya. In response to the coup, the SPLA declared a
cease-fire while at the same time demanding aid for the southern regions and
the abolition of the Sharia.

In accordance with General Swar’s promise, general elections occurred
in April 1986, and parliamentary democracy was restored. A coalition gov-
ernment, headed by al-Sadiq al-Mahdi of the Umma party, ruled the country
for the next three years. Although a 1988 agreement ending the civil war was
supposed to stabilize Sudan, on 30 June 1989 General ‘Umar Hasan Ahmed
al-Bashir, supported by the National Islamic Front (NIF), led a bloodless coup
and formed a fifteen-member Revolutionary Command Council for National
Salvation (RCC). His primary aim was to end the southern rebellion by force.
However, the ongoing civil war that claimed nearly 1.5 million people during
1983–1997 showed just how difficult this task would be.

Abel Polese
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The Suez Crisis was one of the major events of the Cold War. It ended
Britain’s pretensions to be a world superpower, fatally weakened its hold on
what remained of its empire, placed a dangerous strain on U.S.-Soviet rela-
tions, strengthened the position of Egyptian leader Gamal Abdel Nasser, and
distracted world attention from the concurrent Soviet military intervention
in Hungary.
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The Suez Crisis had its origins in the development plans of Nasser. The
Egyptian president hoped to enhance his prestige and improve the quality of
life for his nation’s growing population by carrying out long-discussed plans
to construct a high dam on the upper Nile River at Aswan to provide electric
power. To finance the project, he sought assistance from the Western powers.
But he had also been endeavoring to build up and modernize the Egyptian
military. Toward that end, he had sought to acquire modern weapons from
the United States and other Western nations. When the U.S. government
refused to supply the advanced arms, which it believed might be used
against Israel, in 1955 Nasser turned to the communist bloc. This step
incurred the displeasure of President Dwight D. Eisenhower, as did Nasser’s
recognition of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and his frequent
denunciations of the U.S.-supported Baghdad Pact.

Resentment over Nasser’s efforts to play East against West and espe-
cially his decision to turn to the communist bloc for arms led the Eisenhower
administration to block financing of the Aswan Dam project through the
World Bank. U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles had earlier assured
Nasser of U.S. support, but on 19 June 1956, Dulles announced that U.S.
assistance for the Aswan Dam project would not be forthcoming. The British
government immediately followed suit.

Nasser’s response to this humiliating rebuff came a week later, on 26
July, when he nationalized the Suez Canal. He had contemplated such a
move for some time, but the U.S. decision prompted its timing. Seizure of
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the canal would not only provide additional funding for the Aswan project
but would also make Nasser a hero in the eyes of many Arab nationalists.

The British government regarded the sea-level Suez Canal, which con-
nected the eastern Mediterranean with the Red Sea across Egyptian terri-
tory, as its lifeline to Middle Eastern oil and the Far East. The canal, built by
a private company headed by Frenchman Ferdinand de Lesseps, had opened
to much fanfare in 1869. It quickly altered the trade routes of the world, and
two-thirds of the tonnage passing through the canal was British. Khedive
Ismail Pasha, who owned 44 percent of the company shares, found himself in
dire financial straits, and in 1875 the British government stepped in and pur-
chased his shares. In 1878 Britain acquired the island of Cyprus north of
Egypt from the Ottoman Empire, further strengthening its position in the
eastern Mediterranean north of Egypt. The British also increased their role
in Egyptian financial affairs, and in 1882 they intervened militarily in Egypt,
promising to depart once order had been restored. Britain remained in Egypt
and in effect controlled its affairs through World War II.

In 1952, a nationalist coup d’état took place in Egypt that ultimately
brought Nasser to power. He was a staunch Arab nationalist, determined to
end British influence in Egypt. In 1954 he succeeded in renegotiating the
1936 treaty with the British to force the withdrawal of British troops from
the Suez Canal Zone. The last British forces departed the Canal Zone only
a month before Nasser nationalized the canal.

The British government now took the lead in opposing Nasser. London
believed that Nasser’s growing popularity in the Arab world was encouraging
Arab nationalism and threatening to undermine British influence throughout
the Middle East. British Prime Minister Anthony Eden (1955–1956) devel-
oped a deep and abiding hatred of the Egyptian leader. For Eden, ousting
Nasser from power became nothing short of an obsession. In the immediate
aftermath of Nasser’s nationalization of the canal, the British government
called up 200,000 military reservists and dispatched military resources to the
eastern Mediterranean.

The French government also had good reason to seek Nasser’s removal.
Paris sought to protect its own long-standing interests in the Middle East,
but more to the point, the French were now engaged in fighting the National
Liberation Front (NLF) in Algeria. The Algerian War, which began in No-
vember 1954, had greatly expanded and had become an imbroglio for the
government, now led by socialist Premier Guy Mollet (1956–1957). Nasser
was a strong and vocal supporter of the NLF, and there were many in the
French government and military who believed that overthrowing him would
greatly enhance French chances of winning the Algerian War.

Israel formed the third leg in the triad of powers arrayed against Nasser.
Egypt had instituted a blockade of Israeli ships at the Gulf of Aqaba, Israel’s
outlet to the Indian Ocean. Also, Egypt had never recognized the Jewish
state and indeed remained at war with it following the Israeli War of Inde-
pendence during 1948–1949. In 1955, Israel mounted a half dozen cross-
border raids, while Egypt carried out its own raids into Israeli territory by
fedayeen, or guerrilla fighters.
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During the months that followed Egyptian nationalization of the Suez
Canal, the community of interest among British, French, and Israeli leaders
developed into secret planning for a joint military operation to topple Nasser.
The U.S. government was not consulted and indeed opposed the use of force.
The British and French governments either did not understand the Ameri-
can attitude or, if they did, believed that Washington would give approval
after the fact to policies undertaken by its major allies, which the latter
believed to be absolutely necessary.

The British government first tried diplomacy. Two conferences in Lon-
don attended by the representatives of twenty-four nations using the canal
failed to produce agreement on a course of action, and Egypt refused to par-
ticipate. A proposal by U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles for a canal
“users’ club” of nations failed, as did an appeal to the United Nations (UN)
Security Council. On 1 October, Dulles announced that the United States
was disassociating itself from British and French actions in the Middle East
and asserted that the United States intended to play a more independent role.

Meanwhile, secret talks were going forward, first between the British
and French for joint military action against Egypt. Military representatives
of the two governments met in London on 10 August and hammered out the
details of a joint military plan known as MUSKETEER that would involve occu-
pation of both Alexandria and Port Said. The French then brought the Israeli
government in on the plan, and General Maurice Challe, deputy chief of
staff of the French Air Force, undertook a secret trip to the Middle East to
meet with Israeli government and military leaders. The Israelis were at first
skeptical about British and French support. They also had no intention of
moving as far as the canal itself. The Israelis stated that their plan was
merely to send light detachments to link up with British and French forces.
They also insisted that British and French military intervention occur simul-
taneously with their own attack.

General André Beaufre, the designated French military commander for
the operation, then came up with a new plan. Under it, the Israelis would ini-
tiate hostilities against Egypt in order to provide the pretext for military
intervention by French and British forces to protect the canal. This action
would technically be in accord with the terms of the 1954 treaty between
Egypt and Britain that had given Britain the right to send forces to occupy
the Suez Canal Zone in the event of an attack against Egypt by a third power.

All parties agreed to this new plan. Meanwhile, unrest began in Hungary
on 23 October, and the next day Soviet tanks entered Budapest to put down
what had become the Hungarian Revolution. French and British planners
were delighted at the news of an international distraction that seemed to
provide them a degree of freedom of action.

On 29 October, Israeli forces began an invasion of the Sinai Peninsula
with the announced aim of eradicating the fedayeen bases. A day later, on 30
October, the British and French governments issued an ultimatum, nomi-
nally to both the Egyptian and Israeli governments but in reality only to
Egypt, expressing the need to separate the combatants and demanding the
right to provide for the security of the Suez Canal. The ultimatum called on
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both sides to withdraw their forces 10 miles from the canal and gave them
twelve hours to reply. The Israelis, of course, immediately accepted the ulti-
matum, while the Egyptians just as promptly rejected it.

On 31 October, the British began bombing Egyptian airfields and mili-
tary installations from bases on Cyprus. British aircraft attacked four Egypt-
ian bases that day and nine the next. When Eden reported to the House of
Commons on events, he encountered a surprisingly strong negative reaction
from the opposition Labour Party.

Following the British military action, the Egyptians immediately sank a
number of ships in the canal to make it unusable. The Israelis, meanwhile,
broke into the Sinai and swept across it in only four days against ineffective
Egyptian forces. Finally, on 5 November, British and French paratroopers
began an invasion of Port Said, Egypt, at the Mediterranean terminus of the
canal.

The Eisenhower administration had already entered the picture. On 31
October, President Eisenhower described the British attack as “taken in
error.” He was personally furious at Eden over events and is supposed to
have asked when he first telephoned the British leader, “Anthony, have you
gone out of your mind?” The United States applied immediate and heavy
financial threats, both on a bilateral basis and through the International Mon-
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etary Fund (IMF), to bring the British government to heel. Eisenhower also
refused any further dealings with Eden personally.

A threat by the Soviet government against Britain on 5 November to
send “volunteers” to Egypt proved a further embarrassment for the British
government, but it was U.S. pressure that was decisive. Nonetheless, the
world beheld the strange spectacle of the United States cooperating with the
Soviet Union to condemn Britain and France in the UN Security Council
and call for an end to the use of force. Although Britain and France vetoed
the Security Council resolution, the matter was referred to the UN General
Assembly, which demanded a cease-fire and withdrawal.

Israel and Egypt had agreed to a cease-fire on 4 November. At midnight
on 6 November, the day of the U.S. presidential election, the British and
French governments were also obliged to accept a cease-fire, the French only
with the greatest reluctance. A 4,000-man UN Emergency Force (UNEF)—
authorized on 4 November and made up of contingents from Brazil, Colom-
bia, India, Indonesia, and the Scandinavian countries—arrived in Egypt to
take up positions to keep Israeli and Egyptian forces separated. At the end
of November, the British and French governments both agreed to withdraw
their forces from Egypt by 22 December, and on 1 December Eisenhower
announced that he had instructed U.S. oil companies to begin shipping sup-
plies to both Britain and France.
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Nasser and Arab self-confidence were the chief beneficiaries of the
crisis. The abysmal performance of Egyptian military forces in the crisis was
forgotten in Nasser’s ultimate triumph. He found his prestige dramatically
increased throughout the Arab world. Israel also benefited. The presence of
the UN force guaranteed an end to the fedayeen raids, and Israel had also
broken the Egyptian blockade of the Gulf of Aqaba, although its ships could
still not transit the Suez Canal. The crisis also enhanced Soviet prestige in
the Middle East, and the UN emerged from the crisis with enhanced prestige,
helping to boost world confidence in that organization.

The Suez Crisis ended Eden’s political career. Ill and under tremen-
dous criticism in Parliament from the Labour Party, he resigned from office in
January 1957. Events also placed a serious, albeit temporary, strain on U.S.-
British relations. More importantly, they revealed the serious limitations in
British military strength. Indeed, observers are unanimous in declaring 1956
a seminal date in British imperial history that marked the effective end of
Britain’s tenure as a great power. The events had less impact in France.
Mollet left office in May 1957 but not as a result of the Suez intervention.
The crisis was costly to both Britain and France in economic terms, for Saudi
Arabia had halted oil shipments to both countries.

Finally, the Suez Crisis could not have come at a worst time for the West,
because the crisis diverted world attention from the concurrent brutal Soviet
military intervention in Hungary. Eisenhower believed, rightly or wrongly,
that without the Suez diversion there would have been far stronger Western
reaction to the Soviet invasion of its satellite.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Indonesian Army officer and second president of Indonesia (1967–1998). Born
Mohammed Suharto in the hamlet of Kemusuk in Central Java on 8 June
1921, Suharto in the Javanese tradition used only his one name. He com-
pleted secondary school and then worked briefly as a bank clerk before join-
ing the Royal Netherland’s Indies Army (KNIL) in 1940. In 1943 during the
Japanese occupation in World War II, he joined the Japanese-trained self-
defense force Peta. He then joined the Army of the Republic of Indonesia in
October 1945 and participated in the independence war against the Dutch.
He was a lieutenant colonel at the time of Indonesian independence in 1949.

During 1957–1959, Suharto commanded the Dipone-
goro Division in Central Java. In 1962 he went on to com-
mand the Mandala Campaign during the liberation of West
Irian from the Dutch. By 1965, the army was split into two
factions, the leftists, who were loyal to President Sukarno,
and the rightists, who included Suharto. On 1 October 1965,
Sukarno’s guards murdered six right-wing generals during
an alleged coup attempt by communist civilians. This gal-
vanized the rightists, who purged the Sukarno faction from
the army and began to take steps to oust the president. In
the meantime, Suharto had begun to set his sights on seiz-
ing control of the government himself.

In keeping with Javanese propriety, Suharto moved
cautiously in deposing Sukarno, first obtaining the Super-
semar (Letter of Authority) transferring power to him on
11 March 1966 and then installing himself as provisional
president one year later. On 21 March 1967, he arranged
for his election as president by the People’s Consultative
Assembly. As Suharto consolidated his power, some half
million suspected communists were killed, and Indone-
sia’s Chinese minority was subjected to severe repression.
Once his rule had been “legitimized” by the obviously
rigged election, Suharto consolidated his power by manip-
ulating the political system. He was reelected five consec-
utive times (1973, 1978, 1983, 1988, and 1993). Although
he would provide unparalleled political stability and eco-
nomic growth, the costs were steep.

Under Suharto’s so-called New Order, parliament was
purged of communists, labor organizations were liquidated,
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Suharto ruled Indonesia for more than three decades,
from 1967 to 1998. During this era, Indonesia shifted 
its alliances toward the West and rejoined the United
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dissent, ignoring human rights, and enriching his family
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and freedom of the press was all but curtailed. Suharto strictly limited the
number of political parties, and his Golkar Party established de facto one-
party rule.

Suharto revamped Sukarno’s state-oriented economic policies with the
help of American-trained economists at the University of Indonesia. Suharto
encouraged exports and foreign investments, received economic aid from
the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF), stabilized the
currency, and kept a tight lid on inflation. By the end of the 1960s, the econ-
omy was flourishing, and generally high growth rates were maintained until
the 1997 Asian financial crisis, which decimated the Indonesian economic
landscape.

Suharto’s anticommunism was reflected in Indonesia’s initially troubled
relations with the Soviet Union and his severing of relations with the People’s
Republic of China (PRC). At the same time, he restored relations with
Malaysia and encouraged regional cooperation that manifested itself in the
formation of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) in August
1967. During the 1970s, he turned increasingly to the West—especially the
United States—for military and economic aid.

In 1975 Suharto ordered the invasion of East Timor, and in July 1976
Indonesia formally annexed that former Portuguese colony. In establishing
control, Indonesian forces killed perhaps one-third of East Timor’s popula-
tion. As time went on, Suharto’s human rights abuses became ever more
appalling, and in 1997, during the Asian financial crisis, the World Bank
accused Suharto of having embezzled as much as 30 percent of Indonesia’s
development funds over the years. The financial crisis ultimately brought
Suharto down, as the economy spiraled downward and antigovernment
protests increased. On 21 March 1998, he was forced from office. A year later,
when his economic malfeasance became widely known, he was placed under
house arrest. Some estimate that when he left office, he had enriched his
family to the tune of $15 billion through embezzlement and a variety of
state-run monopolies over which he exercised de facto control.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Indonesian nationalist leader and first president of the Republic of Indonesia
(1945–1967). Born Ahmed Sukarno in Surabaya, East Java, on 6 June 1901,
like many Javanese Sukarno used only his last name. He studied in modern
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Dutch colonial schools and received a college degree in architecture from the
Bandung Institute of Technology in 1926. Pursuing his passion for politics,
he cofounded the Partai Nasional Indonesia (PNI, Indonesian Nationalist
Party) in 1927 and became a leader of the independence movement.

Arrested by Dutch colonial officials for subversive activities, Sukarno
utilized his trial to highlight the nature of imperialism and the importance of
the PNI. Found guilty, he was imprisoned during 1929–1931. In July 1932,
he was elected chairman of the Partai Indonesia, successor to the PNI.
Arrested again on 1 August 1933 and exiled to Flores and then Bengkulu (in
southern Sumatra), Sukarno’s exile ended with the Japanese of invasion of
Indonesia in 1942.

Sukarno embarked on active collaboration with the Japanese as a means
to win Indonesian independence and used his considerable oratory skills to
unify the people through radio broadcasts and personal appearances. He also
secured significant concessions from the Japanese, such as administrative
positions for Indonesians and permission to organize Indonesian political
parties and military forces.

On 17 August 1945, only days after the Japanese surrender, Sukarno and
fellow nationalist Mohammad Hatta declared Indonesian independence. A
day later, the provisional parliament adopted a constitution that had already
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In the hopes of securing independence for his nation, Indonesian nationalist leader Sukarno actively collaborated with
the Japanese during World War II. After the conflict, he was the first president of Indonesia during 1945–1967. (Library
of Congress)



been drafted. It also elected Sukarno president. The 1945 constitution, based
heavily upon Sukarno’s political philosophy, encompassed the Pancasilla
(Five Pillars): national unity, internationalism, representative democracy,
Marxist-style social justice, and belief in God. Sukarno’s sterling negotiat-
ing skills and reputation ultimately steered Indonesia through the Battle of
Surabaya, the Madiun Rebellion, and Dutch attempts to regain control over
their colony.

Taken prisoner by Dutch forces in December 1948, Sukarno was released
on 26 December 1949. The formal transfer of sovereignty from the Nether-
lands occurred on 27 December 1949. Indonesia’s anticolonial battle was over.

Sukarno’s powers as president were somewhat circumscribed by the
1950 provisional constitution that provided for a parliamentary system. How-
ever, the new constitution proved just as ineffectual as the first. The parlia-
ment gridlocked, while social, political, religious, and ethnic tensions grew in
scope and severity. Political instability ultimately prompted Sukarno in 1959
to introduce what he termed “guided democracy” by dissolving parliament,
exiling political rivals, and reinstating the 1945 constitution that conferred
upon him vast executive powers. As he became more autocratic, his reliance
on the army and the Communist Party of Indonesia increased dramatically.

Sukarno also moved boldly in foreign policy. He hosted the Pan-Asian-
African Bandung Conference in April 1955, established formal ties with the
People’s Republic of China (PRC), and requested financial and military aid
from the Soviet Union. His pursuit of the West Irian claim against the Dutch
ended successfully in 1963, although his confrontation with Malaysia culmi-
nated in Indonesia’s withdrawal from the United Nations (UN) in 1964.

After several attempts on his life in the late 1950s, Sukarno tightened
control by establishing strict publishing laws, bringing more communists
into the government, and increasing state-sponsored discrimination toward
the Chinese minority. In July 1961, he was made president for life. On 30
September 1965, when an abortive coup led by communists and junior
army officers resulted in the brutal killing of six senior right-wing generals,
Sukarno reacted hesitantly. General Suharto, commander of the Kostrad
(Strategic Reserve), took the initiative and gradually pushed Sukarno from
power. On 21 March 1967, Sukarno was forced to cede control to Suharto,
who then ordered Sukarno held under house arrest. Sukarno died on 21 June
1970 in Jakarta.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Administrative military headquarters for the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO). NATO established the Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers
Europe (SHAPE) on 2 April 1951, just four months after U.S. President
Harry S. Truman named General Dwight D. Eisenhower as NATO’s first
Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR). SHAPE became the nerve
center of NATO’s integrated military forces. Originally located in Rocquen-
court, France, SHAPE moved to Casteau, Belgium, in 1967 when French
President Charles de Gaulle withdrew France from the NATO military com-
mand. Thus, the French military was autonomous from NATO, but France
remained a member of NATO. Because Eisenhower wanted NATO to tran-
scend individual nationalities, he fashioned SHAPE into a fully integrated
command with officers from NATO nations acting as its staff officers.
SHAPE served NATO well throughout the Cold War and continues to func-
tion to this day.

The origins of SHAPE date back to the Supreme Headquarters Allied
Expeditionary Force (SHAEF), which was organized by Eisenhower and
began as a combined staff between the United States and Britain during the
Allied liberation of Europe (1944–1945). Two keys issues, however, pointed
toward a smaller, integrated headquarters that would be the genesis of
SHAPE. SHAEF’s American and British planners had often worked on diver-
gent paths and were not always efficient. Second, Americans lacked under-
standing of the British conference system. Consequently, American officers
often did not fully comprehend the ramifications of these meetings and wasted
time and effort attempting to rectify misperceptions. Those studying these
problems concluded that a supreme allied headquarters should employ one
integrated staff cognizant of the need to avoid affronts to national pride.

The March 1948 Brussels Pact was crucial to the formation of SHAPE.
This pact included a common defense arrangement among Belgium, Lux-
embourg, the Netherlands, France, and Great Britain. The Western European
Union was the mechanism for planning its military operations. Following the
creation of NATO on 4 April 1949, the Western European Union headquar-
ters, or the military headquarters of those European nations that would be-
come part of NATO and were already allied, became the basis for SHAPE.

The integrated, multinational nature of SHAPE is evident in its first
senior leaders: Eisenhower as SACEUR, British Field Marshal Bernard Mont-
gomery as deputy SACEUR, and British Air Chief Marshal Hugh Saunders
as the air deputy to SACEUR.

SHAPE presided over NATO’s Cold War collective defense against the
Warsaw Pact and had to be ready to produce the strategies that would act as
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a deterrent and defend NATO’s constituent nations. Following the collapse
of the Soviet Union in December 1991, SHAPE continued its service by
controlling such NATO operations as those in Bosnia (1995–present) and in
Kosovo (1999–present). Thus, SHAPE’s mission has changed from collective
defense to cooperative security.

Jonathan P. Klug
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Soviet political leader. Born on 8 November 1902 in Shakhovskoye in west-
ern Russia, Mikhail Suslov served in local Komsomol (Young Communist
League) posts from 1918 to 1921 and then joined the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union (CPSU). He graduated from the Prechistenskaia Workers’
Faculty in Moscow in 1924 and from the Plekhanov Institute of the National
Economy in 1928. He did graduate work at the Institute of Economics of the
Communist Academy during 1929–1931 while teaching at Moscow Univer-
sity. During 1931–1935 he served in administrative posts in the party appa-
ratus before attending the Moscow Economic Institute. Graduating in 1937,
he was elected to the CPSU Central Committee in 1941 and worked in party
administrative posts in Rostov and Stavropol until 1944. During World War II,
he was also a member of the Military Council of the North Caucasus Front
and served as chief of staff for regional partisan forces.

Beginning in 1944, Suslov held a succession of Central Committee posts.
Named a Central Committee secretary in 1947, he had responsibility for
enforcing party ideology. Following the purge of Andrei Zhdanov in 1948,
Suslov also assumed responsibility for relations with foreign communist
parties and served briefly as editor of Pravda. In 1952 he was elected to the
expanded Presidium (Politburo), although he lost his seat when the body
was reduced from twenty-five to ten members in 1953. Shortly afterward, he
became second secretary of the Central Committee. He returned to the Pre-
sidium in 1955 and served until his death, wielding considerable influence
in matters of ideology and foreign affairs.
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Suslov, Mikhail 
Andreyevich
(1902–1982)



A party conservative, Suslov opposed Nikita Khrush-
chev’s extensive attempts to implement a de-Stalinization
campaign beginning in 1956. Suslov became the principal
advocate of intervention in Hungary during the 1956 up-
rising and was in Budapest to help oversee its imple-
mentation. He was also responsible for the banning of the
Boris Pasternak’s novel Dr. Zhivago. While Suslov supported
Khrushchev in the Politburo power struggles of 1956–1957,
differences between the two men grew over a number of
issues, including economic reform, foreign policy, and the
publication of Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s One Day in the Life
of Ivan Denisovich, which Khrushchev permitted.

In October 1964, Suslov was a key figure in the ouster
of Khrushchev. Suslov’s conservative influence grew under
Khrushchev’s successor Leonid Brezhnev, especially in
cultural affairs, in part because Suslov did not seek higher
office himself. In foreign policy, he generally opposed
détente, advocated intervention in Afghanistan in 1979,
and urged similar action in Poland the following year.
Suslov died in Moscow on 25 January 1982.

Steven W. Guerrier
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Czechoslovak general and president (1968–1975). Born on 25 November
1895 in Hroznatín, Moravia, to a peasant family, Ludvík Svoboda was drafted
into the Austro-Hungarian Army during World War I. He deserted and
joined the Czech Legion in Russia, attaining the rank of captain. At war’s
end, he returned to the new state of Czechoslovakia and joined its army. Fol-
lowing the German occupation of all Czechoslovakia in March 1939, he fled
to Poland, where he organized a Czechoslovak military unit.
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Mikhail A. Suslov, member of the Presidium of the Soviet
Union and hard-liner in matters of communist ideology
and foreign policy, shown here in March 1956. (Bettmann/
Corbis)
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Following the German conquest of Poland in September 1939, Svoboda
and his men went to the Soviet Union, where he led a Czechoslovak army
corps against the Axis powers, becoming a brigadier general in 1943. Sym-
pathetic to the communists, he secretly joined the Communist Party of
Czechoslovakia (CPCz) during the war. In April 1945, President Edvard
Benes h appointed Svoboda minister of defense, and Svoboda was promoted
to full general in August 1945.

Svoboda officially and publicly joined the CPCz in October 1948, but
the party hierarchy did not trust him and made certain that he had little
power. During the Stalinist purges, he lost his positions in 1950 and was
briefly imprisoned in 1951, after which he returned to his home village.

During his 1954 visit to Prague, Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev per-
sonally interceded and demanded that Svoboda be politically rehabilitated.
Svoboda then became the director of the Klement Gottwald Military Acad-
emy, retiring in 1959. A popular war hero, Svoboda was elected president of
Czechoslovakia on 30 March 1968 during the Prague Spring.

After the August Warsaw Pact invasion, Svoboda refused to accept a
Soviet puppet government or negotiate with the Soviets until he was assured
that the leaders of the Prague Spring would not be harmed. So assured, he
then agreed to Soviet demands that the Prague Spring reforms be reversed
and accepted the normalization of Czechoslovakia, thereby losing much of
his credibility. Illness forced his removal from office on 29 May 1975. Svo-
boda died in Prague on 20 September 1979.

Gregory C. Ference
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Scandinavian nation. Sweden covers 173,731 square miles, slightly larger
than the U.S. state of California, and had a 1945 population of approximately
6.8 million people. Sweden is bordered by Norway to the west, Finland to
the north, the Gulf of Bothnia and the Baltic Sea to the east, and the North
Sea to the south-southwest. Once a great power, Sweden was reduced to a
regional power following the Napoleonic Wars. During both world wars,
Sweden managed to maintain its neutrality. Thus, its wartime experiences
were quite the opposite of many other Western democracies. Not having had
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to regret appeasement at Munich in 1938 or experience a Pearl Harbor,
Swedish postwar foreign policy therefore became a continuation of its prior
neutrality. Swedes adopted nonalignment in peace and neutrality in case of
war. However, unlike Switzerland—another perennial neutral—Sweden did
join the United Nations (UN) in 1946.

Following World War II, Sweden attempted to mollify the Soviets by
forcing Baltic refugees to repatriate and granting Moscow substantial financial
credits. The Soviets, however, did not show much gratitude. After Swedish
diplomat Count Raoul Wallenberg negotiated the release of Hungarian Jews,
he was apprehended by Soviet agents and disappeared. This aroused great
anti-Soviet sentiments in Sweden. Other early Cold War Soviet provocations
included the presumed Soviet downing of a Swedish surveillance aircraft in
1951 and Soviet efforts to disrupt the subsequent search and rescue mission.

In the immediate postwar years, Sweden failed in its attempt to create a
nonaligned Nordic bloc to keep all of Scandinavia out of the Cold War. Fin-
land signed a mutual aid, cooperation, and friendship treaty with the Soviet
Union in 1948, while Denmark and Norway joined the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) in 1949. This constellation of Norwegian and Danish
NATO membership, Swedish nonalignment, and Finland’s ties to the Soviet
Union has frequently been termed “the Nordic balance.” During the early
Cold War, Sweden’s Social Democrats and center-rightist political parties
differed little on the practical aspects of nonalignment. Nevertheless, Swe-
den conducted security-related consultations with the United States and
NATO in both the political and military spheres. On occasion, the center-
rightists did advocate a tougher line with the Soviets in regard to Eastern
Europe.

Although Swedes experienced some economic dislocation in the im-
mediate post–World War II years, having escaped wartime destruction meant
that their economic, political, and social institutions were still intact in 1945.
In the elections of that year, the Social Democrats formed a majority govern-
ment under Prime Minister Per Albin Hansson. When he died the following
year, Tage Erlander replaced him and held the premiership until 1969. Dur-
ing 1951–1957, the Social Democrats had to share power with the Peasant
Party, as it had done during the interwar years.

Swedish society was thoroughly democratic and civic-minded in its social
and political structures. Swedes enjoyed a well-functioning social welfare
state, a high level of social and corporate organization, and a strong public
sector. Much of this was made possible by a thriving industrial base, funded
by domestic financing. Swedish exports included high-value industrial prod-
ucts such as automobiles, machine tools, and ball bearings. But the postwar
era also witnessed the rapid depopulation of rural Sweden, as industry and
commercial concerns in the cities lured workers from the hinterlands.

Despite fears of provoking Soviet suspicions, Sweden accepted Marshall
Plan aid and in 1951 also adopted the U.S. Cold War initiative that called for
an embargo of strategic commodities and products to the Eastern bloc. Swe-
den also put recognition of the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East
Germany) on hold until 1972 in accordance with the general Western view
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that recognition could be seen as a hostile act against the Federal Republic
of Germany (FRG, West Germany), a major trading partner.

In the areas of trade and other transnational interactions, Sweden did
align itself with the West. Swedish policymakers thus created a tension be-
tween nonalignment and economic necessity. The European Council pro-
vided one arena for interacting with other democracies without being tied to
a bloc. The European Free Trade Association (EFTA) allowed for free trade
outside the more politicized European Economic Community (EEC), which
Swedish officials refused to join because it would contradict nonalignment.

As East-West tensions eased beginning in the mid-1960s, many non-
aligned states had more freedom of action of foreign affairs. Accordingly, the
Social Democratic government moved from pure realpolitik to a more ideal-
istic foreign policy. At the core of this reorientation were expectations of a
new economic world order, decolonization, nuclear disarmament, and the
curbing of great power influence. The move away from realpolitik became
most evident at the UN by Swedish participation in peacekeeping missions
in the Middle East and the Congo and by Dag Hammarskjöld’s posting as
UN secretary-general. Indeed, rapid decolonization swelled the number of
nonaligned states and broadened the appeal of Swedish foreign policy.

Swedish leaders did not shy away from confronting the United States.
Prime Minister Olof Palme spoke out fiercely against the Vietnam War.
Indeed, after the U.S. Christmas Bombings of Hanoi in December 1972,
Palme compared the incident to the Holocaust. President Richard M. Nixon’s
administration was outraged and withheld its ambassador from Stockholm
until 1974. Sweden also provided asylum to U.S. draft dodgers seeking to
escape service in Vietnam, a policy that particularly rankled Washington.

In 1976, U.S.-Swedish relations improved markedly when the political
Right gained power under Prime Minister Thorbjörn Fälldin. The Peasant
Party, to which Fälldin belonged, had changed its name to the Center Party
and simultaneously aligned itself with the political Right. Still, no major
policy changes occurred, although the idealism of the Social Democrats was
drastically toned down.

With Cold War tensions already on the rise again in the late 1970s, the
Swedish government condemned the 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
and the imposition of martial law in Poland in 1981. At the same time, dra-
matic events were also unfolding closer to home. In October 1982, a Soviet
submarine ran aground outside the Karlskrona naval base in southern Swe-
den. Moscow acknowledged the undeniable fact of the grounded sub (which
the Soviets blamed on a damaged navigation system) but denied that there
had been any systematic Soviet violation of Swedish territorial waters. None-
theless, Soviet intrusions by submarines into Swedish waters continued.

When the Social Democrats and Palme regained power in 1986, Swedish
officials withdrew their protests of Soviet submarine violations and announced
an upcoming state visit to Moscow. However, Palme was assassinated in Feb-
ruary 1986, and the trip was made by his successor, Ingvar Karlsson, in 1987.
The rapprochement between the Soviet Union and Sweden was facilitated
by new Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev’s reforms.
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The end of the Cold War transformed the Baltic Sea from a part of the
Iron Curtain to an increasingly important line of communication between
Sweden and the former Eastern bloc countries. As such, Sweden’s influence
in the region grew. However, friction was also apparent. Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania harbored a grudge toward Sweden for its 1940 recognition of the
Soviet takeover of these republics and had not forgotten Sweden’s forced
repatriation of Baltic refugees back to the Soviet Union in 1945. There was
also some Baltic discontent over Stockholm’s tepid support during the 1989–
1991 struggles for independence. Baltic skepticism toward Sweden also had
deep historical roots, as it was here that Sweden had vied with Russia for
Baltic supremacy in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.

With the end of the Cold War, Sweden no longer regarded the European
Union (EU), the successor of the EEC, as part of a political bloc to which
membership on their part would be a breech of their nonalignment policy.
Thus, Sweden joined the EU after a referendum in 1994.

At the end of the twentieth century, government interventionism and
large-scale industrial structures marked a troubled Swedish economy. It
faced the challenge of globalization and demands for harmonizing with EU
standards. Unemployment has been comparatively high by Scandinavian
standards, placing additional burdens on social services. Foreign interests
have purchased Swedish trademarks such as Volvo and Saab, and production
has moved to countries in which labor costs are lower. Fearing unemploy-
ment and diminished benefits, Swedish trade unions have not always been
cooperative in making necessary sacrifices in order to make Sweden’s indus-
try more competitive.

Frode Lindgjerdet
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In 1945, the Swedish Army lacked the capability of fighting a mechanized
opponent in open terrain. The Swedish Navy and the Swedish Air Force had
been expanded and were relatively modern in 1945, but the army was widely
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dispersed in a large number of units defending different parts of Swedish
territory rather than maintaining fewer, more modernized, and well-equipped
units. This problem worsened during the 1970s and 1980s.

Sweden’s war planning prepared for a combined Soviet coastal and air-
borne attack directed toward eastern Sweden around Stockholm, eventually
followed by landings in southern Skåne as well as on the island of Gotland
and in Gothenburg in western Sweden. In some scenarios, a land invasion
across the Finnish border was also regarded as a potential threat. From the
early 1960s, relatively more emphasis was placed on preparations to defend
the most northern parts of Sweden. Here the fortress of Boden was sup-
ported by lines of fortifications along the rivers in northern Sweden. Other
large systems of modern fortifications were built, especially in the Stock-
holm archipelago, while along the shores of Skåne in southern Sweden no
fewer than 600 fortifications built during 1939–1945 were utilized during most
of the Cold War.

Sweden’s policy of neutrality prevented any formal ties with the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), but Sweden secretly established multi-
lateral military cooperation with Denmark, Norway, the United Kingdom,
and the United States. Swedish air bases were prepared to receive U.S.
strategic bombers, plans were made for receiving oil and other strategic goods
via Trondheim in Norway, and the communication system of the Swedish
Air Force was connected with the U.S. air base in Wiesbaden in the Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany). It is believed that Sweden also
maintained intelligence cooperation with other Western nations and, begin-
ning in 1960, was tacitly protected by the U.S. nuclear umbrella.

In the late 1940s, Swedish armed forces consisted of 850,000 conscripts,
approximately 60,000 professionals, and more than 100,000 volunteers. The
total military structure comprised 36 army brigades, 33 large surface war-
ships, 24 submarines, and 50 air force divisions with 1,000 airplanes. A large
armaments industry included artillery systems from Bofors, aircraft from
Saab, and surface ships from the Karlskrona shipyard. From 1960 on, the
navy developed the concept of a lighter navy, in which the 2 cruisers and 15
destroyers were sequentially replaced by smaller but more powerful units.
With the parliamentary defense budget decisions of 1968 and 1972, the mil-
itary establishment was expected to do more with less. This resulted in
severe organizational cutbacks and canceled training exercises, especially for
the air force and navy, and the postponement of equipment replacement
for the army. Instead, the need to defend a large area of territory took prior-
ity over further modernization and training. During 1956–1994, 70,000
Swedish soldiers participated in peacekeeping missions for the United
Nations (UN) in the Middle East (1956–1994), the Congo (1960–1964), and
Cyprus (1964–1987).

As late as 1982, Sweden could mobilize 850,000 men in twenty-eight
army brigades, forty-eight naval ships (including twelve submarines), and
twenty-three to twenty-four air force divisions. But of the twenty infantry
brigades, only eight were regarded as modern, meaning that they could be
employed for offensive operations. The remainder could only be used for
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defensive tasks. In 1992, the infantry brigades were reduced to seventeen,
and the total personnel in the armed forces amounted to 750,000.

As early as 1954, instructions had been issued as to how Swedish troops
should deploy in case of a nuclear attack by the Soviets. During the 1950s,
the Swedish military establishment began demanding the development of a
Swedish nuclear deterrent. After serious and protracted debate, however, all
such plans were scrapped in 1968.

For most of the Cold War period, the Swedish Air Force was among the
world’s most modern and powerful. In the 1950s, it numbered some 1,000
aircraft, produced by domestic manufacture. Many of these planes were
in hardened sites, and the Swedes developed a widespread system of air-
strips that would make use of the Swedish highway system in order to make
it difficult for an attacker to wipe out the majority of aircraft in a first strike.
The chief task of the air force and navy was to meet and defeat in the Baltic
Sea any invasion force before it could reach Sweden itself. Training in close
air support for ground forces was thus not a priority.

Lars Ericson
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Officer in the Polish security apparatus and one of the most celebrated of
communist defectors. Józef SAwiatflo was born Izak Fleischfarb on 1 January
1915 in Medyna (Eastern Galicia), the son of a Jewish low-ranking civil ser-
vant. He completed only primary school. During 1932–1938, he was an
active member of a communist youth organization in Kraków and was twice
arrested for his political activities.

In 1938 Fleischfarb was drafted into the Polish Army. Captured by the
German Army in their invasion of Poland in September 1939, he escaped
and made his way to eastern Poland, which had been incorporated into the
Soviet Union. In 1943 he joined the communist-organized Polish Army, and
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in November 1944 he was transferred to the Ministry of Public Security, where
he worked with the Soviet Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB).

In postwar Poland, the Soviets coerced Jews to change their Yiddish
names to Polish names, and Izak Fleischfarb became Józef S Awiatflo. During
1945–1948 he held key posts in the regional structure of the security appara-
tus, and in October 1948 he was transferred to the central offices to work
in a unit specially created for dealing with the Polish Communist Party.
Dependable and distinguished for his abilities, he was entrusted with such
tasks as the arrests of Wfladysflaw Gomuflka and Cardinal Stefan Wyszynaski.

On 5 December 1953, while on an official trip to Berlin, SAwiatflo found his
way to U.S. authorities, defected, and was transported to the United States,
where the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) used him for propaganda pur-
poses. In September 1954 he was granted political asylum, which was trum-
peted by the U.S. government. Radio Free Europe broadcast more than 100
of SAwiatflo’s programs titled Behind the Scenes of the Security and the Party, and in
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the Voice of America headquarters in New York City on 1 October 1954. Swiatflo was one of the most important defectors
from the communist bloc to the West during the Cold War. (Bettmann/Corbis)



1955 more than 800,000 copies of a brochure based on the broadcasts were
scattered on Polish territory as part of the CIA’s largest balloon campaign,
Operation SPOTLIGHT. SAwiatflo’s revelations forced Polish authorities to reor-
ganize the security apparatus and to discharge or arrest several high-ranking
Polish security officials.

SAwiatflo continued to reside in the United States under an assumed name
and with CIA protection, essentially a nonperson. He died possibly in New
York City in May 1985.

Andrzej Paczkowski
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West European nation encompassing 15,942 square miles, about twice the
size of the U.S. state of New Jersey. Switzerland is bordered by Italy to the
south, France to the west, and Germany and Austria to the north and east.
The Swiss population in 1945 was 4.428 million people. By the end of World
War II, Switzerland’s neutrality during the conflict and its role as a financial
and commercial center for Nazi Germany assured strained relations with
both the United States and the Soviet Union. The Swiss were internation-
ally isolated and viewed integration and multilateralism warily. Their long-
standing tradition of neutrality was at odds with the multilateral collectivism
of the United Nations (UN). In 1946, Switzerland determined that it could
not join the UN without having its neutrality explicitly recognized.

In 1954, the Swiss promulgated the so-called Bindschedler Doctrine,
specifically outlining the nation’s neutral position in peacetime. This doc-
trine strictly differentiated between the political and technical aspects of
international affairs. Thus, while Switzerland would keep aloof from political
and military alliances, it would play an active role in international economic,
humanitarian, and technical organizations, displaying its commitment to
international solidarity. During the Cold War, Swiss foreign policy hence
pursued economic integration without political encumbrances.
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Swiss Cold War security policy, with its emphasis on autonomous
national defense by a militia army, was derived from the principle of armed
neutrality. The concept of the citizen-in-arms was an important part of Swiss
life and provided for a large army despite the nation’s small population. At
peak strength, the Swiss Army could field 600,000 soldiers.

During the early Cold War, Switzerland sided with the West and indi-
rectly profited from the nuclear umbrella of the United States and the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Under Federal Councilor Max Petit-
pierre (1945–1961), the Swiss government emphasized that the nation was
ideologically aligned with the West, although it remained militarily neutral.

As a small landlocked country, Switzerland relied heavily on international
trade. Therefore, with the exception of the subsidized agricultural sector, it
supported the reduction of trade tariffs. Switzerland remained prosperous
throughout the Cold War, depending on industrial exports such as textiles,
chemicals, and engineering-related products. Switzerland also kept its place
as an international financial center. Because the Swiss eschewed a large
welfare state, their economy weathered the economic storms of the 1970s
and 1980s rather well. The nation boasted comparatively low inflation, low
unemployment, and positive growth and productivity. In addition, labor-
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management relations remained positive and nonconfrontational, which added
to Swiss economic stability.

Swiss politics are unique in that parties are highly decentralized and are
focused on local rather than national issues. Although all the major parties
are represented at the national level, they tend to be fixated on local con-
stituencies and their particular interests, which dilutes the political system at
the federal level. There is also a plethora of political parties in Switzerland
that are decidedly balkanized by the large number of religious and linguis-
tic cleavages throughout the country. Large French, German, and Italian-
speaking populations help account for the great diversity in the political
process. The four largest political parties in Switzerland are the Social Demo-
cratic Party (SPS), the Swiss People’s Party (SVP), the Radical Party (FDP),
and the Christian Democratic Party (CVP).

The Cold War accorded Switzerland an intermediary role in the East-
West conflict. Switzerland provided its mediation services offices to both
East and West, including offers to mediate a settlement to both the 1967 and
1973 Arab-Israeli conflicts. In 1953, Switzerland engaged in the Korean War
cease-fire agreement through two international commissions. Swiss neutrality
was further recognized when the Soviet Union suggested in 1955 that Aus-
tria should develop a neutrality of the kind practiced by the Swiss.

Switzerland also took on international mandates to act as a protecting
power, such as in representing U.S. interests in Cuba after 1961. In addi-
tion, Geneva served many times as a center for international negotiations. In
1985, for example, Geneva was the site of the historic summit between U.S.
President Ronald Reagan and Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev. Switzerland
also hosted the humanitarian offices of the Geneva-based International
Committee of the Red Cross, which aims at assisting civilian victims of war.

In the 1970s, under Foreign Minister Pierre Graber (1970–1978), Swiss
foreign policy became more active and multilateral. The Swiss Federal
Council’s landmark 1973 Security Report envisioned political participation
in international security organizations such as the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). Switzerland played an important role
in the CSCE together with other neutral and nonaligned nations.

During the Cold War and beyond, Switzerland’s relationship with an
increasingly united Western Europe was often troubled. Switzerland joined
the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) in 1948 and,
with great delay, the Council of Europe in 1963. Yet Swiss relations with
Europe became more difficult after the European Free Trade Association
(EFTA), founded in 1960 with Switzerland as an active member, lost its im-
portance in the 1970s with British entry into the European Economic Com-
munity (EEC).

After a late, even if most-narrow, referendum in favor of joining the
United Nations (UN) in March 2002 (in 1986, a vast majority of Swiss voters
had still voted against such an entry), Switzerland’s major challenge in the
twenty-first century remains the shaping of its relationship with a dynami-
cally proceeding European Union (EU).

Christian Nuenlist
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Independent peace movement begun in the German Democratic Republic
(GDR, East Germany) in 1980. “Swords to ploughshares” is a biblical quota-
tion from the Book of Micah 4:3 and the Book of Isaiah 2:4. The movement’s
symbolic motto is depicted by sculptor Evgeniy Vuchetich’s statue “Let Us
Beat Swords into Ploughshares,” donated by the Soviet Union to the United
Nations (UN) Headquarters in New York in 1959.

During the preparations for the first Peace Decade in 1980, a ten-day
period of peace activities conducted by the East German Union of Evangel-
ical Churches, youth vicar Harald Bretschneider first used the symbol to
summon all Christians to attend nationwide prayers. He also connected the
symbol to the pacifist campaign “Make Peace Without Weapons” and to var-
ious peace movements in the West.

The symbol was made into cloth badges and was eagerly worn by many
East German youths, who used it as a silent protest against the militarization
of East German society. From 1980 on, peace groups formed within many
churches in East Germany. They demonstrated against the presence of
Soviet missiles on East German soil as well as against the degradation of the
environment caused by industrial waste. Consequently, in November 1981
East German officials banned the wearing of the badges. The government
considered it subversive to its so-called communist peace politics.

Peace activists both in and outside East German churches were labeled
as subversive elements. Many youths who persisted in wearing the badges
were harassed by the secret police (Stasi), banned from their final exams, and
even prosecuted. The East German regime managed to prevent these groups
from maturing into political movements, at least for a time. Pacifist and eco-
logical groups remained at the grassroots level and were closely observed by
the Stasi. Nevertheless, in the summer and fall of 1989, the opposition peace
groups formed the nucleus of the mass protests against the government,
which in turn brought an end to communism and the division of Germany.

Beatrice de Graaf
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Arab nation in the Middle East covering 71,498 square miles, just slightly
larger than the U.S. state of North Dakota. The Syrian Arab Republic, with
a 1945 population of approximately 3.2 million people, borders on Jordan
and Israel to the south, Lebanon and the Mediterranean Sea to the west,
Turkey to the north, and Iraq to the east. For much of its history, Syria was
dominated by larger powers. It was part of the Ottoman Empire until 1920,
and its economy and educational system had left its populace in relative des-
titution. In 1920, France received a League of Nations mandate over both
Syria and neighboring Lebanon. However, French rule there resulted in
repeated uprisings—particularly among the Druze. After a tortuous series
of negotiations that began in the late 1920s, Syria was granted considerable
autonomy in 1936. To fulfill previous agreements, France announced the for-
mation of an independent Syrian republic in September 1941 with Shukri al-
Kuwatl as its president. Syria became fully independent on 1 January 1944.

Syria took part in the failed Arab war against Israel during 1948–1949. A
member of the Arab League, Syria was a vociferous opponent of Israeli state-
hood. The defeat in the war and disagreement over Syria’s potential union
with Iraq torpedoed al-Kuwatl’s government. There were three coups in
1949, the last one headed by Lieutenant Colonel Adib al-Shishakli, who
governed with a heavy hand until 1954. Al-Shishakli was ousted in 1954, and
late that year elections were held to determine the makeup of the new gov-
ernment. In the end, a three-party coalition (People’s, National, and Baath
Parties) emerged with National Party chief Sabri al-Asali as head of the gov-
ernment. In the succeeding years, the Baathists, who combined Arab nation-
alism with socialist policies, became the most powerful political force in
Syria. As such, Syria entered into economic and military agreements with the
Soviet Union.
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In February 1958, Syria and Egypt joined to form the United Arab Repub-
lic (UAR). Within a year Egypt’s intention to dominate the UAR became
obvious, which forced yet another coup against the Syrian government in
September 1961. Carried out by a group of military officers, the coup plotters
pulled Syria out of the UAR and established the Syrian Arab Republic. In
December 1961 elections for a national assembly occurred, and the body
chose two conservative People’s Party members to lead the new regime.
Another coup in late 1962 again toppled the government.

In 1963, a joint Baath-military government came to power. The new
government nationalized most industrial and large commercial concerns and
engaged in land reforms that redistributed land to the peasants. Meanwhile,
Syria continued to cultivate relations with the Soviet bloc. A schism in the
Baath Party resulted in more instability, and in 1966 the radical wing of the
party staged a coup and installed Yusseff Zayen as prime minister. Nureddin
al-Attassi became president. This new regime tightened Syria’s ties with the
Soviets and Egyptians.

Syria fought yet another war with Israel in June 1967.
This time, its defeat included the loss of the Golan Heights
to the Israelis. The outcome of the war ultimately brought
General Hafez al-Assad to power in 1970. An ardent Baath
nationalist, Assad sought to increase ties to other Arab
states, de-emphasize Syrian reliance on the Soviet Union,
and defeat Israel.

In early 1971, Assad was elected president. He would
rule the country until his death in 2000. Over the next sev-
eral years following his election, he modernized the Syrian
Army and engaged in modest economic reforms, while
the Baath Party gained even more strength. Befitting his
Baathist philosophy, the state played a central role in eco-
nomic planning and implementation. It must be noted,
however, that Assad’s tactics could be brutal and that there
was little room for dissent or democracy in Syria. Syria
was involved in a fourth Arab-Israeli war in October 1973.
After initial successes, and although Syrian forces this time
fought well, they were nonetheless driven back beyond
their original positions.

In the late 1970s and 1980s, Sunni Muslim fundamen-
talists began challenging the Baath Party’s secular outlook.
During 1976–1982, urban areas all across Syria became
hotbeds of political unrest. Assad brutally crushed a Feb-
ruary 1982 uprising by the Muslim Brotherhood in Hama,
and troops killed several thousand people.

Assad also sent his army into Lebanon in 1976, osten-
sibly as a peacekeeping force during the civil war there. The
troops stayed on, however, Assad siding with the Muslims
who were fighting Christian militias. By the mid-1980s,
Assad’s forces had become the preponderant political and
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military force in Lebanon. Syrian troops were not withdrawn from Lebanon
until 2005.

At the same time, the 1980s saw the Assad regime taking harder-line
Arab positions and moving closer to the Soviets. Assad’s get-tough approach
in regional politics included his funding and encouragement of terrorism.
Assad, who was always in the end a pragmatist, sought to ameliorate relations
with the West as the Soviet Union began to implode in 1990. When Iraq
invaded Kuwait in August 1990, Assad was the first Arab leader to denounce
the attack. His government also provided 20,000 troops to the international
coalition that defeated Iraqi forces in the 1991 Persian Gulf War.

In 1991, Assad’s government entered into peace negotiations with Israel,
although the process broke down with no firm agreement in January 2000. In
June 2000, Assad died unexpectedly after thirty years in office. He was suc-
ceeded by his son, Bashar al-Assad, who was carefully groomed as the heir
apparent. Allegedly a free-market proponent, the younger Assad attempted
some economic and political reforms, but the process has been fraught with
setbacks and obstacles. In 1998, 65 percent of all Syrian revenues came from
petroleum products.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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