
U.S. senator (1939–1953) and unsuccessful candidate for the Republican pres-
idential nomination (1940, 1948, 1952). Born in Cincinnati, Ohio, on 8 Sep-
tember 1889, the eldest son of the future Republican President William
Howard Taft and his wife Helen Herron Taft, Robert Taft attended the Taft
School for Boys in Watertown, Connecticut, and graduated from Yale Uni-
versity (1910) and Harvard Law School (1913). From 1914 onward Taft prac-
ticed law in Cincinnati, where he soon became active in Republican politics.
Hostile to most New Deal domestic measures of the 1930s, by the time he
won election to the Senate for Ohio in 1938 he was firmly identified with his
party’s conservative wing.

Taft was equally critical of President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s foreign
policies. When World War II began, Taft opposed American aid to the Allies,
supporting the America First policies enunciated by ex-President Herbert
Hoover and others and insisting that war would destroy American civil lib-
erties and that Germany posed no danger to the Western Hemisphere. Fol-
lowing the U.S. entry into the war, Taft constantly assailed what he viewed
as the excesses of domestic controls and propaganda while opposing the
creation of a world bank or any other international organization apart from
the United Nations (UN).

By 1946 Taft, nicknamed “Mr. Republican,” had become a major figure
within the cross-party conservative coalition that effectively dominated Con-
gress. Immune to appeals for bipartisanship, as the Cold War developed he
opposed high defense expenditures, voted in 1946 against the large Ameri-
can loan to Britain; complained that American military and economic support
for Greece, Turkey, and the Marshall Plan were all too expensive; and
opposed the creation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).
He believed that America’s atomic weapons safeguarded it from any foreign
attack and that his country should not commit troops outside the Western
Hemisphere.

When the Korean War began, Taft, de facto though not official leader of
a Republican Senate majority, exploited the war to shore up both his party’s
and his own political fortunes in the impending 1952 presidential campaign,
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which the Republicans were determined not to lose as
they had unexpectedly done to Truman in 1948. Taft
reluctantly supported Truman’s initial decision to commit
forces to Korea, but after communist China’s intervention
in late 1950, Taft accused the president of mishandling the
war. Taft also deplored the administration’s failure to seek
either a formal declaration of war or a congressional resolu-
tion authorizing the use of force in Korea. He laid much
of the responsibility for the war on the administration’s
“bungling and inconsistent foreign policy.” Taft even sug-
gested that the United States might be well advised to
withdraw from Korea and base its defenses upon a line
running through the island positions of Taiwan and Japan.
When Truman recalled General Douglas MacArthur in the
spring of 1951, Taft defended the general, abandoning his
customary restraint and publicly advocating MacArthur’s
preferred and highly provocative measures of bombing
Chinese supply lines in Manchuria and including Guo-
mindang (GMD, Nationalist) troops from the Republic of
China (ROC) on Taiwan in UN forces.

Even though Taft found the extremist tactics of Sena-
tor Joseph R. MacCarthy personally distasteful, he tolerated
them, believing that they would enhance the Republican
Party’s chances of victory. Campaigning for the 1952
Republican nomination, which he lost to the internation-
alist war hero Dwight D. Eisenhower, Taft harped con-
stantly on the refrain that the Democratic administration
had blundered unnecessarily into an expensive war that
it could neither win nor end with honor, a theme that
Eisenhower and other Republican candidates continually

repeated. Named Republican majority leader after the election, a mellower
Taft unsuccessfully attempted to rein in the excesses of McCarthyism. Taft
died of cancer in New York City on 31 July 1953.
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Ohioan Robert Taft, son of President William Howard
Taft, was known as “Mr. Republican,” a title that reflected
his prominence as a powerful leader in the Senate but also
characterized the values of the middle America he repre-
sented and held dear. His isolationist position prevented
him from gaining the Republican nomination for presi-
dent in either 1948 or 1952, but he remained influential.
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Shelling of offshore Chinese islands in the Taiwan Strait from 3 September
1954 to 1 May 1955, initiated by the People’s Republic of China (PRC). The
PRC’s birth in October 1949 did not signify complete victory in the Chinese
Civil War, at least not in the mind of PRC Chairman Mao Zedong. Jiang
Jieshi’s Guomindang (GMD, Nationalist) government still retained control
of Taiwan and a number of the offshore islands in the Taiwan Strait, and
Jiang continued to harbor quixotic ideas of retaking Mainland China. Mao
in turn wished to complete his victory by capturing Taiwan and crushing the
GMD. In fact, both Mao and Jiang had devised military plans to carry on the
civil war so as to liberate the territories held by the other. The Korean War,
however, had temporarily put these plans aside.

The first sign of a resumption in the civil war occurred in summer 1954.
In August, Jiang deployed troops to the Jinmen and Mazu islands, known to
Westerners as Quemoy and Mazu, two clusters of small islands located 8 miles
off Mainland China’s southeastern coast. At the same time, ongoing negotia-
tions in Manila for a Southeast Asian mutual defense treaty, initiated by the
United States during the Geneva Conference in April 1954, were about to
conclude. Rumors flew that Jiang’s GMD and the United States were work-
ing on a mutual defense pact aimed at the PRC. Seeing these moves as un-
warranted provocation by the West, Mao was determined to stage a military
showdown. On 3 September 1954, he ordered an artillery bombardment of
Jinmen from Fujian Province, beginning the initial phase of the First Taiwan
Strait Crisis, which endured until late October. In the process, both Jinmen
and Mazu suffered heavy bombardment.

The second phase began on 1 November and ended four days later,
when PRC forces shelled and raided the Dachen and Yijiangshan islands off
Mainland China’s Zhejiang Province, north of Taiwan. Afterward, China’s
bombardment subsided and resumed periodically on a limited scale while
the PRC’s government awaited U.S. and Taiwanese reactions. In the midst of
the crisis, the U.S. Congress passed the Mutual Defense Treaty on 2 Decem-
ber 1954, which promised defensive aid to Taiwan. The PRC strongly
protested the U.S. commitment to Taiwan, a stance that later secured the
PRC’s success at the Bandung Conference in April 1955.

The crisis reached a new zenith when PRC forces resumed heavy bom-
bardment of the Dachens on 10 January 1955 and seized Yijiangshan on 18
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January 1955. To halt further PRC advances, the U.S. Congress passed the
Taiwanese (Formosan) Resolution on 24 January 1955, which authorized the
use of U.S. military force to fight further hostile Chinese communist move-
ments. Determined to avoid a direct confrontation with the United States,
Mao ordered the shelling scaled back. At the same time, Washington also
wished to prevent a full military confrontation, as it was not prepared to defend
all of the offshore islands in the Taiwan Strait.

The stalemated crisis finally drew to a close in late April 1955, upon an
initiative from the PRC. On 23 April 1955, Premier and Foreign Minister
Zhou Enlai declared at the Bandung Conference that the PRC had no de-
sire to engage the United States in a war and was ready to negotiate an end
to the standoff. To show its good faith, the PRC stopped all bombing of the
offshore islands on 1 May 1955, which effectively ended the First Taiwan
Strait Crisis. Shortly thereafter, the PRC and the United States agreed to
hold ambassadorial talks to resolve the Taiwan question. The talks began on
1 August 1955 in Geneva between the Chinese ambassador to Poland, Wang
Bingnan, and the U.S. ambassador to Poland, Alexis U. Johnson. The Sino-
American Ambassadorial Talks deadlocked, however, and were suspended
in December 1957. In September 1958, the Second Taiwan Strait Crisis broke
out, which resulted in another Sino-American confrontation.
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Artillery bombardment of the offshore islands in the Taiwan Strait from 23
August to 25 October 1958, initiated by the People’s Republic of China
(PRC). Unlike the First Taiwan Strait Crisis (1954–1955), the Second Taiwan
Strait Crisis may be attributed to PRC Chairman Mao Zedong’s desire to en-
hance his country’s international standing in view of its growing diplomatic
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isolation. This isolation was chiefly a result of poor relations with the United
States and a deteriorating rapport with its erstwhile ally, the Soviet Union.
Sino-American ambassadorial talks following the Bandung Conference and
the First Taiwan Strait Crisis had been suspended in late 1957 because of
irreconcilable positions over Taiwan. By mid-1958, after Soviet Premier
Nikita Khrushchev’s Beijing visit and his advocacy of peaceful coexistence
with the West, Mao realized that the Soviet Union could not be counted on
to lead the communist bloc. Mao was thus emboldened to pursue his own
independent course in hopes of establishing himself as the true leader of the
socialist world.

International events during July 1958 provided Mao with the perfect
opportunity to test his mettle. The United States sent troops to intervene
in Lebanon’s civil disorder, and Britain deployed troops to quell uprisings in
Jordan. Meanwhile, Taiwanese President Jiang Jieshi ordered his military on
alert, which the PRC perceived as provocation. In response, on 23 August 1958
Mao ordered the shelling of Jinmen and Mazu, known to Westerners as Que-
moy and Mazu, two island groupings 8 miles off Mainland China’s south-
eastern coast. Mao rationalized his actions as providing moral support to
the Middle East’s “anti-imperialist struggles.” Several days after the bombing
began, the United Nations (UN) General Assembly passed a resolution
requesting the withdrawal of Anglo-American troops from the Middle East.

Taiwan Strait Crisis, Second 1999

A house on Jinmen destroyed by People’s Republic of China (PRC) shelling, 1 October 1958. (John Dominis/Time Life
Pictures/Getty Images)
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Mao played this up by publicly denouncing “continuing U.S. imperialism”
in the Taiwan Strait. He also restated the PRC’s claim of sovereignty over
Taiwan and its offshore islands. At the same time, he momentarily drew closer
to the Soviet Union when Khrushchev gave his full support to the PRC’s
claims over the offshore islands.

Soviet support, as it turned out, was halfhearted. Disturbed by Mao’s
seemingly irrational and independent conduct, Khrushchev decided to rescind
his earlier promise of sharing nuclear secrets with the PRC. Unlike in the
First Taiwan Strait Crisis, the United States was fully prepared to defend Tai-
wan and the offshore islands. In a show of force, the United States deployed
additional air and naval forces to protect the Taiwan Strait, and as a result,
American and Chinese forces exchanged fire. The United States and the
PRC appeared to be headed for a full-fledged conflict, which was not what
Mao had intended. He had only wanted to keep the Taiwan question in play
by applying what he called his noose strategy. He viewed the Jinmen as
nooses constraining the United States, with Taiwan as another more distant
noose. He reasoned that America, by committing itself to the defense of
these three areas, had put a rope around its neck by trapping itself in the
Taiwan Strait. This, he thought, would not only stretch U.S. resources but
would also provide the PRC with the upper hand in the region.

Having successfully hooked the U.S. on the nooses, Mao decided to
ease tensions in the Taiwan Strait. On 6 September 1958, the PRC proposed
the resumption of the Sino-American Ambassadorial Talks, which finally
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reconvened at year’s end. On 5 October 1958, the PRC issued the “Message
to the Compatriots in Taiwan,” restating the PRC’s claim to sovereignty over
the Taiwan Strait and its willingness to settle the crisis by peaceful means.
On 25 October 1958, the PRC issued the “Second Message to the Com-
patriots in Taiwan,” announcing that the shelling of the Jinmen would be
restricted to odd-numbered days and would be limited by certain conditions,
which helped defuse the Second Taiwan Strait Crisis. Periodic bombardment
continued until 9 January 1959, when Mao lifted the shelling orders.
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Japanese politician and prime minister (1972–1974). Born in Niigata Prefec-
ture on 4 May 1918 to a poor family that raised cattle, Tanaka Kakuei moved
to Tokyo at age fifteen and established his own construction company, which
became very successful during World War II. He was elected to the lower
house of the Diet in 1947 and served as secretary-general of the conservative
Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) during 1965–1966 and 1968–1971.

Tanaka held several cabinet positions, including minister of finance (1962–
1965) and minister of trade and industry (1971–1972). He succeeded Sato m
Eisaku as prime minister in July 1972.

The advent of Soviet-American détente and America’s opening of rela-
tions with the People’s Republic of China (PRC) beginning in the early 1970s
gave Tanaka a chance to improve Japanese relations with both the Soviets
and Chinese. After President Richard M. Nixon’s historic February 1972
visit to the PRC, Tanaka visited Beijing in September 1972, meeting with
Prime Minister Zhou Enlai and establishing diplomatic relations with the
PRC. Tanaka also visited Moscow in October 1973, although a joint Japanese-
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Soviet communiqué issued at the end of the meeting indicated minor progress
in improving relations between the two nations.

The 1973–1974 oil crisis presented diplomatic difficulties for Tanaka. Al-
though U.S. Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger visited Japan in Novem-
ber 1973 to unite the Western powers behind a single policy to deal with the
crisis, Japan moved its Middle East policy toward a more pro-Arab stance to
ensure a continued flow of oil.

Tanaka was forced to resign as prime minister in December 1974 over
alleged financial mismanagement. He was arrested in 1976 and charged with
accepting 500 million yen in bribes from the Lockheed Corporation. Even
after his conviction in 1983, he continued to lead the LDP’s largest faction
and thus influenced Japanese politics until his health declined in 1985. Tanaka
died in Tokyo on 16 December 1993.
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Despite those who believed that the atomic bomb had rendered conventional
weapons obsolete, tanks—also known as armored fighting vehicles (AFVs)—
saw wide service after World War II. The Soviet Union in particular saw AFVs
as an essential element in forces that would engage the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) on the plains of Central and Eastern Europe.

One lesson learned in World War II was the need for all military compo-
nents in a military force to be as mobile as the tanks. This led to the intro-
duction of armored personnel carriers (APCs) to transport infantry but also
to mount antiaircraft weapons, rockets, and mortars. The Soviets led in this
development. Their Boevaia Mashina Pekhoti (BMP, Combat Infantry Vehi-
cle) series was the first infantry fighting vehicle in the world. Infantry could
now fight from within the vehicle, and some BMPs mounted a powerful gun
and carried antitank missiles, enabling them to provide effective close in-
fantry support. Self-propelled guns also continued in wide use.
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In modern wars, armor, infantry, and artillery work together as a team in
battle. Infantry and armor provide mutual support and protection. Tanks with-
out accompanying infantry are vulnerable to enemy tank-killer weapons,
while infantrymen in turn fall prey to small arms, machine guns, and other
direct-fire weapons. Infantrymen and artillery help to protect the tanks from
the tank killers, and the tanks engage enemy direct-fire weapons and armor.
Offensive tactics envision armor employed en masse, in large formations to
overwhelm an enemy and make deep penetrations.

The Soviet Union planned to utilize its far larger numbers of AFVs offen-
sively. The Soviets thus opted for fast, maneuverable tanks with excellent
firepower. Nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC) protection was a low
priority. The Western powers, assuming that they would be standing on the
defensive against far larger Soviet formations, adopted defensive tactics.
The British gave top priority to firepower, followed closely by protection for
the tank crews as the second priority and then mobility as the third priority.
As a result, the British fielded some of the heaviest tanks of the Cold War era.
The Americans adopted a middle position. Speed and maneuverability held
top priority, followed by firepower second and protection third.

In the late 1950s, the Soviet Union gradually moved away from nuclear
warfare doctrine back to maneuver warfare. By the 1970s, the doctrine of
the deep battle held sway in Soviet military thinking. Soviet armor doctrine
evolved into something akin to that of World War II. Other forces would
open gaps in an enemy front, which would then be exploited by massed
armor formations, up to that point held in reserve. Armor columns would
then drive deep into the enemy rear areas.

American and NATO strategy relied on firepower and slow withdrawal
to inflict maximum punishment on Warsaw Pact attacking forces. This doc-
trine shifted in the 1980s in the AirLand Battle concept combining airpower,
air mobility, and armor in a united offensive strategy in which NATO forces
planned to outmaneuver and outfight the Warsaw Pact armies.

Although the dreaded confrontation between the Warsaw Pact and NATO
forces did not occur, Soviet tanks saw action in the restive satellite states,
helping to quell an uprising in the German Democratic Republic (GDR,
East Germany) in 1953 and to crush the 1956 Hungarian Revolution. The
almost completely bloodless 1968 occupation of Czechoslovakia that ended
the Prague Spring involved some 2,000 Warsaw Pact tanks, the largest deploy-
ment of armor in Europe during the Cold War. Tanks also took part in fight-
ing in the former Yugoslavia at the end of the Cold War.

In Asia, tanks participated in the Chinese Civil War (1946–1949) and
in the Korean War (1950–1953), notable as the first clash between U.S. and
Soviet armor. At the beginning of the conflict, the Korean People’s Army
(KPA, North Korean Army) had a tremendous advantage in military hard-
ware, including some 150 T34/85 medium tanks. The Army of the Republic
of Korea (ROK, South Korea) had no tanks at all. The United States first
deployed M24 Chaffee light tanks, hastily dispatched from Japan. The arrival
in Korea of more powerful M4 Shermans and M26 Pershings, along with the
3.5-inch bazooka antitank rocket, helped turn the tide against the KPA armor.
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Korea’s terrain precluded large tank battles, although each side employed
tanks as mobile pillboxes in dug-in positions for long-range pinpoint sniping
fire against enemy positions.

Tanks also took part in the long Indochina War (1946–1954). They were,
however, largely useless in the interior jungles. The French flew ten M24
Chaffees into Dien Bien Phu and assembled them there to take part in the
most important battle of the war, but they could not prevent the French
defeat.

Tanks participated in the Vietnam War (1957–1975). Army of the Repub-
lic of Vietnam (ARVN, South Vietnamese) Army forces utilized the M24
Chaffee. After American forces entered the fighting in 1965, the United States
deployed some 600 tanks to Vietnam. Although some lighter tanks—such as
the M551 Sheridan and M50A1 Ontos—proved ill-suited for the Vietnam
combat environment, the M48A3 Patton MBT (main battle tank) was widely
employed in search and destroy missions, where it came to be known for its
jungle-busting ability in clearing paths through dense vegetation. Its 90mm
main gun proved an effective bunker buster, and its tracks and great weight
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could survive mines and grind down bunkers. Tanks helped protect convoys,
secure lines of communication (LOCs), and protect bases and also served as
a rapid-reaction force.

Communist AFVs, chiefly the Soviet PT-76 light amphibian tank, were
deployed mostly during the conflict’s last few years and primarily in an offen-
sive role. People’s Army of Vietnam (PAVN, North Vietnamese Army) forces
deployed some 100 T-34 and T-54 Soviet-supplied tanks in their unsuccess-
ful invasion of the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam) in the spring
of 1972 and lost 80 percent of them. In the final 1975 communist offensive,
PAVN armor units with Soviet T-54s and T-55s, now better trained and inte-
grated with infantry and artillery, proved an important element in the swift
conquest of South Vietnam.

Tanks fought in the three wars between India and Pakistan, especially in
1965 and 1971. In the 1965 war, principally around Chamb and Shakargarth,
India and Pakistan each deployed more than 1,000 tanks. In the ensuing heavy
fighting, Pakistan lost some 300 tanks, India perhaps half that number.

Many governments used tanks to keep their own population in check.
No more powerful image of the tank in the Cold War exists than that of
Wang Weilin, the so-called “Tank Man,” placing himself in front of and tem-
porarily halting a line of Chinese NORINCO Type 69/59 MBTs on their way
to crush the June 1989 student protest movement in Beijing’s Tiananmen
Square.

In the Middle East, tanks saw widespread service in Arab-Israeli wars, in
the Iran-Iraq War (1980–1988), and in the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan
(1979–1989). Perhaps no other conflicts of the period captured the world’s
imagination as did the numerous wars in the Middle East,
which saw some of the largest tank battles in history and
proved useful laboratories concerning the design and em-
ployment of armored fighting vehicles. For the most part,
the Soviet Union acted as chief supporter and arms sup-
plier to the Arab states, and the Western powers, particu-
larly the United States and France (at least until after the
1967 War) supported Israel. The fighting in the Middle
East also saw the beginning of a new age in warfare with
the first employment of antitank and antiship missiles.

In its war for independence, Israel initially had only a
small armored force of pre–World War II French Hotchkiss
light tanks, World War II British Cromwells, and U.S.
Shermans, the latter purchased from Italy and the Philip-
pines. These faced the far more numerous tanks of Leb-
anon, Syria, Jordan, Egypt, and Iraq. After 1949, the Israel
Defense Forces (IDF) invested heavily in tanks, and the
Jewish state became one of the most skillful practitioners
of armored warfare in history. In collusion with France and
Britain against Egypt in 1956, Israeli Super Shermans and
French tanks rolled across the Sinai Peninsula in only four
days, defeating a far larger Egyptian force of Shermans,
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Wang Weilin, known as the “Tank Man,” slowing the
progress of tanks on the Avenue of Eternal Peace in
Beijing during the crushing of the Tiananmen Square
uprising, 5 June 1989. (Reuters/Corbis)



British Centurions, and some Soviet JS-3s but also 230 Soviet T-34/85s and a
number of armored personnel carriers and self-propelled guns.

In June 1967, Israel again used its highly mechanized forces to launch a
devastating preemptive strike against Egypt and Syria. Israeli tactics were
similar to those employed by the Germans in their Blitzkrieg of World War II.
Tanks would break through the enemy front and then push forward, closely
followed by mechanized infantry that would engage enemy forces. This
armored thrust was followed by motorized infantry to mop up what remained
of enemy resistance in order to allow the vital supply column to proceed
forward. Rapid Israeli envelopments allowed the numerically inferior Israeli
armored forces to take the heavier Arab tanks from the rear and make short
work of the Arab armies. Israel had some 800 tanks, while Egypt, Saudi Ara-
bia, Jordan, Kuwait, Syria, Lebanon, and Iraq had a combined strength of
perhaps 2,500 tanks. Of 1,200 Egyptian tanks before the war, 820 were lost.
Israeli armor losses amounted to 122 tanks, many of which were repaired and
returned to battle.

In the 1973 Yom Kippur War, the tables were almost turned, thanks to
Israeli complacency and new Egyptian tactics. Israel had invested heavily in
the Bar Lev Line, a static defensive front along the eastern bank of the
Suez Canal, in effect rejecting maneuver tank warfare in which the bulk of
armored forces are held back in mobile reserve. Egyptian troops struck in
force across the Suez Canal, while Syrian troops simultaneously invaded the
Golan Heights. These offensives caught the Israeli defenders completely off
guard. On the Golan Heights, Syria deployed 1,400 tanks including Soviet
T-34s, T-54s, and the latest T-64 model. To break through the thick Israeli
minefields and defenses, the Syrians also utilized specialized armor vehicles
such as flail tanks, bridge-layers, and engineer tanks. At the end of four days
of savage fighting, however, Israeli forces (which included only 177 tanks)
centered on British Centurions defeated the attacking Syrians.

With 1,700 tanks and another 2,500 armored vehicles, the Egyptian force
on the Suez front was even larger. The Egyptians pushed across the canal with
two armies and more than 1,000 tanks. The Egyptians promptly inflicted
heavy losses on the counterattacking Israelis, releasing barrages of shoulder-
fire missiles and in two days destroying 260 Israeli tanks. This success
emboldened Egyptian President Anwar Sadat, who decided on a deeper pen-
etration of the Sinai. But this took Egyptian forces beyond the range of their
surface-to-air (SAM) missile cover. The Egyptian offensive on 14 October
involved more than 2,000 tanks on both sides, making it second in history
only to the World War II Battle of Kursk in numbers of tanks engaged. The
Israelis brought up reinforcements but were still outnumbered two to one in
tanks, a disadvantage offset by superior hardware and training and the involve-
ment of the Israeli Air Force. The Israelis not only stopped the Egyptian
advance but also destroyed some 500 of their tanks.

Israeli forces then crossed over the canal and were in a position to inflict
a resounding defeat on the Egyptians when a cease-fire went into effect.
Israel won the Yom Kippur War but at a high cost, including the loss of 830
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tanks. Many analysts concluded that the Yom Kippur War spelled the end of
the tank era, as small, wire-guided missiles and rocket-propelled grenades
(RPGs) had caused about a third of Israeli armor losses. The conclusion proved
premature.

Israeli tanks, most notably their superb new Merkava MBT, took part in
the invasion of Lebanon in 1982 and destroyed the Syrian 1st Armored Divi-
sion. Although there were no interstate wars involving Israel thereafter, tanks
and other AFVs continued to play a key role in intrastate operations as perhaps
the most visible component of Israeli security operations against the Pales-
tinian uprising.

Despite the proliferation of new antitank weapons and predictions that
the day of the tank was over, when the Cold War came to a close with the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union, AFVs were still very much a part of the world’s
military establishments.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Tanks, often referred to loosely as armor, armored fighting vehicles (AFVs), or
tracks, are tracked and armored fighting vehicles armed with a high-velocity,
flat-trajectory main gun for direct-fire engagement. This distinguishes them
from artillery, which primarily employs indirect fire. Conceived in World War
I as a means of ending the bloody stalemate of trench warfare, tanks were
first employed by the British in September 1916 during the Battle of the
Somme. They came into their own during World War II.

Among tank developments in the Cold War period was the end of the
heavy tank in the 1950s. Technological advances allowed their functions to
be performed by lighter, more maneuverable, and less expensive MBTs
(main battle tanks), combining the old World War II medium and heavy
tanks. Guns increased in caliber from 76mm, 88mm, and 90mm at the end of
World War II to 105mm and even 120mm. Tanks appeared in a bewildering
array of models. Their many variants included bridge-layers, flamethrowers,
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and engineer and tank recovery vehicles. In addition to their main guns,
tanks mounted one or more machine guns for antiaircraft protection and for
engaging personnel and thin-skinned vehicles.

During the Cold War, tanks received improved engines and were capable
of higher speeds. Systems also developed to provide protection for crews
against the new threats posed by nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC)
attack. New sights, night vision equipment, improved laser rangefinders and
thermal imaging systems, and more powerful guns and projectiles also came
into widespread use. In the ongoing race between projectiles and armor,
more effective armor emerged in the form of layers of steel interspersed with
ceramic-based light alloys providing excellent protection against both kinetic
and chemical energy rounds.

United Kingdom. The United Kingdom possessed a number of tanks from
World War II that saw extended postwar service. Among these was the Comet
(A34), with a 77mm main gun. It fought in the Korean War and remained in
service until the early 1960s. The Centurion (A47) remained the principal
British main battle tank of the first decades of the Cold War. The Centurion
Mk VII mounted a 105mm main gun. It was widely exported and saw com-
bat service in Korea, the Middle East, southern Africa, Pakistan, and Vietnam.
It remained in service until 1969. The heavy A22 Churchill Infantry tank,
first mounting a 75mm and later a 95mm main gun, fought in Korea.

The threat posed by Soviet heavy tanks in Europe led the British to
develop the Conqueror heavy tank. Entering service in 1956, it mounted a
120mm gun. A new tank also mounting a 120mm main gun, the Chieftain
Mark V MBT, came on line in 1963. Chieftains were exported to Iran,
Kuwait, Jordan, and Oman. The chief British MBT of the 1980s was the
Challenger, introduced in 1983. It mounted a 120mm rifled gun and per-
formed well in the 1991 Persian Gulf War. Among tanks built specifically for
export were the Vickers Mk I MBT (1964) with a 105mm main gun, sold to
Kuwait and to India; an improved model Vickers Mk III MBT (1973), sold
to Kenya and Nigeria; and the Khalid MBT (1981) with a 120mm gun, sold to
Jordan.

France. In the immediate post–World War II period, France relied ex-
tensively on World War II equipment, on U.S. tanks supplied to the French
Army at the end of the war but also on stocks of captured German tanks, most
notably the Panther. The most successful of French-designed tanks was the
excellent lightweight, air-transportable AMX-13. Introduced in 1952 with
production continuing into the 1980s, it had an automatic loader for its long-
barreled 75mm main gun, later upgraded to 90mm and then 105mm. The
French sold the AMX-13 widely abroad, including to Israel.

Until the mid-1950s, both France and the Federal Republic of Germany
(FRG, West Germany) relied chiefly on the U.S. M47 Patton as their MBT.
These nations and Italy then decided to develop a lighter and more power-
ful MBT for their common use. The Germans produced the Leopard, while
the French developed the AMX-30. It entered production in 1966 and
mounted a powerful 105mm main gun along with a coaxial 20mm cannon. A
large number of AMX-30s were sold abroad, including to Spain.
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West Germany. When the West German government was permitted to
rearm in 1955, it initially employed the U.S. M47 Patton as its MBT. With
the failure of the joint French-German tank project, however, West Ger-
many developed the Leopard. Produced during 1965–1984, it was also built
under license in Italy. Mounting a 105mm gun, the Leopard 1 sacrificed armor
protection for speed and maneuverability. This reliable, effective MBT
attracted a number of foreign purchasers and was exported to a number of
Western nations.

United States. Initially, the United States continued a number of its
World War II tanks in service. The 75mm-gun M24 Chaffee was the main
U.S. light tank until 1953. It was the first U.S. tank to enter the Korean War
and saw wide service abroad in other armies during the entire duration of the
Cold War. France employed it in Indochina, and Republic of China (ROC,
Taiwan) modified its M24s with a 90mm main gun.

The M41 Walker Bulldog replaced the Chaffee. One of the first U.S.
tanks to be designed around a suitable engine, rather than designing the
tank first and then trying to find an engine to suit, it mounted a 76mm main
gun. Widely exported, it saw extensive and long service in many armies.

In the 1960s the U.S. Army tried to counter the growing weight of tanks
with the M551 Armored Reconnaissance/Airborne Assault Vehicle (AR/AAV)
Sheridan, a lightweight, air-transportable armored vehicle with a heavy gun
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A British Challenger main battle tank moves into a base camp with other Allied armor during Operation DESERT STORM,
28 February 1991. (U.S. Department of Defense)



capable of knocking out any known tank. It mounted a 152mm gun, de-
signed to fire the Shillelagh HEAT missile or combustible cartridge case con-
ventional projectiles. The M551, although strictly speaking not a tank, was
nonetheless used as one but had only limited armor protection. The Sheri-
dan experienced numerous problems and did not enter service until 1968.
It served in Vietnam but was poorly protected against enemy mines. The
Sheridan remained in service with the 82nd Airborne Division into the 1990s
and saw service both in Panama in 1989 and in the Persian Gulf War.

Sherman M4A3 and M4A3E8 medium tanks, the mainstay of U.S.
armored forces at the end of World War II, fought with the United Nations
Command (UNC) forces in Korea. There were many models and variants of
the basic design, including dozers, 105mm howitzers, rocket launchers, tank
retrievers, and flamethrowers. A great many Shermans were exported to other
countries after World War II. Israeli Shermans, which were kept in operation
for decades from a wide variety of sources, were also armed with an equally
wide panoply of weapons, including antiradiation missiles. The French up-
graded a number of Israeli Shermans with 75mm and 105mm main guns.
Known as M50 and M51 Super Shermans, these fought modified M4 Egypt-
ian Army Shermans in the 1973 Yom Kippur War.

The M26 Pershing tank, which entered service only in the last few
months of the war in Europe, fought in Korea. Pending introduction of a new
medium tank, World War II M26 Pershings were converted into the M46
medium with a new V-12 engine and cross-drive transmission. The M46 was
unofficially known as the Patton, the name later officially bestowed on the
M47. The M46 and the M26 bore the brunt of armor combat in Korea. The
M46 had many of the same basic characteristics of the M26 and mounted a
90mm main gun.

The Korean War caught the U.S. Army in the midst of developing a new
medium tank. The T42 design was not ready, but its turret and new gun
were. As a stopgap measure, these were then adapted to the M46 hull, in
effect the old World War II M26 with a new engine and other upgrades. This
marriage of convenience became the M47 Patton. Mounting a 90mm gun,
it entered service in 1952 and proved a successful design. Although it did not
serve in the Korean War, it saw extensive service life in other armies, includ-
ing in West Germany, France, Iran, Pakistan, the Republic of Korea (ROK,
South Korea), and Yugoslavia.

The M48 Patton II MBT was rushed into service as a consequence of
the Korean War and Soviet pressure on Berlin. Entering service in 1952, it was
a brand-new design with new hull, turret, tracks, suspension, and transmis-
sion. The M48 was one of the most important of post–World War II tanks.
Although it saw considerable service during the Vietnam War, this was rarely
against communist armor. In Middle Eastern fighting with the Israeli Army,
the M48 achieved an enviable record against its Soviet counterparts. It too
was widely exported.

The M60 was essentially a refinement of the M48 begun in the late 1950s.
Later, a number of M48s were rebuilt as M48A5s, essentially M60s, making
the two virtually indistinguishable. The first M60 prototypes appeared in
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1958. The M60 entered production in 1959 and service in 1960. It mounted
the new British L7A1 105mm (4.1-inch) gun (known in the U.S. as the M68).
The M60 also had a new fire-control system. The new tank weighed nearly
116,000 pounds and had a four-man crew. Its 750hp engine produced a max-
imum tank speed of 30 miles per hour. Armament consisted of the 105mm
gun and two machine guns. Variants included the M60A1, with a new turret;
the M60A2, which had a new turret with the 152mm gun/launcher devel-
oped for the M551 Sheridan; and the M60A3, which returned to the 105mm
gun but with a thermal barrel jacket, a new fire-control computer with laser
rangefinder, infrared searchlight, and night vision equipment. Most M60A1s
were later modified to M60A3s.

The M60 was first supplied to U.S. Army units in Germany. Although
no longer in U.S. active military service, the M60 was the principal U.S. main
battle tank for twenty years, until the introduction of the M1 Abrams. The
M60 saw combat in the Arab-Israeli wars and in the Persian Gulf War, when
it served with the U.S. Marine Corps and the Saudi Arabian Army. A number
of M60s remain in reserve and in the armed forces of many nations.
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An M-46 Patton tows another tank during the Korean War. The United Nations Command (UNC) often employed its
tanks in long-range, pinpoint fire against communist positions. (National Archives and Records Administration)



The M60’s replacement, the M1A1 and M1A2 Abrams, is today probably
the top main battle tank in the world. It began during a search by West Ger-
many and the United States for a new MBT that could defeat the vast num-
ber of tanks that the Soviets might field in an invasion of Central Europe.
The first production model M1 came off the assembly line in 1980. The
M1 was a revolutionary design and also a sharp departure from previous U.S.
tanks. The M1 was more angular, with flat-plate composite Chobham-type
armor and with armor boxes that could be opened so that the armor could be
changed according to the threat.

After initial M1 production had begun, the army decided to arm the
M1 not with a 105mm but with a German-designed 120mm smoothbore gun.
It was first available in 1984, and the first M1A1 with this new armament was
delivered in 1985. The M1A1HA introduced new steel-encased, virtually
impenetrable, depleted-uranium armor. Kuwait and Saudi Arabia bought the
Abrams. Egypt produced more than 500 under a coproduction arrangement.

Soviet Union. The Soviet Union ended World War II with a large inven-
tory of AFVs. Their excellent T-34/85 remained in production until the late
1940s. In 1947 the Soviets introduced an upgraded model, the T-34/85 II, that
remained the principal Soviet MBT into the 1950s. Produced under license
in both Poland and Czechoslovakia in the 1950s, it was widely exported, and
production did not cease until 1964.

The T-34/85 II saw extensive service in the Korean War with the Korean
People’s Army (KPA, North Korean Army). It also fought in the successive
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A U.S. M-1 Abrams tank assigned to the 3rd Infantry Division, participating in a training exercise, 1 September 1982.
(U.S. Department of Defense)



Middle East wars and in Africa, and it saw combat as recently as the Yugoslav
wars of the 1990s.

As noted, the Soviets led in the post–World War II development of
armored personnel carriers (APCs) and modified them to carry a variety of
weapons. These were gradually replaced by the Bronirovanniy Transportnaya
Rozposnania (BTR, armored wheeled transporter) series of eight-wheeled
APCs through missile-armed Boevaya Razvedyvatnaya Descent Mashina
(BRDM, airborne combat reconnaissance vehicle) scout cars and the BMP
series of personnel carriers. The BMPs mounted a large gun capable of pro-
viding effective support to dismounted infantry. They also carried antitank
missiles and were constructed so as to allow infantry to fight from inside the
vehicle, which distinguished this infantry fighting vehicle (IFV) from the
less-capable APCs.

Along these lines the Soviets developed the PT-76 light tank, which had
no equivalent in the West. As large as an MBT, the PT-76 was, however,
thinly armored and was developed chiefly to lead amphibious assaults and
conduct reconnaissance. Easily identifiable by its pointed nose and low, round
turret with sloped sides and flat roof, the PT-76 was an amphibian without
any preparation. Movement through water was accomplished by means of
water jets from the rear of the hull. Mounting a 76.2mm main gun, the PT-76
entered service in 1955 and continued in Soviet service until 1967. It saw
wide service in the armies of Soviet bloc countries but also was widely
exported to Africa, the Middle East, Asia, and Latin America. It fought in the
Vietnam War, in the 1965 India-Pakistan War, and in conflicts in Africa. It
continued in wide service well past the Cold War.

The IS-3 (Josef Stalin-3) remained the principal Soviet heavy tank im-
mediately after World War II. The first postwar Soviet MBT, introduced in
1948, was the formidable T-54, itself a refinement of the T-44, the short-lived
redesign of the T-34/85 at the end of World War II. It mounted a 100mm
main gun.

The T-55, a follow-on T-54, appeared in 1958. Among many improve-
ments was a more powerful engine. The T-54/T-55 had a long service life.
Production continued until 1981, with a phenomenal 95,000 tanks manufac-
tured, more than any other tank in history. Both the Chinese and Romanians
produced copies. Even at the end of the Cold War, T-54/T-55s constituted
some 38 percent of Soviet tank strength and as much as 86 percent of non-
Soviet Warsaw Pact armor. Reliable and relatively inexpensive, the T-54/T-55
was exported to more than thirty-five other nations. The T-54/T-55s had a
mixed combat record. While sufficient to crush the 1956 Hungarian Revolu-
tion, they were not successful against Western-supplied Israeli armor in the
1967 Six-Day War or Coalition tanks in the 1991 Persian Gulf War.

In 1953 the Soviets introduced their last heavy tank, the T-10 Lenin. It
was basically an enlarged IS with a 122mm main gun. Expensive to build,
heavy, and difficult to maintain, the T-10 was phased out in the mid-1960s in
favor of the T-62, but it nonetheless equipped a number of Warsaw Pact
armies and was exported to both Egypt and Syria.
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The successor tank to the T-54/T-55 was the follow-on T-62 of 1961,
which remained in first-line Soviet service for two decades. Similar in layout
and appearance to the T-55, the T-62 introduced a number of improve-
ments. It also mounted the new, larger 115mm smoothbore main gun, the first
smoothbore tank gun in the world. Its gun enabled the T-62 to fire armor-
piercing, fin-stabilized discarding sabot rounds that could destroy any tank
at ranges of under 1,500 meters. Nonetheless, the gun could only fire four
rounds a minute, and its automatic spent-case ejection system was a danger
to the crew.

The Soviets built some 20,000 T-62s, and it was the principal Soviet
MBT of the 1960s and much of the 1970s. It constituted 24 percent of So-
viet tank strength at the end of the Cold War. T-62s were also built in large
numbers by the People’s Republic of China (PRC), Czechoslovakia, and the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea). The T-62 had
a checkered combat record. Many were exported to the Middle East, where
they proved vulnerable to hostile fire.

While the T-62 was simply an improvement of the T-55, the next Soviet
MBT, the T-64, was a new design and a significant advance in firepower,
armor protection, and speed. It entered production in 1966 and was designed
to replace both the T-54/T-55 series and the T-62. Initially it was armed with
a 115mm gun, but Soviet designers decided that the tank was undergunned
against the U.S. M60A1, so they upgraded the definitive version T-62A to a
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A Soviet T-55 main battle tank, 29 September 1989. (U.S. Department of Defense)



more powerful 125mm smoothbore. The T-62B version could fire the 4,000-
meter-range Songster antitank guided missile. The new tank experienced
numerous reliability problems and was never exported.

The T-72 of 1971 proved to be both more reliable and far cheaper to pro-
duce. Similar in appearance to the T-64, it utilized the same gun, suspension,
and track. Although its enormous 125mm smoothbore main gun allows the
T-72 to fire projectiles with great destructive capability, ammunition flaws
mean that the gun has a reputation for inaccuracy beyond about 1,500 meters.
The gun is stabilized, allowing it to fire on the move, but is only truly effec-
tive at short ranges, and most crews halt the tank before firing. This put the
T-72 at an enormous disadvantage against Western tanks with far superior gun-
stabilization systems.

A large number of T-72 variants have appeared, offering an improved
diesel engine, improved armor, and better sights. The T-72 currently equips
not only the Russian Army and the armies of the former Warsaw Pact states
but is also widely employed in the Middle East and Africa. It has been pro-
duced under license in Czechoslovakia, India, Iran, Iraq, Poland, and the for-
mer Yugoslavia. It is in fact the world’s most widely deployed tank. Despite
its many sales, the T-72 has not fared well in battle.

Both Iran and Iraq employed T-72s during their eight-year war in the
1980s, but there is little information about their effectiveness. Iraq counted
some 1,000 T-72s in its inventory during the Persian Gulf War, but they were
easily defeated by the U.S. M1A1 Abrams, which was able to take on the
T-72 and destroy it at twice the effective range of the T-72’s main gun. No
M1A1s were destroyed by Iraqi tank fire. Despite these failings, it should be
remembered that the T-72 was not designed to defeat Western armor—that
was to be left to the T-64 and T-80. Rather, it was intended as a relatively
inexpensive MBT that would be reliable and easy to maintain and could be
widely exported. It met these criteria well.

The T-80 was the MBT designed to take on and destroy U.S. and other
Western tanks. The last Soviet Union MBT, it appeared in prototype in 1976
but did not enter production until 1980. It was basically the follow-on to the
T-64 with the flaws corrected, including a new engine and suspension sys-
tem. It is armed with the 125mm smoothbore gun and two machine guns
and is protected by composite explosive-reactive armor. The T-80 continues
in production in both Russia and Ukraine. It has gone through upgrades and
has been sold to China, Pakistan, and South Korea.

Israel. Tanks were essential weapons on the relatively flat and open ter-
rain of the Middle East. The first Israeli armored vehicles were a hodgepodge
of converted trucks and buses. In the 1948–1949 War for Independence,
Israel had few tanks available. The United States provided a number of
World War II-vintage M4 Shermans, and the Israelis also secured surplus
Shermans from other armies. These saw long service, undergoing a bewil-
dering succession of upgrades, including heavier guns, improved engines,
and modified turrets. Once they had reached the limit of possible improve-
ments, a number were turned into self-propelled guns. Indeed, improvisa-
tion became a hallmark of the Israeli military. The British Centurion, one of
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the world’s most successful tank designs, underwent upgrades in Israel begin-
ning in 1967 to improve its range but also to improve crew protection, in
which Israel probably led the world.

France also supplied AMX-13 light tanks (until France cut off arms ship-
ments to Israel in 1967). Other tanks in the Israel Defense Forces (IDF)
included the British Centurion and the U.S. M47 and M60 MBTs.

Remodeled M60s are designated the Magach 6, 7, and 8. The Magach 7s
and 8s fitted with a 120mm smoothbore gun are known as the Sabra. Israel
offered this tank to Turkey and also converted a number of Turkish M60s to
Sabras.

In their wars, the Israelis captured large numbers of Soviet T-54 and T-55
tanks from the Arab armies. These were modified and added to the Israelis’
inventory. Improvements included a new 105mm rifled gun, improved armor,
and new fire-control systems.

In the 1970s, Israel began development of its own tank. Known as the
Merkava, it entered service in 1978. Built on lessons learned in previous wars,
the primary concerns in its design were firepower and armor protection. The
Merkava underwent continued upgrades, with the Mk 2 appearing in 1983
and Mk 3 in 1990. One of the world’s most powerful tanks, it also affords per-
haps the best crew protection. The Mk 1 mounts a 105mm gun and also has
a 60mm mortar in the turret roof. The Mk 2 has the same armament but
improved armor and a new fire-control system. These two models were super-
seded by the Mk 3, introduced in 1990.

Tanks are expensive and difficult to design and manufacture, and the
Arab states lacked such capability. Egypt manufactured tanks under license
and produced an excellent APC. Saudi Arabia has also produced light armored
vehicles. But for the most part, the Arab states have chosen to rely on foreign-
manufactured AFVs.

Iran. Iran was forced, both because of its isolation from much of the
world as a result of its Islamic fundamentalist government and a long war with
neighboring Iraq, to manufacture its own tanks. One of its projects was to
upgrade Soviet T-54 and T-55 tanks captured during the long Iran-Iraq War.
Known as the T-72Z Safir-74, this tank incorporates a 105mm rifled gun. The
Zulfiqar MBT, however, combines components of the U.S. M48 and M60
and Russian T-72 tanks. The Iranians also produce their own APCs.

India and Pakistan. Aside from the Middle East, the largest Cold War–
era tank battles occurred on the Indian subcontinent. Originally, both armies
were equipped with World War II-vintage U.S. M4 Shermans. India secured
from France the AMX-13 light tank and from Britain the Centurion MBT.
Pakistan acquired the U.S. M24 Chaffee light tanks and the M48 MBT.
These AFVs were the principal tanks of the first war fought between India
and Pakistan in 1965. In their 1971 war, Pakistan also deployed Type 59
tanks from China, and India used T-55 tanks from the Soviet Union.

Following the 1971 war, India took steps to develop its own MBT. Be-
ginning in 1974, India began design work on the Arjun. While the Arjun was
undergoing development, India proceeded with local production of a Vickers
MBT design, the Vijayanta (Victory) and the Soviet T-72. As the arms race
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on the Indian subcontinent intensified, Pakistan developed the MBT-2000
Al Khalid beginning in 1988.

China. China produced no tanks of its own during World War II or the
civil war that followed. After the communist victory in 1949, China acquired
a number of T-54s, and China simply copied these for its first tank, the T-59.
Developed by NORINCO (China North Industries Corporation) in 1959,
the T-59, a virtual copy of the Soviet T-54 with modifications, mounted a
100mm smoothbore gun. In the early 1980s a Type II appeared with the
substitution of a 105mm rifled main gun. China exported the Type 59 widely.
It remains in service in China and in many countries of the Middle East,
Southeast Asia, and Africa. Western companies have since upgraded a num-
ber of these tanks.

The first Chinese indigenous AFV was the Type 62 light tank of 1962. In
essence a reduced version of the T-59, it mounted an 85mm main gun. Most
remain in service. The T-62 was exported to Albania as well as to Africa and
other Asian states, with Vietnam the principal recipient.

Chinese armor doctrine copied that of the Soviet Union in placing re-
liance on large numbers of light amphibious tanks. The Chinese Type 63
light tank improved on the Soviet PT-76 but mounted the same 85mm main
gun armament.

The next Chinese MBT design was the NORINCO Type 69. Believed
to have appeared first in 1969, it was first seen in public in a parade in 1982.
The Type 69 MBT employed the same basic design of the Type 59 but soon
received the more accurate 100mm rifled gun. The subsequent Type 79 was
virtually a Type 69 but with the 105mm gun. A number of Type 69 tanks
were exported to Iran and Iraq. Completely outclassed by the U.S. M1A1
Abrams and British Challenger MBTs, a large number of Iraqi Type 69s were
destroyed in the 1991 Persian Gulf War.

The NORINCO Type 80 introduced many improvements. Much of
the world first saw the Type 69, believed to have entered production in 1985,
in scenes of Chinese tanks crushing the prodemocracy student movement
in Tiananmen Square, Beijing, in 1989. It incorporated a 105mm gun that
could fire both Chinese and Western ammunition and an improved fire-
control system.

Japan. As with West Germany, Japan rearmed only as a consequence of
the Cold War. Japan did not produce a post–World War II tank until 1962. Its
Type 61 MBT for the Japanese Ground Self-Defense Force (GDF) closely
followed the U.S. M48 Patton, mounting a 90mm main gun. Its successor,
the Type 74 MBT with 105mm gun, entered service in 1975.
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Finnish politician, Social Democratic Party (SDP) leader, and prime minis-
ter (1926–1927). Born in Helsinki on 12 March 1881, Väinö Tanner was the
son of a railway worker. After his secondary education in Helsinki in 1900,
he completed a year of business school in 1901, then worked for corporations
in Hamburg, Turku, and Viborg before entering law school at the University
of Helsinki. Graduating in 1911, he then practiced law until 1915 while play-
ing a leading role in the cooperative movement. In 1918, he became chair-
man of the Finnish Social-Democratic Party. He struggled to defend Finnish
freedom and democracy first against the threats posed by the right wing in
Finland and then from the Soviet Union during and after World War II.

Tanner was instrumental in concluding the 1920 Tartu Treaty and the
1940 Moscow Treaty, both of which eased Finland’s relationship with the
Soviet Union. He transformed the SDP into a party that offered a Scandina-
vian brand of socialism. His pragmatic leadership helped heal the wounds of
the civil war following World War I, and he led his party to power in 1926 and
again in 1937. He served as premier of Finland from December 1926 to De-
cember 1927.

When the Winter War with the Soviet Union began in November 1939,
as foreign minister Tanner championed his government’s resistance to Soviet
demands. A cabinet minister throughout World War II, he helped rally the
Finnish working class behind the war effort.

Following World War II, Moscow considered Tanner its greatest neme-
sis. On Soviet insistence, in 1946 a Finnish court sentenced him to five and
a half years of imprisonment under the vague charge of “war responsibility.”
Pardoned in 1949, he made an energetic political comeback and was reelected
chairman of his party in 1957. Suspicious of Tanner’s attempts to oust Urho
Kekkonen from the presidency, in October 1961 Soviet leader Nikita Khrush-
chev staged the so-called Note Crisis in which he demanded that Finland
reaffirm its neutrality. This secured the reelection of the incumbent president
after his quick moves to placate the Soviets.

In 1963 Tanner retired from the chairmanship of the SDP. He died in
Helsinki on 19 April 1966.
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East African nation. Tanzania covers 364,898 square miles and is bordered by
Uganda and Kenya to the north; Burundi, Rwanda, and Congo to the west;
Mozambique, Zambia, and Malawi to the south; and the Indian Ocean to the
east. A former German protectorate, subsequently under British adminis-
tration after World War I, Tanzania achieved its current form in 1964, after
Zanzibar and Tanganyika joined. Because the nation was a conglomeration
that did not exist in 1945, there is no population data from that year. Tanza-
nia’s population was 12.3 million people in 1967, the first year of an official
census.

In accordance with the 1885 Berlin Conference, a territory coinciding
roughly with modern Tanzania was declared a German protectorate, while
Zanzibar and Pemba became British protectorates. As a result of World War I,
German East Africa, named Tanganyika in 1920, was placed under a League
of Nations mandate, with Great Britain as the administering power. In 1922
the Tanganyika Civil Service Association (TCSA) was founded, and in
1929 the Tanganyika African Association (TAA) was created. In 1954, these
groups merged into the singular Tanganyika African National Union (TANU),
under the leadership of Julius Nyerere.

Since 1954, when TANU was allowed to function as a political organiza-
tion, Nyerere’s leadership turned it into the main political force in the coun-
try. From 1955 on, it also gained the support of the Tanganyika Federation
of Labor (TFL), established by Rashidi Kawawa. Worried that TANU would
agitate for independence, the British attempted to counterbalance the grow-
ing power of the organization by backing the Tanganyika United Party
(TUP). Nevertheless, in the 1959–1960 general elections, TANU emerged
as the winning political party, and Nyerere became chief minister and then
prime minister when Tanganyika became independent in 1961. Kawawa be-
came prime minister in 1962, and Nyerere went on to become president of
the new republic.

Neighboring Zanzibar, after becoming a sultanate in 1963, witnessed
the triumph of the Afro-Shirazi Party (ASP) under Abeid Karume, an ally of
TANU, over the minority coalition that had been formed by the Zanzibar
Nationalist Party (ZNP) and the Zanzibar and Pemba People’s Party (ZPPP).
In 1964, Tanganyika and Zanzibar formed a union, with the new political
entity named Tanzania. Karume became vice president under Nyerere.
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Tanzania adopted a new constitution in 1965. Nyerere remained president
of the now one-party state and held power until 1985. Over two decades, he
oriented the country toward socialism, with the aim of self-reliance. He tried
to achieve this through the exploitation of native agriculture, concentrating
the means of production in the hands of workers; state control of industry,
inculcating the spirit of Ujamaa (brotherhood) that opposed human exploita-
tion; and the redistribution of income. He also eschewed foreign aid, arguing
that it brought with it binding, long-term commitments. His socialist policies
took written form in the 1967 Arusha Declaration.

In 1972, Kawawa was reappointed prime minister, and Karume was
assassinated. Karume’s successor, Aboud Jumbe, extended the powers of
the ASP, and in 1979 the Supreme Revolutionary Council of Zanzibar adopted
a separate constitution. In February 1977, TANU and ASP merged to form
the Chama Cha Mapinduzi (CCM, Revolutionary Party) with Nyerere as
chairman.

Deteriorating economic conditions saw half the members of the National
Assembly lose their seats in the 1980 elections. In 1984, the presidential
term was reduced to two years, giving more power to the National Assembly.
The next year, Nyerere was forced to retire amid a serious economic crisis.

2020 Tanzania

Communist-trained Zanzibar soldiers march in review past Tanzanian President Julius Nyerere (left) and Vice President
Abeid Karume during ceremonies celebrating the fourth anniversary of the union of Zanzibar and Tanganyika, 12 January
1968. (Bettmann/Corbis)



Nyerere staged something of a comeback, however, and was reelected
chairman of the CCM for a five-year term in October 1987. In 1990, Nyerere’s
CCM initiated a broad campaign against government corruption. The issue
of democracy, which had been raised several times since he left office, was
raised once more in December 1991, when a presidential commission rec-
ommended the establishment of a pluralistic political system. Finally, in
1995, multiparty legislative elections were held, and a democratically elected
parliament came into being.

Abel Polese
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U.S. Army general, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), ambassador,
and presidential consultant. Born in Keytesville, Missouri, on 26 August 1901,
Maxwell Taylor graduated from the U.S. Military Academy, West Point, in
1922 and was commissioned in the engineers. In 1926 he transferred to the
field artillery. A talented linguist, he taught French and Spanish for five years
at West Point before graduating from the Command and General Staff Col-
lege, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, in 1935. He then was an assistant military
attaché in Japan.

Taylor graduated from the Army War College in 1940 and served on the
staff of Army Chief of Staff General George C. Marshall and was promoted
to lieutenant colonel. In July 1942, Taylor became chief of staff of the 82nd
Airborne Division as a colonel. In December he was advanced to brigadier
general and assumed command of the divisional artillery. He fought in Sicily
and, in September 1943, carried out a mission behind enemy lines to Rome,
determining that a planned airborne drop there was not feasible.

In March 1944, Taylor assumed command of the 101st Airborne Divi-
sion. Promoted to major general in March 1944, he participated with his
division in the Normandy invasion and then in Operation MARKET-GARDEN,
the failed attempt to seize a crossing over the Rhine at Arnhem, in which he
was wounded. He was in Washington when the Battle of the Ardennes (also
known as the Battle of the Bulge) began on 16 December 1945 but rejoined
his division on 25 December and fought with it in the remainder of that battle
and in the Ruhr.
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In September 1945, Taylor became superintendent of
West Point and initiated a number of curriculum changes.
Between 1949 and 1951 he headed the Berlin Command.
In 1951 he was promoted to lieutenant general and became
deputy chief of staff for Operations and Training. In Feb-
ruary 1953 he assumed command of the Eighth Army in
Korea as a full general. He was then commanding general
of the Army Forces Far East in 1954 and commander in
chief of the Far East Command in 1955.

Taylor served as army chief of staff during 1955–1959.
His views differed sharply from President Dwight D.
Eisenhower’s strategy of massive retaliation. Taylor urged
greater emphasis on conventional forces and the ability to
fight limited wars, which later became known as flexible
response. Retiring in 1959, he expressed his views pub-
licly in his book The Uncertain Trumpet, which caught the
attention of John F. Kennedy.

President Kennedy brought Taylor from retirement to
serve as his military advisor during 1961–1962. Taylor advo-
cated the dispatch of 8,000 U.S. ground combat troops to
the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam). Kennedy
then appointed Taylor chairman of the JCS, a post he held
during 1962–1964. Named by President Lyndon Johnson
as ambassador to South Vietnam (1964–1965), Taylor
urged escalation of the war through bombing of the Demo-
cratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) as a
means to bring North Vietnam to the negotiating table.
For the remainder of his life, he defended U.S. policies in
Vietnam and blamed America’s defeat there on the media.

He was president of the Institute for Defense Analysis during 1966–1969 and
president of the Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board during 1965–1970.
Taylor died in Washington, D.C., on 19 April 1987.

Spencer C. Tucker
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U.S. Army General Maxwell D. Taylor was one of Amer-
ica’s most distinguished military leaders. During the Cold
War, he was sharply critical of U.S. reliance on nuclear
weapons at the expense of conventional forces and advo-
cated flexible response for fighting limited wars. (Harry S.
Truman Library)
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U.S. atomic scientist, known as the father of the hydrogen bomb. Born in
Budapest, Hungary, on 15 January 1908 to a Jewish family, Edward Teller
received his doctorate in theoretical physics from the University of Leipzig
in 1930. He immigrated to the United States in 1935. During World War II
he worked at Los Alamos, New Mexico, on the Manhattan Project, which
produced the world’s first atomic bomb in 1945. After the Soviets tested their
first atomic weapon in August 1949, Teller strongly pushed for a hydrogen
bomb program, which President Harry S. Truman authorized in January
1950.

Teller’s advocacy of the hydrogen bomb alienated him
from many other nuclear scientists, who did not see the
need for such a weapon and worried that production of one
would lead inexorably to a nuclear arms race. In late 1950
Teller left Los Alamos for the Lawrence Livermore Labo-
ratory in California when he was not selected to head the
hydrogen bomb project. He served as associate director of
the laboratory during 1953–1958 and director during 1958–
1960. While he was director, the lab worked on the nuclear
warhead for the U.S. Navy’s new Polaris missile.

In 1954, the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) denied
Robert Oppenheimer, head scientist on the Manhattan
Project, a renewal of his government security clearance.
Teller had testified at AEC hearings against Oppenheimer,
furthering the rift between himself and much of the scien-
tific community. Undeterred by this, Teller spent his life
devoted to scientific advancement and was an advocate
of strong national defenses. During the 1980s, he ardently
supported President Ronald Reagan’s Strategic Defense
Initiative. Teller was awarded the Presidential Medal of
Freedom in July 2003. He died in Stanford, California, on
9 September 2003.

Valerie Adams

See also
Hydrogen Bomb; Missiles, Polaris; Nuclear Arms Race; Oppen-

heimer, Robert

References
Goodchild, Peter. Edward Teller: The Real Dr. Strangelove. Cam-

bridge: Harvard University Press, 2004.

Teller, Edward 2023

Teller, Edward
(1908–2003)

Edward Teller was a nuclear physicist who worked with
J. Robert Oppenheimer on the Manhattan Project, help-
ing to create the world’s first atomic bomb in 1945. After
the war, Teller was instrumental in the development of
the hydrogen bomb for the United States. (Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory)



Herken, Gregg. Brotherhood of the Bomb: The Tangled Lives and Loyalties of Robert
Oppenheimer, Ernest Lawrence, and Edward Teller. New York: Holt, 2002.

Rhodes, Richard. Dark Sun: The Making of the Hydrogen Bomb. New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1995.

Teller, Edward, and Judith Shoolery. Memoirs: A Twentieth Century Journey in Science
and Politics. New York: Perseus, 2001.

British field marshal. Born in Colchester on 11 September 1898, Gerald Walter
Robert Templer was educated at Wellington College and Sandhurst Military
Academy in 1916, when he was commissioned in the Royal Irish Fusiliers.
He then saw combat service in France. Between the world wars he served
in both the Middle East and England and graduated from the Staff College
in 1929. At the outbreak of World War II, he was assigned to the intelligence
section in the War Office. In November 1940 he was appointed to command
a brigade, and in April 1941 he took command of the 47th Division as a tem-
porary major general. In September 1942 he commanded II Corps, part of
the British home defense, becoming the youngest lieutenant general in the
army. However, ten months later he requested command of a field division
and reverted to major general. In October 1943 he was assigned command of
the 56th Division in Italy, which he led at Volturno River, Monte Camino,
and Anzio. He was sent home the following August to recuperate after being
wounded when his vehicle hit a mine.

In 1945 Templer was named director of civil affairs/military government
in the British occupation zone in Germany. The following year he returned
to the War Office, where he served successively as director of Military Intel-
ligence and vice chief of the Imperial General Staff. He was promoted to
lieutenant general in April 1948 and to general in June 1950. In 1952, fol-
lowing two years as chief of the Eastern Command, he was personally cho-
sen by Prime Minister Winston Churchill to become high commissioner in
Malaya, then in the midst of the Malayan Emergency.

To restore order in Malaya, Templer selectively built on his predecessors’
initiatives while insisting on strict discipline and implementation of reforms,
most notably in the police, intelligence, and information services. This ap-
proach was closely associated with what became known as the hearts and
minds philosophy of counterinsurgency. By the time of his departure in 1954,
the insurgents had essentially been defeated. He subsequently served as chief
of the Imperial General Staff from 1955 to 1958 and was promoted to field
marshal in November 1956. Templer died in London on 25 October 1979.
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World War II and the attendant postwar settlements produced major terri-
torial changes. In Europe, Germany was divided into four occupation zones,
as was the capital city of Berlin. In a few years, these gave way to the Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) and the German Democratic
Republic (GDR, East Germany). Germany was not reconstituted as a whole
nation until 1990 and the end of the Cold War.

Germany lost all territory that it had taken during the war. France
secured the small border areas of Tenda and Briga. France also temporarily
secured control of the coal-rich Saar region. Paris sacrificed efforts to secure
the Saar permanently in return for a rapprochement with Bonn. Following a
plebiscite in November 1955 in which Saarlanders voted two to one to reject
internationalization, the Saar joined West Germany in 1957.
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East Germans drive through Checkpoint Charlie in Berlin as they take advantage of relaxed travel restrictions to visit the
Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany), November 1989. (U.S. Department of Defense)



Poland’s postwar borders had been the topic of much rancor and debate
in the wartime meetings of Allied leaders at Tehran (November–December
1943) and Yalta (February 1945). Germany lost all of former East Prussia to
the Soviets and Poles. The Soviet Union annexed Königsberg (renamed
Kaliningrad), Memel (now Klaipeda), and northern East Prussia, with the
remainder of the province going to Poland. West of the former Polish corri-
dor, Germany was forced to cede to Poland all German territory up to the
Oder and Neisse Rivers as well as the city of Stettin east of the Oder. The
Western powers agreed to only a temporary administration of this territory,
pending a formal German peace treaty. Nonetheless, the arrangement be-
came permanent and was formally recognized as such in the signing of a peace
treaty with Germany in 1991.

Territory taken from Germany and given to Poland was to compensate
that country for the loss of much of its eastern territory to the Soviet Union.
The Western powers had agreed at Yalta that the Soviet western frontier
should be the old Curzon Line, set as the boundary between Poland and
Russia by a commission of the Western powers in 1919. The settlement of
Poland’s postwar frontiers thus moved Poland west, but it also eliminated
the old Polish corridor and the territorial division of Germany that had been
the stated cause of the German invasion of Poland in 1939, marking the
beginning of World War II in Europe.

Without treaty or agreement by the Western powers, the Soviet Union
also annexed the Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania (which had
been extended eastward in 1939 to include Vilnius). The Soviets had forcibly
annexed these three states in 1940. Finland was forced to cede to the So-
viet Union the Karelian Isthmus and the Arctic seaport of Petsamo (now
Pechenga). This latter gave the Soviet Union a frontier with Norway. The
Soviet Union also secured from Finland a fifty-year lease on a naval base at
Porkkala.

The Allies agreed in 1943 that Czechoslovakia, declared a belligerent state
on the Allied side, was to be returned to its pre-1938 Munich Agreement
frontiers, but in November 1944, with the Red Army in occupation, a self-
proclaimed council met in sub–Carpathian Rus’ (which the Paris Peace Con-
ference had awarded to the new state of Czechoslovakia in 1919 in order to
provide a land link with Romania) and declared its desire to be reunited with
the “Soviet Ukrainian motherland.” This “voluntary” action was confirmed by
a bilateral treaty between the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia in June 1945.

In east-central Europe, the victorious powers rejected Hungary’s claims
to retain control of Transylvania. That area was returned to Romania, and
Hungary shrunk back to its 1919 Treaty of Trianon borders, with the excep-
tion of a small bit of land south of the Danube near Bratislava, which went to
Czechoslovakia.

Romania recovered its prewar western boundary, with the return of Tran-
sylvania. In the 1947 Treaty of Paris, however, it was forced to yield to the
Soviet Union both Bessarabia and northern Bukovina. Romania was also com-
pelled to recognize the loss in 1940 to Bulgaria of the southern Dobrudja,
including the Danubian port of Silistra.
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Italy’s frontiers were also redrawn. In addition to losing some small ter-
ritory to France, the 1947 treaty recognized the Yugoslavian acquisition of all
former Italian land east of the Adriatic Sea. This included the Dalmatian city
of Zadar (Zara) and the Adriatic islands of Cres (Cherso), Loshinj (Lusino),
and Lastovo (Lagosta) as well as the long-contested city of Rijeka (Fiume)
and, to the north, western Slovenia and part of Istria. The chiefly Italian city
of Trieste was initially declared a free territory and was administered by
Anglo-American forces. Trieste was finally incorporated into Italy in 1954.
The 1947 treaty also awarded Italy’s Dodecanese Islands to Greece, and Italy
lost sovereignty over its North African colonies of Libya, Ethiopia, Eritrea, and
Italian Somaliland.

In Asia, the victorious Allies had agreed early on that Japan would be
reduced to its home islands. At the Yalta Conference, in return for a Soviet
pledge to enter the war against Japan “two or three months” after the defeat
of Germany, the Allies agreed that the Soviet Union would receive South
Sakhalin Island (lost by Russia to Japan following the 1904–1905 Russo-
Japanese War), concessions in the port of Darien, the return of Port Arthur
as a Soviet naval base, and control over railroads leading to these ports. The
Kurile Islands, which had never been in Russian possession, also passed to the
Soviet Union. In the early 1950s, the Soviet Union returned to the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) the various concessions granted to it in Chinese
territory.

Also as a result of World War II, China regained sovereignty over Man-
churia, Taiwan (Formosa), and the Pescadores Islands, while Outer Mongolia
continued to be independent of China. In effect, these concessions sanc-
tioned the replacement of Japanese imperialism with Soviet domination, but
the Western leaders believed this a necessary evil to secure timely Soviet
entry into the Pacific war. The allies also agreed that Korea would in due
course be restored to independence. Soviet forces were to disarm Japanese
forces north of the 38th Parallel, while American forces would do the same
south of the 38th Parallel.

The former German islands mandated to Japan after World War I now
passed to U.S. control. These were the Gilbert, Caroline, and Northern
Mariana Islands. They became a U.S. Trust Territory in 1947. The Japanese
islands of Iwo Jima and Okinawa were taken from Japan but were restored
in 1968 and 1972, respectively. Guam, taken by the United States in 1898
and occupied by Japan during the war, was restored to U.S. control. It became
an incorporated territory of the United States in 1950. The United States
granted independence to the Philippines in 1946.

Other territorial changes occurred indirectly as a result of the war. Within
a few years of the end of the war, decolonization had wrought great changes
in Africa, Asia, and the Middle East. The former French colonies of Lebanon
and Syria retained the independence they had gained during the war, for
instance. Jordan became a sovereign state in 1946. The European powers,
spurred by the horrors of the Holocaust, also supported the creation of a Jew-
ish national homeland (Israel) in the former British mandate of Palestine.
This initiative, which was mediated by the United Nations (UN) in 1948,
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remains one of the most controversial territorial changes stemming from
World War II.

Independence came gradually to African and Asian nations, and not with-
out conflict. This movement was largely a result of the Atlantic Charter of
August 1941 that called for the self-determination of peoples; pressure on the
colonial powers by the Soviet Union and the United States; the occupation
of Asian territories by Japan; and the weakened positions of Britain, France,
Belgium, and the Netherlands immediately after the war. Within a decade
of the end of the war, these circumstances would lead to the dismantling of
most of the European colonial empires and to more than a few wars.

Spencer C. Tucker
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The 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States brought the
issue of terrorism to the forefront of global consciousness, yet politically
motivated violence is nothing new. During the Cold War, the instances of
both domestic and international terrorism were ample, with no region of the
world free from its dangers. And while terrorism is rightfully considered a
great modern evil, to ignore the fundamentally political nature of such vio-
lence is to miss the central point of its occurrence, especially within the con-
text of the ideological, postcolonial politics of the Cold War.

In very general terms, terrorism involves the use of violence (or the
threat thereof) against mainly civilian targets for political ends. The goal is to
either coerce a government into radically altering policy or to intimidate
the public into abandoning support for the existing regime. Specific defini-
tions of terrorism vary depending on the particular governmental or scholarly
agendas, and terrorists themselves often claim to be revolutionaries, reluc-
tant warriors, or freedom fighters. Additionally, some scholarship—primarily
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leftist in orientation—seeks to define virtually all military action as terrorism,
but to do so only obfuscates the issue. Illegitimate state-sponsored violence
can more appropriately be classified as either war crimes or genocide.

Terrorism throughout the Cold War impacted all regions of the world,
but it can best be grouped into three distinct yet overlapping categories: the
nature of Cold War competition made ideological groups, predominantly
Marxist groups, most prevalent; several prominent ethnonational separatist
groups must be considered; and a host of Middle Eastern terrorist groups
emerged, most of which were initially motivated by Arab nationalist causes
but became increasingly Pan-Islamic or religiously based as the Cold War
evolved. In addition, state-sponsored terrorism was an aspect of the Cold
War, but it is an issue that deals more with sources of funding and support for
terrorism rather than being a motivating factor for political violence.

Widespread student revolts in Europe and the United States in the late
1960s signified the ascendancy of the New Left, which was young, radical,
and founded upon an ideology that was revolutionary rather than reformist.
The terrorists who emerged from this movement had
romantic notions of working-class struggles, even if they
themselves were almost exclusively from middle-class
backgrounds.

Typical of this lack of proletarian credentials was the
Weather Underground Organization (also known as the
Weathermen) in the United States. An offshoot of the Stu-
dents for a Democratic Society (SDS), the Weathermen
were essentially embroiled in an identity crisis, motivated
by boredom and a desire for excitement. This was in direct
contrast to members of the Black Panthers, who as prod-
ucts of America’s inner cities were more authentically rad-
ical and could more genuinely connect their struggle with
the plight of the oppressed in the developing world.

In Europe, several groups established a sort of Euro-
pean International, a loose but coordinated federation of
leftist groups united against North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO) imperialism. These groups often received
logistical and matériel aid from the Soviet Union via its East
European satellites. In the Federal Republic of Germany
(FRG, West Germany), the Red Army Faction (RAF), also
known as the Baader-Meinhof Gang, grew out of a rejec-
tion of postwar capitalist consumerism but also considered
itself the champion of the oppressed developing world.
Aligned with the RAF was France’s Action Directe (AD).
Together these two groups sought to establish a network of
West European revolutionaries who would fight on behalf
of developing-world victims of Western imperialism. The
Italian Red Brigades was also included in this milieu, but
it went further by attempting to form alliances with ter-
rorists in Ireland and Spain (whose causes were entirely
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An automobile destroyed in the street outside a Renault
office building bombed in September 1985. The French
group Action Directe (AD) claimed responsibility for the
bombing in Issy-les-Moulineaux and La Defense, Paris.
(Jacques Langevin/Corbis Sygma)



different in nature). An organization known as November 17 (N17) followed
the Marxist, anti-Western model in Greece but had an additional and more
specific grievance against the United States, which they blamed for the Turk-
ish occupation of Cyprus. In Eastern Europe, however, strong police states
effectively negated any chance for the rise of such revolutionary movements.

The Japanese Red Army (JRA) shared N17’s explicit anti-Americanism.
Founded in large part upon a rejection of the United States–Japan Security
Treaty, the JRA had explicit ties to European terrorists but also maintained
connections with Middle Eastern terrorists. The JRA was more internation-
alist in its worldview than its European counterparts.

Communist revolutionary fervor was quite evident in Latin America,
where virtually every nation was affected. Uruguay, Argentina, Brazil, and
Venezuela were all plagued with guerrilla armies, but in contrast to European
terrorism, violence in Latin America was founded upon genuine peasant
uprisings. A more organized urban guerrilla warfare substituted for the
clandestine student-oriented groups in Western Europe. Colombia watched
guerrilla warfare quickly turn from revolutionary insurgency into the narco-
terrorism that defines the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC)
today, whereas in Peru, Sendero Luminoso (Shining Path) remains and is
often cited as the prototype of a Marxist insurgency group. Shining Path can
also be likened to the many ethnonational groups, but their claims in this
regard were always secondary to the group’s revolutionary goals.

In the United States, Western Europe, and Latin America, the revolution-
aries overestimated the salience of their Marxist ideology, and as a result they
never received significant public support. Russian revolutionaries Vladimir
Lenin and Leon Trotsky had warned against the use of revolutionary terrorism
because, they believed, it lacked a genuine connection to the working-class
struggle. The radical terrorists of the late 1960s favored immediate action. In
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Terrorist Organizations by Home Country

Group Name Home Country
Weather Underground Organization United States
Red Army Faction Federal Republic of Germany
Action Directe France
Red Brigades Italy
17 November Greece
Japanese Red Army Japan
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia Colombia
Sendero Luminoso Peru
Irgun Palestine
Stern Gang Palestine
Irish Republican Army Ireland
Euzkadi ta Askatasuna Spain
Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam Sri Lanka
National Liberation Front Algeria
Hezbollah Iran
Kurdistan Workers’ Party Kurdistan
Abu Nidal Organization N/A
Palestinian Liberation Organization Palestine
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine Palestine
Black September Palestine



the end, because of often indiscriminate violence, such movements tended
to reduce rather than increase popular support for the Left.

The second category of Cold War terrorism, ethnonational separatists,
typically operated within an existing state but made irredentist claims based
on the shared perception that the territory was the group’s ancestral home-
land. During the Cold War, many of these groups claimed some form of
Marxist solidarity, but in fact their true motivations were entirely nationalis-
tic. Ethnonational groups have been far more prolific than their ideological
counterparts, and their longevity has been generally greater. In several cases,
however, they have operated in democratic nations, which limited the
amount of public sympathy they received, even among coethnics.

Perhaps the earliest Cold War example of this type of terrorism are the
Zionist terrorists of the Irgun and Stern Gang, who undertook terrorist oper-
ations against both British and Arab targets in Palestine prior to the creation
of the state of Israel in 1948 but disbanded after 1948 because such clandes-
tine groups are unnecessary once they achieve their goal.

One of the more recognizable of all terrorist groups is the Irish Republi-
can Army (IRA), perhaps because its demand that Northern Ireland be re-
unified with the Republic of Ireland calls into question two of the pillars of
Western Cold War dogma: the pluralist assumptions of representation and
self-determination. Similarly, Euzkadi ta Askatasuna (ETA, Basque Home-
land and Liberty) seeks an independent state in the Basque region of Spain
(and a small portion of France), but their suppression under Spanish dictator
Francisco Franco and Spain’s subsequent granting of semiautonomy to the
region lessened the appeal of their cause.

It is inexplicable that the most deadly of all terrorist groups, the Libera-
tion Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE, Tamil Tigers), is relatively unknown. The
LTTE seeks to annex the northern portion of Sri Lanka, a territory they claim
as the Tamil homeland. It is estimated that the Tamil Tigers have killed
more than 50,000 people to date, most notably two world leaders, Indian
Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi in 1991 and Sri Lankan President Ranasinghe
Premadasa in 1993.

Equally inexplicable is that there is one terrorist group that was entirely
successful in achieving its political goals, which were anticolonial rather
than separatist. The National Liberation Front (FLN) managed to drive
French colonial forces out of Algeria and established itself as the new Alger-
ian government.

While it is true that most, if not all, ethnonational separatist groups have
relied on one another in a type of international network of matériel support,
it is a mistake to conclude from this that during the Cold War they were not
completely autonomous. Connections and mutual support existed, but this
was not international terrorism as it is properly defined.

The third category of Cold War terrorism, Middle Eastern terrorism, is
perhaps the most difficult to define because violence in the Middle East
has been based on a combination of ideology, Arab nationalism, and what is
aptly described as political religion. Contrary to popular belief, much Middle
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Eastern terrorism has until relatively recently been limited to Arabs attack-
ing other Arabs. Palestinians have attacked Jordanians, Iraqis and Syrians
have fought one another, and the Lebanese Civil War pitted Iranian and
other Shiite Muslims against Lebanon’s Christian majority as well as Sunni
Muslims. Iranian support gave rise to Hezbollah (Party of God), which in a
1983 act of international terrorism killed 241 U.S. servicemen in a truck
bombing at a Marine barracks in Beirut. Thus, the distinction between ter-
rorist typologies is easily blurred.

One group that especially typifies the difficulty in categorizing Middle
Eastern terrorist groups is the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK), which is at
once Marxist, separatist, and Arab nationalist (not Islamic) in orientation.
There is also the Abu Nidal Organization (ANO), which operated much like
a terrorist contractor or gun for hire and was often employed by one Middle
Eastern interest against another.

However, the more obvious and virulent strain of such violence is that
between Arabs and Jews. After World War II, several hundred thousand
Palestinians (estimates range from 500,000 to more than a million) were
forcibly removed from their homes to facilitate the creation of Israel. Thus,
it is no surprise that much Middle Eastern antipathy is aimed at Israelis and
Americans, who are seen as Israel’s unstinting benefactor.

Throughout the Cold War, the most prominent of these groups was the
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) and its ancillary organization, the
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Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP). While there had been
prior attacks against Israeli settlements and minor border skirmishes, Palestin-
ian groups began their campaign in earnest after the 1967 War and the Israeli
occupation of the West Bank. The PLO acted as an umbrella organization,
receiving funds from Arab oil states and channeling them to its secondary
partners. Most notably, Black September, a commando unit of the PLO and
PFLP, was responsible for the deaths of eleven Israeli athletes at the 1972
Munich Olympics. This event effectively brought the Palestinian cause as
well as international terrorism to the attention of the global community.
Objectively, though, Palestinian terrorism has been highly ineffective. Any
tactical/operational successes were mitigated by Israeli (and others’) counter-
measures. Yet Palestinian terrorism was effective in unifying among the Arab
peoples the anti-Israeli and anti-American sentiments that continue today.

While the universal hope was that the end of the Cold War would usher
in a new era of peace, the fall of the Soviet Union simply eliminated the finan-
cial support and ideological validation for one particular type of terrorism. It
did nothing, however, to alter the nature of the grievances of the working
classes or the genuinely oppressed, and it actually may have removed some
constraints on violence, allowing terrorists to become more global and deadly
in scope. Indeed, Middle East-based terrorism expounding political religion
as its ideological basis may have been aided and emboldened by the end of
the Cold War. Whereas both the Soviets and Americans sought to restrain
violence in the Middle East during the Cold War, with the Soviet Union
gone, an important countervailing force has been lost. Politically motivated
violence has not abated but instead has merely changed forms.

Matthew O’Gara
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Military offensive by the People’s Army of Vietnam (PAVN, North Viet-
namese Army) and the Viet Cong (VC) that proved to be a critical turning
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point of the American war in Vietnam. Beginning early on 30 January 1968,
the Vietnamese new year (Tet) truce was broken when Viet Cong forces
attacked 13 cities in the central region of the Republic of Vietnam (RVN,
South Vietnam). By the end of the day on 31 January, the communists had
attacked 5 of 6 cities, 36 of 44 provincial capitals, and 64 of 245 district capi-
tals. In one of the boldest attacks, a VC platoon managed to penetrate the
grounds of the U.S. embassy in Saigon for several hours. Although U.S.
troops repelled the incursion, this bold challenge to American power in the
heart of Saigon gained wide publicity, especially in the U.S. press.

In heavy fighting over the next several days, all the attacks throughout
South Vietnam were countered by U.S. and Army of the Republic of Vietnam
(ARVN, South Vietnamese Army) forces. The communist attackers incurred
heavy casualties. The most bitter and prolonged fighting occurred in the city
of Hue, where the communists made a major investment of forces, and in
Cholon, the Chinese section of Saigon. In these locations fighting raged for
weeks, and in Hue much of the city was destroyed.

Militarily, the Tet Offensive failed to achieve Hanoi’s military objec-
tives. PAVN commander General Vo Nguyen Giap, although not completely
in agreement with the decision to launch the offensive, believed that the
plan might break the bloody stalemate between his troops and the large Amer-
ican expeditionary force. By launching a general offensive of simultaneous
attacks throughout South Vietnam, the Democratic Republic of Vietnam
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(DRV, North Vietnam) hoped that the ARVN would collapse and that South
Vietnamese civilians would join the VC in a general uprising against Saigon.
With its puppet government overthrown, the North Vietnamese government
reasoned, the United States would be unable to continue the war. Initially,
the scheme worked well. In several well-conceived diversions by Giap’s
troops, including the siege of the Khe Sanh Marine base, he lured several
U.S. units to outlying areas. Meanwhile, he secretly supplied VC units and
moved them into position for attacks on the cities and towns.

One of the myths of the Tet Offensive is that it caught U.S. and ARVN
forces by surprise. The U.S. command anticipated the offensive but not its
timing and intensity. U.S. commanders did not think that the communists
would alienate the South Vietnamese population by attacking during Tet, nor
did they anticipate that the communists would mount an offensive with all
their available forces. As the offensive unfolded, however, the ARVN fought
surprisingly well, no uprising occurred, and the PAVN and VC suffered per-
haps 45,000 casualties, half of the force engaged. The VC units were so dec-
imated that troops from North Vietnam had to take over most of the combat
operations for the remainder of the war.

The offensive compounded problems for the South Vietnamese govern-
ment, as it dramatically increased the number of refugees. It also proved to
be both a strategic and public relations success for the South Vietnamese
government, because the magnitude of the attack led Washington to begin a
reassessment of costs and objectives in the war. Spokesmen for President
Lyndon B. Johnson’s administration, including the commander of U.S. forces
in Vietnam, General William Westmoreland, had claimed right before Tet that
the end of the war was in sight, but the offensive led many to challenge that
claim. Westmoreland saw in the Tet Offensive an opportunity and requested
206,000 additional troops to mount a decisive counteroffensive. When news
of his request appeared in the New York Times, however, many Americans
interpreted it as an act of desperation and began demanding an end to the
escalation. President Johnson, stunned by the ferocity and scope of the offen-
sive and counseled by a number of his advisors against a widening of the war,
denied Westmoreland’s request.

In a nationally televised address on 31 March 1968, Johnson announced
to a stunned nation that he was limiting the bombing of North Vietnam, call-
ing for negotiations, and bowing out of the 1968 presidential election. The
Tet Offensive did not end the American war, but it dramatically contradicted
the Johnson administration’s optimistic claims that the war was all but won.
It also helped contribute to Richard M. Nixon’s close victory in the Novem-
ber 1968 election. Although the fighting in Vietnam continued for another
four years, the Tet Offensive marked a watershed in America’s involvement
in the war as well as in the tenor of American politics.

James H. Willbanks
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Southeast Asian nation covering 198,455 square miles, roughly the size of
France. Thailand is bordered by Burma (Myanmar) to the north and west,
Laos to the northeast, Cambodia due east, and Malaysia and the Gulf of
Thailand to the south. In 1945 the nation had a population of roughly 19 mil-
lion people. The only Southeast Asian country never colonized, Thailand
largely avoided the divisions that consumed other states in the region. It was
nonetheless center stage during the Cold War as America’s forward base
against communist expansion. Despite communist victories throughout Indo-
china, Thailand became a relatively stable, noncommunist, and prosperous
country.

Thailand allied with Japan during World War II, but its position was
ignored by the United States, which instead recognized an exile government
in Washington. The United States also opposed Allied demands on Thailand
after the war, protecting it from European colonialism. American interests
developed further with the communist revolution in China and the Korean
War (1950–1953). Concerned that Southeast Asia would fall to communism
like dominoes, Washington began economic and military aid programs in
the region. The Americans also sponsored strong anticommunist leaders. In
Thailand, this brought back to power Phibun (Phibunsongkhram), who
ruled during 1938–1944 and 1948–1957. Washington valued Phibun’s anti-
communism, ignored his previous ties to Japan, and welcomed the return of
his military rule.

In 1950 Thailand joined the U.S. Military Defense Assistance Program.
President Harry S. Truman then sent a Military Advisory Assistance Group
to Bangkok. By 1953 American aid to Thailand exceeded $56 million per
year. Washington also helped Thailand secure the first World Bank loan in
Southeast Asia and funded extensive expansions of Thai transportation and
communication networks. This aid led to an intimate relationship predicated
on the containment of communism. For the United States, Thailand repre-
sented a stable ally and a base for military operations in the region. Thai-
land hosted myriad clandestine operations through which the United States
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established logistical and intelligence networks during the Vietnam War.
Thailand also became the headquarters of the Southeast Asia Treaty Organi-
zation (SEATO).

For Thailand, the United States represented more than a wealthy bene-
factor. Economic incentives unquestionably motivated Thai leaders. Con-
nections with Washington also legitimized military government. However,
the Thais were no mercenaries. Communism threatened not only the coun-
try but also Thai culture. Deeply reverent of the monarchy and the Buddhist
faith, most Thais considered communism anathema. Moreover, behind com-
munist threats loomed the ancient specter of Chinese domination. Counter-
ing these concerns necessitated close relations with the Americans.

Particularly worrisome to Thailand was chaotic Laos, which by the early
1960s was partly controlled by the communist Pathet Lao. To help navigate
the labyrinthine world of Lao politics, the United States depended on Thai
Prime Minister Sarit Thanarat (1958–1963). Part Lao, Sarit wielded consid-
erable influence in the region. He also supported factions without American
support, as he did in troubled Cambodia. To secure neutrality in both coun-
tries, the United States required Thai assistance, which was difficult given
Bangkok’s concern about its neighbors.

Another threat manifested itself in a communist insurgency in Thai-
land’s remote northeastern region. Although smaller than other Southeast
Asian movements, the insurgency alarmed Thai and U.S. officials. Concerned
about Laos and disenchanted with SEATO, Sarit lobbied Washington for a
bilateral security agreement. In March 1962, President John F. Kennedy’s
administration responded with the Rusk-Thanat Agreement, which was not,
however, a formal alliance, much to Thai dismay.

Based on the agreement, 6,500 U.S. Marines landed in Thailand in May
1963 when communist advances in Laos precipitated a tense standoff along
the Mekong River. Although war was averted and U.S. forces were quickly
withdrawn, the deployment led to expanded military facilities and operations
in Thailand, with air bases taking top priority. During 1960–1966 six major
bases were built with U.S. assistance. During December 1965–November
1968, 1,500 weekly bombing runs originated in Thailand, 80 percent of
ordnance dropped on the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North
Vietnam) and Laos in Operations ROLLING THUNDER and BARREL ROLL,
respectively.

Thai officials continually denied existence of the bases and maintained
that the 25,000 U.S. servicemen in Thailand by 1967 were simply advisors.
In fact, Thailand was very much part of the American war in Vietnam. Under
Prime Minister Thanom Kittikachorn (1963–1973), 11,000 Thai soldiers—
15 percent of the armed forces—served in Vietnam, while approximately
22,000 fought in Laos, comprising much of the strength of irregular forces
there. Thailand also hosted American servicemen on leave, generating $22
million annually in revenues from rest and relaxation facilities.

Congressional scrutiny ultimately undermined U.S.-Thai relations. So
too did failure in Vietnam. In 1966 Thai leaders considered dialogue with
Hanoi and Beijing and by 1969, resigned to U.S. disengagement, sought an
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independent regional policy. That August, Thanom announced the end of
Thai participation in Vietnam and asked President Richard M. Nixon to
remove U.S. forces from Thailand.

However, many covert Thai operations continued. Some American sol-
diers remained, and Thai air bases were still used. Many Thais resented this
presence, especially while Nixon pursued détente with China and peace
talks with North Vietnam. Demands for foreign policy change and domestic
reform culminated in violent protests in October 1973. Only through the
intervention of King Bhumipol was major conflict averted. Thanom fled
the country in the fall of 1973, and a new civilian government opened talks
with Hanoi and Beijing. After the fall of Saigon and Cambodia in 1975, another
revolution developed in October 1976, bringing military government back to
Thailand.

The communist threat, however, had subsided, and the 1978 Vietnamese
invasion of Cambodia and the 1979 Sino-Vietnamese War revealed serious
divisions between communists. Moreover, the insurgency in Thailand waned.
Thereafter, economic development became the priority, and Thailand in the
1980s underwent a radical transformation, becoming one of Asia’s economic
tigers. Security and prosperity led to democratic reforms, which became the
focus of the 1990s.
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With a more homogeneous population, Thailand avoided ethnic tensions
seen elsewhere in Southeast Asia. Buddhism and the monarchy undoubtedly
helped stabilize Thai politics. Shrewd diplomacy and the economic benefits
of U.S. aid also factored into Thailand’s success. Indeed, it emerged from the
Cold War more unified and prosperous than most Southeast Asian nations.

Arne Kislenko
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British politician and prime minister (1979–1990). Born in Grantham, Lin-
colnshire, on 13 October 1925, Margaret Hilda Roberts attended Kesteven
and Grantham High School for Girls, then read chemistry at Somerville
College, Oxford, becoming president of the Oxford University Conservative
Association. Upon graduation in 1947, she worked as a research chemist and
in 1951 was called to the bar as a lawyer. In 1951 she married Denis Thatcher,
a wealthy businessman.

After two failed attempts, in 1959 Margaret Thatcher won election to
Parliament as Conservative member for Finchley. In 1961 she was parlia-
mentary secretary at the Ministry of Pensions and in 1970 secretary of state
for education and science under Edward Heath until his government lost the
1974 election to Harold Wilson’s Labour Party. The following year, Thatcher
became Conservative leader, the first woman to head either major British
political party, and after four years, during which she broke decisively with
the centrist consensus on the mixed economy and welfare state that had
dominated all British governments since 1945, led her party to electoral vic-
tory over Labour Prime Minister James Callaghan in 1979. This was the first
of three successive general election triumphs for Thatcher, the others occur-
ring in 1983 and 1987.
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As British prime minister—the first woman to hold
that position—Thatcher used monetarist measures to mod-
erate the prevailing high inflation of the 1970s, cut taxes
dramatically, trim back the welfare state, privatize many
nationalized industries, and drastically curtail the power
of labor in bitter confrontations with major trade unions.
Far more ideological than her predecessors, she accepted
double-digit unemployment rates, which peaked at 3 mil-
lion in the early 1980s, and the consequent short-term polit-
ical unpopularity as the inevitable price of such policies.

Strongly anticommunist in outlook, while still in op-
position in 1976 Thatcher had assailed Soviet policies
for opposing “genuine détente” through intervention in
Angola and opposed any weakening of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO). Dubbed the “Iron Lady”
by the Soviet press, she accepted the sobriquet with pride
and worked to strengthen British defenses and repair
strained relations with the United States. She consciously
modeled herself on Winston Churchill, another maverick
Conservative prime minister who supported tough foreign
policies. Her uncompromising rhetoric, strong principles,
and forceful personality soon made her a major inter-
national figure, admired by conservatives and often reviled
by liberals.

From early 1981, Thatcher worked closely with U.S. President Ronald
Reagan, whose political views on both domestic and international issues
coincided almost exactly with her own, and the two soon developed a warm
friendship. Internationally, she almost always backed the United States, even
when Reagan’s fiercely antiterrorist and anticommunist policies toward such
countries as Libya, Nicaragua, and Chile generated considerable domestic
and foreign criticism. She did, however, break with Reagan over his 1983
invasion of Grenada, a British Commonwealth country, and refused to en-
dorse the economic sanctions that the U.S. Congress imposed, albeit with-
out Reagan’s backing, on apartheid South Africa. She consistently backed
NATO, endorsing the controversial 1979 decision to deploy nuclear-armed
intermediate-range cruise missiles in Western Europe and replace Britain’s
Polaris submarine fleet with modern Trident II submarines. In doing so,
she ignored protests, including the revival of the Campaign for Nuclear
Disarmament and the encampment of protestors for several years outside
the American air base of Greenham Common, Berkshire. Splits within the
Labour Party over defense and British membership in NATO contributed to
Thatcher’s subsequent reelection victories.

While taking a tough line on defense and rearmament, initially Thatcher
concentrated on economic and domestic issues, leaving her foreign secretary,
Lord Carrington, responsible for handling such thorny issues as negotiating
a settlement in Zimbabwe (Rhodesia) in 1980 that replaced the state’s break-
away white government with one dominated by Africans. From 1982, however,
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when against much advice she chose to send a military expedition to the
South Atlantic to regain the British-controlled Falkland Islands after their
seizure by Argentina, Thatcher became far more active in international
affairs. She played a major part in negotiating the 1984 Joint Declaration
whereby, against her own initial instincts, Britain agreed to return Hong Kong
to the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in 1997. Always somewhat suspi-
cious of the European Community (EC), she did not withdraw Britain from
membership but undertook hard bargaining to ensure that Britain’s overall
budgetary contributions to the EC declined substantially.

During the early 1980s, Thatcher’s relations with Soviet leaders Leonid
Brezhnev, Yuri Andropov, and Konstantin Chernenko were frosty. Meeting
Mikhail Gorbachev in December 1983 shortly before he became Soviet
Communist Party secretary, she quickly developed a rapport with him and
urged Reagan to give credence to Gorbachev’s calls for major reductions in
nuclear and conventional forces as well as his attempts at economic reform.
Interestingly, fearing that Gorbachev’s political survival was precarious and
that more hard-line Soviet officials might well replace him, Thatcher was
more cautious than Reagan in sanctioning such reductions, including the
1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, and urged the West-
ern alliance to proceed relatively slowly. She was therefore somewhat un-
comfortable with the sweeping agreements that Reagan and Gorbachev
reached at Reykjavík in 1986, a meeting that, like several others between
Gorbachev and Presidents Reagan and George H. W. Bush, she did not attend.

Well-founded doubts over the effectiveness of the Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI) system of antinuclear defenses that Reagan favored made
Thatcher reluctant to dismantle both nuclear weapons and antinuclear de-
fenses. Memories of German involvement in two world wars also led her
to unavailingly oppose the unification of the German Democratic Republic
(GDR, East Germany) and the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West
Germany). In the summer of 1990, she reportedly urged President Bush to
remain firm in opposition to the seizure of Kuwait by President Saddam
Hussein of Iraq, support that many believed contributed to Bush’s decision
to launch a war against Iraq the following year, a conflict in which British
forces participated.

In November 1990, Conservative opposition to Thatcher’s domestic
policies, especially the highly unpopular new poll tax, created a rebellion
within her own party that forced her from office. Ennobled as Baroness
Thatcher, she then published several volumes of memoirs and speeches,
made numerous public addresses, and somewhat ineffectively attempted
to pressure her successors to follow her policies. She opposed any further
strengthening of the European Union (EU) but strongly supported the con-
tinuation and enlargement of NATO. She also established a foundation to
promote and encourage her free enterprise and antisocialist political views.
In failing health by the early twenty-first century, in June 2004 she nonethe-
less insisted on attending her old friend Reagan’s funeral and burial services,
for which she had recorded a eulogy lauding his domestic and international
achievements. Although her own country lacked the superpower status of
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the United States, much of her praise of Reagan’s courage, determination,
and political skills was equally applicable to Thatcher herself.

Priscilla Roberts
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British counterinsurgency expert. Born on 12 April 1916 in Charlwood, Robert
Grainger Ker Thompson was educated at Marlborough and Sidney Sussex
College, from which he graduated in 1938. Later that same year he was
posted as a Malayan Civil Service (MCS) cadet. During 1942–1944 he served
as Royal Air Force liaison officer with Orde Charles Wingate’s Chindits, ris-
ing to wing commander. In 1946 he returned to the MCS as assistant com-
missioner of labor in Perak. During the Malayan Emergency (1948–1960), he
was closely involved with the successful effort to defeat the insurgents, and
he advanced up the MCS ranks, becoming permanent secretary for defense
in 1959.

In September 1961, now retired from the MCS, Thompson went to the
Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam) as head of a small British Advi-
sory Mission (BRIAM) to President Ngo Dinh Diem. Thompson established
cordial relations with the Americans, but he was unable to convince the Viet-
namese to adopt the approach that had worked in Malaya, and BRIAM was
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subsequently dissolved in 1965. Later that year he was hired as a consultant
by the RAND Corporation and wrote Defeating Communist Insurgency, which
compared Malaya and Vietnam and established principles for defeating
similar insurgencies. He severely criticized President Lyndon B. Johnson’s
Vietnam War strategy, adopted in 1966, as a failure to understand the nature
of the war. In No Exit from Vietnam (1968), Thompson explained how the
Americans’ flawed policy had led to the January 1968 Tet Offensive. In 1969
he was hired as an independent observer by President Richard M. Nixon,
whose new strategy for Vietnam was more attuned to Thompson’s ideas.
Thompson remained an observer until the collapse of South Vietnam in
April 1975. However, his disillusionment with the 1973 Paris Agreement led
him to conclude that the lack of American will to enforce it was the ultimate
cause of defeat. Thompson died on 16 May 1992 in Winsford, England.

George M. Brooke III
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French politician and leader of the French Communist Party (PCF) during
1930–1964. Born in Noyelle-Godault in the Pas-de-Calais region of northern
France, the son of an impoverished coal miner, on 28 April 1900, Maurice
Thorez attended only a few years of primary school before he became a coal
miner at age twelve. He joined the PCF in 1920, became a local party secre-
tary in 1923, and rose to secretary-general of the party in July 1930. He would
lead the PCF until his death in 1964, taking a staunchly Stalinist line and
resisting the currents of reform associated with Eurocommunism in Italy and
other European countries.

Thorez was elected to the French Chamber of Deputies in 1932 and
served until 1939. In 1934, he abandoned the class-against-class strategy of
the 1920s and adopted a new policy of cooperation with the socialists, a shift
that culminated in communist support for the Popular Front government of
Léon Blum following the legislative elections of 1936. The key objectives
of the policy shift were to block the spread of fascism to France and to sup-
port the Soviet Union internationally.

With the conclusion of the nonaggression pact of 23 August 1939 between
Germany and the Soviet Union and the outbreak of World War II barely a
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week later, the PCF adopted a new political line dictated by the Comintern
that denounced the war as a clash of rival imperialisms. Thorez was mobi-
lized into the French Army but, on Comintern orders, deserted and made his
way to Moscow, leaving Jacques Duclos in charge of the party. Thorez
remained in Moscow until November 1944, even as the PCF, following the
June 1941 German attack on the Soviet Union, emerged as a leading force in
the French Resistance.

After the French liberation in August 1944, Thorez was once more elected
to the French Chamber of Deputies and served as minister and deputy
prime minister in the tripartite (communist-socialist–Christian Democratic)
governments of November 1945–November 1947. With the establishment
of the Cominform in September 1947, Soviet leader Josef Stalin effectively
compelled the PCF once more to turn sharply to the Left. Thorez subse-
quently confessed that the PCF had erred in cooperating with other political
forces, and he mobilized the party to combat French participation in the
Marshall Plan and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).

In December 1950, Thorez suffered a stroke and went to Moscow for
treatment. He returned to France in April 1953, following the death of Stalin
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the previous month. Thorez strongly resisted Soviet leader Nikita Khrush-
chev’s de-Stalinization campaign when it was launched in late 1956, not least
because Thorez himself had established a personality cult patterned after
Stalin’s that went back to his 1937 fictionalized autobiography Fils du Peuple
(Son of the People).

Thorez strongly opposed General Charles de Gaulle’s return to power in
May 1958, calling for unity with the socialists that paved the way for the
union of the Left in the 1980s. Throughout Thorez’s tenure, the electoral
base of the PCF remained remarkably constant. The party received 28.6 per-
cent of the vote in the national elections of 1946, 25.6 percent in 1951, and
25.7 percent in 1956. This support fell to 18.9 percent in 1958, following de
Gaulle’s return to power, but rebounded to 21.7 percent in 1962. Thorez
died on 12 July 1964 while en route to a vacation at a dacha on the Soviet
Black Sea coast.

John Van Oudenaren
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The Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBN), signed on 3 July 1974 between
the United States and the Soviet Union, set limitations on underground
nuclear tests. The TTBN followed the 1963 Partial Teat Ban Treaty
(PTBT). The TTBN limited the size of any nuclear test by setting a ceiling
threshold of 150 kilotons for any underground nuclear test. This limit was
designed specifically to prevent both the Soviets and Americans from devel-
oping warheads that would allow for a first-strike capability. Treaty terms
included provisions for exchange of data and designation of the test sites.
Complementing the TTBN was the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions (PNE)
Treaty, signed in April 1976.

Critics of the TTBN focused on Soviet violations; the 150 kiloton limit,
which many regarded as too high; and the lack of adequate verification pro-
cedures. Following agreement on the latter in July 1990, the U.S. Senate rat-
ified both the TTBN and the PNE in December 1990.

Spencer C. Tucker
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A large public plaza in Beijing, capital of the People’s Republic of China
(PRC), Tiananmen Square, literally meaning “Gate of Heavenly Peace,” has
been the site of student movements since the 1919 May Fourth Movement.
The Tiananmen Square protests of 15 April–4 June 1989 were of the utmost
importance in both their domestic and international contexts. The protests
began on 15 April when Beijing’s students gathered in the square, mourning
the death of Hu Yaobang, former secretary-general of the Chinese Com-
munist Party (CCP) during 1980–1987. That Hu was ousted from office in
January 1987 because of his sympathetic stance toward the prodemocracy
student movement of 1986 helped transform mourning activities into a series
of nationwide student demonstrations. Students renewed their calls for im-
mediate democratization and demanded direct dialogues with senior leaders.
The movement employed mass sit-ins, boycotts of classes, public forums,
bicycle demonstrations, and hunger strikes.

On 4 May 1989, organized prodemocracy demonstrations occurred in fifty-
one Chinese cities. Other sectors also expressed their discontent with the
CCP. Coincident with the visit of Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev in mid-
May, the protests received global media coverage.

The worldwide attention and escalation of the student movement irri-
tated PRC leaders. The handling of students’ demands renewed the factional
struggles between the liberal reformers and the conservatives, whose origins
dated to 1979, when the paramount leader Deng Xiaoping introduced a
market economy and open-door policy to modernize China. This time, the
struggle was personalized by the liberal reformist CCP Secretary-General
Zhao Ziyang and the conservative hard-liner Premier Li Peng. Zhao preferred
a conciliatory stance, arguing that the protest was of a patriotic nature and
that political reform should be accelerated to facilitate economic moderniza-
tion. Li, by contrast, insisted on clear-cut coercive measures to disperse the
demonstrators and restore stability.

Although away from the front line since the early 1980s, Deng remained
highly influential as the chairman of the Central Military Commission.
Fearing that his economic program would be jeopardized, he supported
Zhao’s soft-line, accommodating posture. The government’s dialogues with
students, however, proved fruitless. With no sign that the protests would
soon end, Deng’s patience was exhausted, and he decided to adopt Li’s hard-
line approach.
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On 20 May 1989, Li declared martial law in Beijing,
ordering the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) to clear
Tiananmen Square on the condition that no bloodshed
occur. Owing to the students’ blockade, the army stopped
on the outskirts of Beijing city, resulting in a stalemate for
the rest of the month. Meanwhile, the government was
preoccupied with two issues: preparing a change in leader-
ship to end the factional struggles and regaining Tianan-
men Square to end the protests. On 28 May, Zhao was
placed under house arrest and was replaced by Jiang Zemin,
the party secretary of the Shanghai Municipal Committee,
whose decisive action in closing down a newspaper for
reporting the Tiananmen Square protests drew the conser-
vatives’ attention.

After consulting retired elder statesmen such as Li
Xiannian, Bo Yibo, and PRC President Yang Shangkun,
Deng finally agreed on more forceful means to end the
standoff, implying the clearance of the square at all costs.
On 2 June, Yang ordered a military crackdown on the stu-
dent demonstrators and the clearance of Tiananmen Square
on the grounds that an alleged counterrevolutionary riot
was fermenting and that continued instability would retard
economic reform. On 4 June at midnight, the PLA marched
into the square, and by dawn it had fulfilled its orders,
thereby ending the seven-week-long protests. Because of
a press blackout, the estimated deaths and injuries on that
night vary from 240 to 10,000.

To prevent a recurrence, on 9 June the government
ordered the arrest of all student leaders and activists. Some
leaders, such as Wang Dan, were arrested and sentenced to

long prison terms, while others such as Chai Ling and Wuer Kaixi fled
abroad. On 10 June, the PRC claimed that a total of 468 “troublemakers”
had been arrested and that calm had been restored in Beijing.

The PRC’s use of the PLA to suppress the student demonstrations
stunned the world. Some contemporaries labeled the incident the Tiananmen
Massacre. Foreign condemnations, including those from the Soviet bloc,
flooded in, followed by a number of punitive sanctions, including the sus-
pension of arms sale to China, the linking of human rights issues to the PRC’s
entry into the World Trade Organization (WTO), and economic embargoes.
From a broader perspective, the legacy of the Tiananmen Square protests
was twofold. In the PRC, the protests enabled the conservatives to gain the
upper hand. In November 1989, Deng relinquished his remaining post to
Jiang, passing the ruling power to the third generation, and his economic
modernization was slowed down. In the Cold War context, there is a consen-
sus that the Tiananmen Square protests in some ways inspired the liberation
of Eastern Europe from Soviet control, precipitating the Cold War’s end.

Law Yuk-fun
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Student democracy demonstrators carry a severely
wounded comrade away from Tiananmen Square in
Beijing amid the Chinese military crackdown that began
on 3 June 1989. (Corbis/David Turnley)
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A provincial-level administrative region of the People’s Republic of China
(PRC) since 1951, officially known as the Xizang Autonomous Region, with
the capital at Lhasa. Tibet covers an area of 461,700 square miles and is
located in southwestern China. It is bordered on the south by Myanmar,
India, Bhutan, and Nepal; on the west by India; and on the east and north by
the PRC. It had a 1945 population of some 4–5 million people.

With the introduction of Indian Buddhism in the seventh century, Tibet
grew into an independent theocracy. In the seventeenth century, the Yellow
Hat sect gained supremacy and practiced Lamaism, a hierarchical organiza-
tion of Tibetan Buddhist monks (lamas). Atop the hierarchy was the Dalai
Lama, both the spiritual and political head of Tibetans. Just below him was
the Panchen Lama.

Isolated Tibet was forced to open itself to the world in 1904 by the
British, who sought to secure a trade route to China and erect a buffer against
Russian expansion into British India, bordering on the south of Tibet. In 1907
Britain, Russia, and China agreed on Chinese sovereignty over Tibet and
pledged noninterference in Tibetan affairs. Tibet declared its independence
in late 1911 after the overthrow of China’s ruling Qing dynasty. Although
the two post-Qing successors, the Nationalist Chinese (1912–1949) and the
Chinese communists since 1949, refused to acknowledge Tibetan indepen-
dence, Tibet’s resumption of Lamaism remained undisturbed, strengthening
Tibetans’ visions of lasting independence.

A year after the PRC’s birth in October 1949, Chinese communist leaders
sent 80,000 troops into Tibet in October 1950. Unable to defend his people,
the fourteenth Dalai Lama unsuccessfully appealed to the United Nations
(UN), the United States, Britain, and India for assistance. In May 1951, the
Tibetan government reluctantly accepted the PRC’s 17-Point Agreement for
the Peaceful Liberation of Tibet, which instituted a joint Chinese-Tibetan
authority. This promised Tibetans apparent autonomy.

To modernize and continue the socialist revolution, during the early 1950s
PRC officials implemented a number of measures that brought Tibetan
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autonomy into question. These modernization efforts in-
cluded land reform, heavy industrialization, the introduc-
tion of secular education, the opening of Tibet through
construction of nationwide communication networks, and
a purge of anti-PRC officials. Tibetans found these mea-
sures antithetical to their traditional practices of feudalism
and socioeconomic simplicity and threatening to Tibetan
homogeneity. Tibetans, who considered themselves a
unique race, responded with a series of anti-Chinese re-
volts, transforming the Tibet question into an interethnic
dispute between Tibetans and the Han Chinese.

Meanwhile, the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA) capitalized on Tibetan disaffection to advance Amer-
ican strategic interests. In early 1956, the CIA began to pro-
vide military training to Tibetan rebels. In autumn 1957,
the CIA launched a covert operation by air-dropping into
Tibet U.S.-trained Tibetan rebels along with American-
made weapons and radios. This Tibetan-CIA operation led
to a full-scale rebellion in Lhasa in March 1959. Chinese
leaders deployed 40,000 troops to put down the rebellion,
resulting in nearly 8,700 Tibetan deaths and the exile of
the Dalai Lama to India. To resolve the Tibet question,
the PRC named the tenth Panchen Lama as Tibet’s acting
head while concurrently preparing Tibet as an autonomous
administrative region. In 1965, the PRC replaced Tibet’s
theocracy with a Chinese communist administration, mak-
ing it an Autonomous Region.

With CIA assistance, the Dalai Lama and 80,000 fol-
lowers settled in northern India, where they founded the

Government of Tibet in Exile at Dharamsala. The Dalai Lama internation-
alized the Tibet question by appealing to the UN, successfully securing two
Tibet resolutions in 1961 and 1965 denouncing the PRC’s violation of human
rights in the March 1959 rebellion. Since then, the Dalai Lama has pursued
an active posture in international affairs, championing Tibet’s independence
and self-determination, human rights, and peace and freedom.

After 1959, the Americans reversed their previous indifference to the
Tibet question and publicly supported Tibetan independence. The CIA
remained active in Tibet, chiefly in intelligence gathering, especially con-
cerning the PRC’s nuclear program in the neighboring Xinjiang Province. In
Tibet, the anti-Chinese movement continued after the 1959 rebellion, and
the PRC has responded with periodic crackdowns. The Cultural Revolution
(1966–1976) marked the low point of the Tibetan-Chinese relationship, dur-
ing which religious practices were condemned, monasteries were destroyed,
and monks and nuns were persecuted. This triggered a massive exodus of
Tibetans to India, Nepal, and Bhutan.

Two breakthroughs regarding the Tibet question were realized in the
1970s. First, to facilitate the Sino-American rapprochement, the CIA dimin-
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A Chinese soldier keeps watch in a village in Tibet. China
sent troops into Tibet in 1950 and controlled it thereafter.
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ished its assistance to Tibetan rebels beginning in 1969. This ended alto-
gether in 1974. Shortly before the establishment of formal Sino-American
diplomatic relations, in 1978 the U.S. government recognized Tibet as part
of China, thus reducing the issue to an internal Chinese affair. Second, PRC
leaders moderated their policy toward Tibet after 1976. On the one hand,
the government implemented a number of reforms to modernize Tibet,
intending to win Tibetans’ approval by raising their living standards. To curb
Tibetan rebels, the PRC allowed a certain degree of religious freedom while
also relocating huge numbers of Han Chinese to Tibet, intending to keep
Tibetans under control through assimilation. The Tibetan cause attracted
support and publicity from a number of international celebrities, such as
the American movie star Richard Gere. In the 1990s, a dramatic dispute over
which of two young boys was the rightful candidate to succeed as Panchen
Lama, the second most influential Tibetan Buddhist figure, damaged Sino-
Tibetan relations.

On the other hand, the PRC signaled its willingness to resolve the Tibet
question with the Tibetan government-in-exile. Negotiations between the
PRC and the Dalai Lama’s exiled government began in 1979 but broke off in
1988 due to irreconcilable differences. In the early twenty-first century, the
Tibet question remained unresolved.

Law Yuk-fun
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Hungarian politician, prime minister (1945–1946), and president of Hungary
(1946–1948). Born in Losonc on 18 November 1889, Zoltán Tildy studied
theology at the Protestant Theological Academy in Pápa, Hungary, then
worked as a protestant minister and teacher until 1946. In 1930 he had co-
founded the Independent Smallholders’ Party, becoming its chairman in 1945.
His engagement with politics and the cause of rural welfare dated back to
1917, when he joined the National Independence and Peasant Party.

Following the November 1945 elections, Tildy was chosen premier,
leading the coalition government until 31 January 1946. On 1 February 1946
he became the president of the newly declared republic. However, in August
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1948 he was forced to resign after his son-in-law Viktor Csornoky was arrested,
charged with spying for the West, and executed. Tildy remained under house
arrest until May 1956.

During the 1956 Hungarian Revolution, Tildy acted as minister of state
in Imre Nagy’s short-lived reform government. Following the failed revolu-
tion, Tildy was imprisoned for six years for his role in the 1956 uprising. Be-
cause of advanced age and poor health, he was released in April 1959. Tildy
died in Budapest on 4 August 1961.

Anna Boros-McGee
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Yugoslav communist leader, major figure in the Yugoslav resistance during
World War II, and leader of Yugoslavia. Born on 7 May 1892 into a peasant
family in the village of Kumrovec in Croatia on the border with Slovenia (then
part of Austria), Josip Broz was one of fifteen children of a Croat blacksmith
and a Slovene mother. Much of his early life remains obscure. With little for-
mal education, he became a metalworker and machinist. Active in the Social-
Democratic Party, he was drafted into the Austro-Hungarian Army in 1913.
He fought in World War I and rose to the rank of sergeant, commanding a
platoon in a Croatian regiment before being captured in 1915 on the Russian
Front.

While in the camp, Broz became fluent in Russian. Released following the
March 1917 Revolution, he made his way to Petrograd, where he joined the
Bolsheviks but was imprisoned until the Bolsheviks took power in October
1917. He fought on the communist side in the Russian Civil War but returned
to Croatia in 1920 and helped organize the Yugoslav Communist Party (YPJ).
Rising rapidly in responsibility and position, he became a member of the YPJ
Politburo and Central Committee. It was at this time that he took the pseu-
donym of “Tito” to conceal his identity. He was imprisoned from 1929 to 1934.
In 1937 Stalin appointed Tito to head the YPJ as its secretary-general. Tito
knew little of communist ideology, but Stalin was interested in loyalty.

Following the German invasion of Yugoslavia in April 1941, Tito took
command of the communist Partisan resistance movement with the twin goals
of fighting the Axis occupiers and then seizing power in Yugoslavia once the
Allies had won. Tito and the Partisans did not hesitate to attack German gar-
risons, sparking retaliation and the execution of many more innocent hostages
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than Germans slain. Tito’s Partisans became archrivals of
the Serb-dominated CHetniks (Chetniks) led by General
Drazha Mihajlovica, minister of war in the Yugoslav govern-
ment-in-exile in London. The CHetniks eschewed the
types of attacks undertaken by the Partisans, rightly fear-
ing German reprisals. In a controversial decision that had
far-reaching repercussions for the future of Yugoslavia, in
1943 the British government, which headed the Allied
effort to assist the Yugoslav resistance, shifted all support
to the Partisans.

By the end of the war, the Partisans had grown to a
force of 800,000 people and had in fact liberated most of
Yugoslavia themselves, placing Tito in a strong bargaining
position with Stalin. Tito attempted to annex the southern
provinces of Austria, moving Yugoslav forces into Carin-
thia, but was prevented in this design by the timely arrival
of the British V Corps and was convinced to quit Austrian
territory in mid-May 1945.

Tito extracted vengeance on the Croats, many of whom
had been loyal to the Axis, as had many Slovenes. Perhaps
100,000 people who had sided with the Axis occupiers
were executed by the Partisans without trial within weeks
of the war’s end. The majority of German prisoners taken
in the war also perished in the long March of Hate across
Yugoslavia.

With the support of the Red Army, Tito formed the
National Front and consolidated his power. Although super-
ficially there appeared to be a coalition government in
Yugoslavia, Tito dominated. In the November 1945 elec-
tions for a constituent assembly, the National Front headed
by the Partisans won 96 percent of the vote. The assembly
promptly deposed Peter II and proclaimed a republic. Yugoslavia’s new con-
stitution was modeled on that of the Soviet Union. Tito elaborated the twin
ideas of national self-determination for Yugoslavia’s nationalities and a strong,
centralized communist party organization that would be the sole political
expression of each national group’s will. Under Tito, Yugoslavia became a
federal republic, a beneficial change for a country that had suffered severely
from rivalries among its various peoples. Tito also nationalized the economy
and built it on the Soviet model.

Following the war, Tito had General Mihajlovica and some other leading
C Hetniks put on trial under trumped-up charges of collaboration with the
Germans. Despite vigorous Western protests, they were executed in July
1946. Equally destructive of European goodwill was the sentencing of Arch-
bishop Aloysius Stepinac to life imprisonment for his anticommunist role
during the war.

For thirty-five years, Tito held Yugoslavia together by ruling as a despot.
In a departure from his past record of sharing hardships with his men, once
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Dedicated Yugoslav communist Josip Broz Tito led the
Partisan guerrilla movement against the German occupiers
of his country during World War II. Tito then crushed all
opposition and ruled Yugoslavia until his death in 1980.
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in power he developed a taste for a luxurious lifestyle. He muzzled dissent,
but repression and fear of outside powers, chiefly the Soviet Union, solidi-
fied his rule.

In 1948 Yugoslavia was expelled from the international communist move-
ment. The break sprang in large part from Tito’s desire to form under his
leadership a Balkan confederation of Yugoslavia, Albania, and Bulgaria. There
were also differences with Moscow over Yugoslav support for the communist
side in the Greek Civil War, as Moscow lived up to its bargain with Winston
Churchill during the war not to contest British control in Greece.

The break with Moscow and fears of a Russian invasion led Tito to build
up a large military establishment. In this he was assisted by the West, chiefly
the United States. By the time of Tito’s death in 1980, the Yugoslav standing
army and reserves totaled 2 million men. To protect his freedom of move-
ment, Tito also joined Yugoslavia to the Non-Aligned Movement, and in the
1960s he became a leader of this group along with Gamal Abdel Nasser of
Egypt and Jawaharlal Nehru of India.

Before the break, Tito was as doctrinaire as Stalin. After the schism, Tito
became more flexible. He allowed peasants to withdraw from cooperative
farms and halted the compulsory delivery of crops. He decentralized indus-
try by permitting the establishment of workers’ councils with a say in running
the factories. He permitted citizens more rights in the courts and limited
freedom of speech, and he opened cultural ties with the West and released
Archbishop Stepinac (although he was not restored to authority). In 1949
Tito even wrote an article in the influential American journal Foreign Affairs
titled “Different Paths to Socialism,” giving birth to polycentralism.

By 1954, however, reform had ended. Tito reacted sharply to Milován
Djilas’s proposal to establish a more liberal socialist movement in the coun-
try that would in effect turn Yugoslavia into a two-party state. Djilas’s book,
The New Class (1957), charged that a new class of bureaucrats exploited the
masses as much as or more than their predecessors. Djilas was condemned to
prison. Meanwhile, financial problems multiplied. By the end of the 1970s,
inflation was surging, Yugoslavia’s foreign debt was up dramatically, its goods
could not compete in the world marketplace, and there were dramatic eco-
nomic differences between the prosperous North and impoverished South
that threatened to break up the state.

As long as Tito lived, Yugoslavia held together. In 1974, Tito had set up
a complicated collective leadership. The constitution of that year provided
for an association of equals that helped to minimize the power of Serbia,
diminish Yugoslavia’s ethnic and religious hatreds and rivalries, and keep
the lid on nationalism. There was a multiethnic, eight-man State Presidency
representing the six republics and two autonomous regions. Each of the six
republics had virtual veto power over federal decision making. Djilas claimed
that Tito deliberately set things up so that after his death, no one would ever
possess as much power as he did.

Tito died in Lubljana on 4 May 1980. With the collapse of the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe and the end of the threat of Soviet invasion and
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with the discrediting of communism, the federal system that Tito had put
together came apart in bloodshed and war.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Bulgarian politician and prime minister. Born in Klenovik, Bulgaria, on 10 De-
cember 1920, Stanko Todorov attended only primary school and then appren-
ticed as a tailor. By age sixteen, he was politically active and had joined both
the leftist Worker Youth Federation (RMS) and the tailors’ union. Todorov
served in the Bulgarian Army in World War II during 1941–1943 but deserted
and joined the illegal Bulgarian Communist Party (BCP). He was a key
leader in the September 1944 rebellion that formally ended Bulgaria’s
monarchy and established the People’s Republic of Bulgaria.

Later in the 1940s, Todorov remained active in the RMS and BCP, hold-
ing increasingly prominent positions in both organizations. During 1952–1957
he served as minister of agriculture. In 1954 he was elected to the BCP’s
Central Committee and in 1957 became its secretary. During 1959–1962 he
served as deputy chairman of the Council of Ministers, led the National
Planning Commission, and represented Bulgaria in the Comecon. By 1962
he was also a full member of the Politburo.

In 1971, BCP chief Todor Zhivkov became the new Bulgarian head of
state, which left Todorov as prime minister and head of the Council of Min-
isters. Over the next ten years, he improved relations with the Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) in an attempt to stimulate
trade with the West. He resigned as council president and prime minister
in 1981 to become parliamentary president. In 1988 he was ousted from the
Politburo. By then, he had become a proponent of Mikhail Gorbachev’s per-
estroika policies although favoring a more gradual approach than that of the
Soviet Union. Todorov’s support of perestroika no doubt marginalized him
within the BCP. As communist regimes began to fall in Central Europe, he
was reelected to parliament in 1990. His health quickly failed, however, and
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he withdrew from public life within months of election. Todorov died in
Sofia on 17 December 1996.

Luc Stenger
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Protestant minister of Hungarian ancestry residing in Transylvania (Romania)
who helped trigger the overthrow of the Romanian government of Nicolae
Ceauscescu in 1989. Born on 1 April 1952 in Cluj, Romania, László Tökés
graduated from the Protestant Theological Institute in 1975. During 1975–
1984 he worked as an assistant pastor in Bras cov and Dej. In 1984 he was
discharged from his duties for political reasons.

In 1986 Tökés was reinstalled in Timis coara, first as chaplain and then
as pastor of a small Hungarian Reformed church. In November 1989 the
Reformed Church of Romania, under pressure from the Romanian Commu-
nist Party, decided to banish him from Timiscoara and threatened him with
deportation. Residents of Timiscoara soon began gathering outside Tökés’s
residence to demonstrate their support for him. On 15 December 1989, the
police broke through the crowd, seized Tökés, and exiled him to Mineu,
Romania. The crowd then moved to the main square of the city, where the
demonstration evolved into a full-scale assault against the Romanian com-
munist government during 16–20 December 1989, interrupted by military
intervention that left 122 dead. Rioting there led to violence in Bucharest,
culminating in the collapse of the communist regime in Romania on 22
December.

In 1990 Tökés was appointed bishop of the Királyhágómellék Diocese
in Romania and commenced doctoral studies at the Theological Academy
in Debrecen, Hungary. During 1990–1991 he studied in the United States.
He is the honorary president of both the Democratic Union of Ethnic Hun-
garians in Romania and the Hungarian World Federation. In recognition of
his commitment to democracy and the role he played in Romanian politics,
in 1999 the Hungarian government awarded Tökés the Grand Cross of the
Republic of Hungary.

Anna Boros-McGee
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Archbishop of Prague. Frantishek Tomáshek was born in Studénka, Moravia,
on 30 June 1899, the son of a teacher. He served in the Austro-Hungarian
Army during World War I, after which he entered the Roman Catholic semi-
nary in Olomouc. He was ordained in 1922. He received two doctorates
in theology from and taught at the Theological Faculty of Saints Cyril and
Methodius in Olomouc before the Germans and later the communists closed
the school in 1940 and 1948, respectively.

Shortly after Tomáshek became bishop of Buto and auxiliary bishop of
Olomouc in 1949, Czechoslovak authorities arrested him on antigovernment
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charges and sent him to a labor camp. Following his release in 1954, he
served as a parish priest until 1965. The Czechoslovak government permitted
him to attend the Vatican Council II in Rome during 1962–1965.

When the communists refused to allow Archbishop Josef Beran to return
to Prague from Rome in 1965, Tomás hek became the apostolic administrator
of the archdiocese. He supported the 1968 Prague Spring reforms, attempted
to revitalize the Roman Catholic Church in Czechoslovakia, and urged reli-
gious freedom. After the Warsaw Pact invasion ended the Prague Spring, he
discreetly sought concessions from the government and openly criticized
Charter 77, much to the dismay of Czechoslovak dissidents.

In 1976 Pope Paul VI secretly named Tomás hek cardinal and archbishop
of Prague, publicly releasing the news in 1977. With the election of Pope
John Paul II in October 1978, Tomás hek attacked the government-sanctioned
organization of priests in Czechoslovakia and, in 1985, led the celebrations of
the 1,100th anniversary of the death of St. Methodius.

In 1988, Tomás hek supported a petition demanding religious freedom
in Czechoslovakia and actively backed the 1989 Velvet Revolution by cele-
brating the first televised mass in Czechoslovakia, on 21 November 1989. In
1990 he hosted John Paul II’s visit to Czechoslovakia. Tomáshek retired in 1991
and died in Prague on 4 August 1992.

Gregory C. Ference
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On 2 August 1964, Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam)
torpedo boats attacked the U.S. Navy destroyer Maddox while it was on a
DESOTO electronic intelligence–gathering patrol in international waters in the
Gulf of Tonkin some 28 miles off the North Vietnamese coast. This was
probably the consequence of two Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Viet-
nam) PT boat attacks on 31 July, a fact unknown to Captain John Herrick
of the Maddox. The South Vietnamese PT boat raids were part of OPLAN
(operations plan) 34A harassment activities run by the Military Assistance
Command, Vietnam (MACV), against North Vietnam.

Captain Herrick sought approval from commander of U.S. forces in the
Pacific Admiral Ulysses Grant Sharp to terminate his patrol. Sharp feared
that this might call into question U.S. resolve or the right to steam in inter-
national waters, and he secured permission from the Joint Chiefs of Staff
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(JCS) to strengthen the patrol by adding a second destroyer, the Turner Joy,
to Herrick’s command.

On 3 August another OPLAN 34A raid took place, and on the next night
Herrick reported a possible torpedo boat attack on the two destroyers.
Almost all of those on the two destroyers believed that an attack of up to two
hours had occurred, but there were no visual sightings of North Vietnamese
patrol craft in the area. Only hours after learning of the American claim of
a second attack, the North Vietnamese government issued a public denial, a
position that it has maintained ever since.

In February 1968, U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara testi-
fied before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in closed session and
said that he had “unimpeachable” proof of a second attack. In November
1995, however, he met with General Vo Nguyen Giap, former North Viet-
namese defense minister, in Hanoi. Giap confirmed the first attack, which he
said was the work of “a local coast guard unit,” but he denied that there had
been any second attack. He also charged President Lyndon Johnson’s admin-
istration with a deliberate plan to fabricate the attack in order to seek the
approval of Congress for the war.

Undoubtedly, there was no attack on 4 August. The reports of it are
probably attributable to stormy weather, evasive maneuvering, and inexperi-
enced and fatigued radar and sonar operators. On the other hand, there is no
evidence to support Giap’s charge that the Johnson administration know-
ingly faked the incident to escalate the war. It was a genuine mistake rather
than a deliberate deception.

In Washington, President Johnson and U.S. military leaders did not want
the North Vietnamese leadership to equate lack of U.S. response with lack
of resolve, especially as Johnson was then locked in an election campaign
against Republican hawk and airpower advocate Senator Barry Goldwater.
Secure in his belief of an attack, Johnson also wanted to be able to announce
a U.S. military response on the evening television news. Despite a radio mes-
sage from Herrick that “review of action makes many reported contacts and
torpedoes fired appear doubtful” and a later message to Sharp that “details
of action present a confusing picture,” on 5 August Johnson ordered Opera-
tion PIERCE ARROW, a retaliatory U.S. Navy strike against North Vietnamese
coastal naval facilities.

As it turned out, Johnson’s public announcement came before some of
the U.S. aircraft from the carriers Ticonderoga and Constellation had reached
their targets—oil storage tanks and torpedo boat bases at Thanh Hoa, Hoa
Ngu, Vinh, and Quang Khe. U.S. aircraft flew sixty-four sorties. Two planes
were shot down, with one pilot killed and the other captured.

Even before the incidents, Johnson had told congressional leaders of his
intention to seek a resolution of support for his Southeast Asia policy. Such
a request reached Congress on 5 August. Two days later, Congress passed
the Tonkin Gulf Resolution by a vote of 416–0 in the House and 88–2 in the
Senate.

The resolution styled North Vietnamese attacks on U.S. ships as “part of
a deliberate and systematic campaign of aggression . . . against its neighbors

Tonkin Gulf Incidents and Resolution 2059



and the nations joined with them in the collective defense
of their freedom.” It authorized the president to take
those steps necessary “to repel any armed attack against
the forces of the United States and to prevent any further
aggression.” It also held that the United States regarded
the maintenance of peace and security in Southeast Asia
as “vital to the national interest and to world peace” and
was thus “prepared, as the president determines, to take all
necessary steps, including the use of armed force, to assist
any member or protocol state of the Southeast Asia Collec-
tive Defense Treaty requesting assistance in defense of its
freedom.”

In effect what became known as the Tonkin Gulf Res-
olution gave Johnson blanket authority to wage war in
Vietnam without a formal declaration of war. Contrary to
later charges, the implications of the resolution were fully,
albeit briefly, aired before the vote.

Following the public revelation of President Richard
M. Nixon’s clandestine bombing of Cambodia, Congress
rescinded the resolution in June 1970. In 1973, Congress
passed the War Powers Act, which quite specifically pre-
scribed the president’s power to wage war and the role of
Congress in any such endeavor. Unlike the carte blanche
wording of the Tonkin Gulf Resolution, the War Powers Act
was very deliberate in its attempt to avoid another Vietnam.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Nationalist African premier (1958) and president (1959–1984) of the Repub-
lic of Guinea. Born in Faranah, Guinea, on 9 January 1922 to a poor family,
Ahmed Sékou Touré worked for the postal service and helped organize a
union of its workers in 1945, which he then headed. In 1952 he became
the head of the Partie Démocratique de Guinée (PDG, Democratic Party of
Guinea). In 1954 he was elected president of the General Confederation of
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African Workers, and in January 1956 he was elected mayor
of the capital city of Conakry and Guinea’s representative
to the French National Assembly. In November 1957 he
became vice premier of Guinea, and in July 1958 he be-
came premier.

In May 1958, the French Fourth Republic had col-
lapsed and Charles de Gaulle came to power. The new
constitution of the Fifth Republic established the French
Community in place of the former French Union, and de
Gaulle called on the French African states to vote on the
new constitutional arrangement. A vote of no would mean
independence. With much of French Africa desperately
poor and dependent on aid from Paris, the vote was ex-
pected to be favorable.

Touré opposed membership in the French Commu-
nity, however. He claimed that “dignity” was more impor-
tant, and that there could “be no dignity without true
liberty.” The community would still mean a degree of
French control, and as Touré put it, “We prefer poverty
in freedom to riches in slavery.” The charismatic Touré
helped stay the vote in Guinea. On 28 September 1958,
Guinea was the only state in French Africa to vote against
the constitution. The negative vote was by an overwhelm-
ing 95 percent majority.

Guinea received its independence on 2 October 1958.
In national elections that same year, Touré’s PDG won
fifty-seven of sixty seats. He became president of Guinea
in January 1959. He then pushed through a new constitu-
tion that made the PDG the sole legal political party.

Touré immediately moved Guinea into the socialist camp. Relations with
France deteriorated and were broken off altogether in 1965, not to be renewed
until 1975. In 1978 French President Valéry Giscard d’Éstaing undertook a
state trip to Guinea, and Touré reciprocated with a visit to Paris in 1982.

Touré sought to follow a nonaligned foreign policy. Thus, during the
Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962, he refused to allow Soviet aircraft to refuel in
Guinea during flights to Cuba. At the end of the 1970s, he established closer
relations with the Muslim world and cemented relationships with those states
and with Islamic organizations. His hold on power was weakened by two
assassination attempts, in June 1969 and April 1971. Constantly reelected
president (for the fifth time in 1982), Touré was visiting Saudi Arabia when
he became ill from a heart aliment. He preferred to go to the United States
for treatment and died in Cleveland, Ohio, on 24 March 1984.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Ahmed Sékou Touré, the nationalist who became the first
president of independent Guinea in 1959. His defiant atti-
tude ended ties with France. (UPI-Bettmann/Corbis)
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U.S. strategic nuclear force comprised of three components: manned bombers,
land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), and submarine-
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). The nuclear delivery capability of
the United States originally relied upon the long-range bomber force of the
Strategic Air Command (SAC). During the late 1950s, the strategic delivery
force began to expand to include U.S. Air Force–controlled ICBMs and the
U.S. Navy’s SLBMs. The early triad structure was a natural evolution of
new technological capabilities, but military planners also developed a strong
strategic rationale based on the realities of each type of weapon system and
the need to create a stable deterrent force structure.

The manned bomber force was the most accurate delivery platform. Addi-
tionally, bombers provided the most flexibility. Aircraft could be launched or
forward-deployed as a show of force, and having a crew in the loop allowed
bombers to be recalled or redirected while in flight. The bombers could also
conduct visual assessments of targets or search for specific types of targets
in a general area to counter new or mobile targets. But bombers had major
vulnerabilities. They could be attacked before they launched, especially by
missiles, and the aircraft were relatively vulnerable to air defense systems.
Bombers were also relatively slow, taking many hours to deliver nuclear
weapons over intercontinental ranges.

The ICBM force provided the capability for rapid strikes against enemy
targets, with flight times of approximately thirty minutes, and the ability to
maintain a large percentage of the force in a high-alert status. Although the
land-based missiles were potentially vulnerable due to their fixed locations,
they could be launched relatively quickly before being hit and were often
placed in hardened silos for protection. Mobile ICBM options were developed
in response to improved Soviet accuracy but were not deployed. Early ICBMs
were much less accurate than bombers, although the differences were signif-
icantly reduced over time. The submarine force was the most survivable of
the three systems. Although communications with the submarines were ini-
tially a concern and accuracies were initially below those of the other two
legs of the triad, these performance issues were steadily rectified over time.

The triad’s offensive capability was melded together in the Single Inte-
grated Operations Plan by the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff, which was
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colocated with SAC headquarters. The use of different weapons delivery
platforms complicated the defensive preparations of the Soviet Union, the
primary target of American strategic nuclear planning. More importantly,
the varying characteristics of the three weapons systems made an effective
enemy attack, especially a surprise attack, much more difficult. Although the
Soviet force structure was also referred to as a triad, that structure was much
less balanced and relied heavily on land-based ICBMs, with a secondary
capability in SLBMs, and a limited long-range bomber force. The American
triad and its contribution to nuclear deterrence was the foundation of geo-
political stability and military balance during the Cold War.

Jerome V. Martin
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Italian city at the northern head of the Adriatic Sea near the border with
Yugoslavia (now Slovenia and Croatia) whose sovereignty was hotly contested
between Italy and Yugoslavia. Securing Trieste from the Austro-Hungarian
Empire was one of the main objectives of Italian intervention in World War I,
which explains the emotion bound with its name among many Italians. Mainly
surrounded by hills that have limited its size, Trieste became important when
it was occupied at the end of World War II by the Yugoslav Partisans, led by
veteran communist Josip Broz Tito. Meanwhile, the British and Americans
pushed the 2nd New Zealand Armored Division to Trieste to prevent Yugo-
slavia from securing full control of the city’s important harbor. Some ob-
servers saw in this development the first sign of the forthcoming Cold War.

The Yugoslav occupation elicited violence against the majority Italian
population and against noncommunist Slovenians, but an agreement brokered
between the British and Tito’s representatives on 8 August 1945 restored at
least partial order. The former Italian territory now under Yugoslav control
was divided into two areas by the Morgan Line. The British and Americans
occupied the western zone comprising Trieste Harbor, and the Yugoslavs
controlled the eastern territory, which contained important strategic natural
resources such as mercury, bauxite, and coal.
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Trieste straddled two worlds: the Eastern communist bloc and the West-
ern democratic bloc. Certainly, the Soviet Union supported communist Yugo-
slavia’s claims on the region. For their part, the Allies actually encouraged
Tito in the sense that they assisted him economically and diplomatically
following his 1948 break with the Soviet Union.

The Yugoslavs reinforced their troop presence in the area, and in 1951
the Italians deployed the first groups of former partisans in a covert stay-
behind organization known as “O,” which later would be integrated into the
Gladio organization under the control of the Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).

In the Paris Peace Treaty signed on 10 February 1947 between Italy and
the Allies, Yugoslavia secured the Istrian Peninsula, forcing some 250,000
Italians to abandon the area and find refuge in Italy. The Trieste area was
designated a Free Territory under the administration of the United Nations
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(UN). Meanwhile, Yugoslavs killed perhaps 10,000 Italians in the foibe (karstic
sinkholes), which were effective natural cemeteries.

Because neither Italy nor Yugoslavia could agree on a governor for Trieste,
the area was divided into area “A” (from Duino to Trieste) and area “B”
(Capodistria to Cittanova). On several occasions, the Italian population of
Trieste protested against the Allied occupation, resulting in civilian fatalities
when British troops overreacted to the demonstrations. At the same time,
Yugoslavia continued to threaten the annexation of area “B.”

According to some historians, the Italian government mounted covert
paramilitary operations in Istria that were designed to discourage Yugo-
slavia’s aspirations and plans regarding annexation. The Trieste crisis also
played an important role in Italian domestic politics because it fueled Italian
right-wing movements. Several youth organizations volunteered to mount
strong protests against Tito and the Allied occupation of the city.

Finally, an agreement was signed in London on 10 May 1954 stipulat-
ing that Istria was to be administered by Yugoslavia and Trieste by Italy,
with mutual respect of minority rights. This led to the Anglo-American with-
drawal of troops from Trieste, which now passed to Italian sovereignty. On 10
December 1975, Italy and Yugoslavia signed the Osimo Treaty that finalized
the border permanently with only a few slight modifications.

The dissolution of Yugoslavia after the Velvet Revolution of 1989–1990
did not change the Trieste situation. In June 1991, war broke out in the for-
mer Yugoslav territories, which led to the end of the Yugoslav federal state,
as Croatia and Slovenia gained their independence. Both declared that
they would respect the Yugoslav state’s legacy and would therefore honor
the Osimo Treaty. Italian Foreign Minister Emilio Colombo expressed Italy’s
satisfaction with this decision.

Alessandro Massignani
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Canadian Liberal Party politician and prime minister (1968–1979, 1980–1984).
Born in Montreal on 18 October 1919, Pierre Elliott Trudeau received his BA
degree from College Jean de Brébeuf in 1940 and earned a law degree in
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1943 from the University of Montreal and a master’s degree
in political economy from Harvard University in 1945.
After working chiefly as a lawyer and law professor, he was
elected to the Canadian House of Commons in 1965. In
1967 he became both minister of justice and attorney gen-
eral in the Lester Pearson cabinet. In 1968, Trudeau be-
came prime minister and leader of the Liberal Party. With
the exception of a brief ten-month interlude during 1979–
1980, he remained prime minister until 1984, casting a long
shadow on Canadian politics that endures to this day.

As prime minister, Trudeau sought increased indepen-
dence from U.S. political and economic hegemony. As such,
his government frequently parted company with the United
States on foreign policy. In 1970 the Trudeau government
officially recognized the People’s Republic of China (PRC),
and Trudeau embarked on a lifelong campaign for nuclear
disarmament, leading efforts to ensure nuclear nonprolif-
eration. Also in 1970, faced with terrorist attacks by the
radical Quebecois separatist group Front de la libération
de Québec (Liberation Front of Quebec), Trudeau briefly
invoked martial law to diffuse the crisis. Although quite
popular, he weathered several political storms throughout
the 1970s, many of which revolved around economic policy.
As with other Western nations in that era, Canada experi-

enced periods of high unemployment and inflation, made worse by the
1973–1974 oil crisis.

Perhaps Trudeau’s most significant impact as it relates to the Cold War
was to distance Canada from the Western orbit so as to become more in-
volved in the developing world. In doing so, the Trudeau government left
Canada’s armed forces chronically underfunded, much to the chagrin of the
United States and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). By the
late 1970s, Trudeau’s vision of a quasi-neutral Canada was shaken by its
NATO partners, who had begun to suggest that if Canada did not wish to
participate in collective security, then Europe might look elsewhere when it
came to trade. Thus, in the early 1980s small increases in defense spending
were implemented to mollify the Europeans and Americans. In 1983, how-
ever, when he undertook his Peace Initiative, convinced that the world stood
at the brink of nuclear war, he once more raised the hackles of Canada’s
defense partners. Trudeau retired from politics in 1984 and died on 28 Sep-
tember 2000 in Montreal.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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President and dictator of the Dominican Republic (1930–1938, 1942–1952).
Born in San Cristóbal on 24 October 1891, Rafael Leónidas Trujillo received
only a rudimentary education. Trained by U.S. Marines during the American
occupation of the Dominican Republic (1916–1924), he rose in 1925 to the
rank of colonel in the National Guard, which the Americans had helped
establish. In 1927 he was promoted to the rank of brigadier general.

Trujillo came to power in 1930 after a coup against President Horacio
Vásquez. Almost immediately, Trujillo put in place a repressive dictatorial
regime and promoted a cult of personality that rivaled any of the world’s
worst despots. He tried to modernize the country, but wide-
spread graft and corruption in his government blunted the
effort. In an attempt to “lighten” the population, he invited
Jews to immigrate to the Dominican Republic and ordered
the purging of Haitian workers. During 1937 alone, he was
responsible for the deaths of some 15,000 Haitians.

Trujillo, a rabid anticommunist, allowed the Domini-
can Communist Party (PCD) to exist until 1947, when at
the suggestion of the United States he outlawed the party.
He gained financial support from the United States and
other Western nations to modernize the Dominican Re-
public but also siphoned off vast amounts of government
funds for his personal use. Through his extended family—
much of which reaped a small fortune from his financial
shenanigans—Trujillo controlled most of the nation’s indus-
try and commerce. It is worth noting that while he held the
presidency in name for some eighteen years, he was firmly
in control at all times, preferring to work behind the scenes
while a pliant puppet occupied the post of president. Tru-
jillo enjoyed the support of the island’s powerful “100
Families” until 1960, when he ordered the three socialite
Mirabal sisters killed for their part in a plot against him.

The year 1960 also saw Trujillo lose the support of
some of his powerful international patrons, including the
United States. His henchmen were nearly successful in
assassinating Venezuelan President Rómulo Betancourt
in 1960, forcing the United States to withdraw much of
its support to the Dominican Republic. On 30 May 1961,
members of the Dominican military assassinated Trujillo
in Ciudad Trujillo (Santo Domingo). His son Ramfis tried
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Rafael Trujillo was the dominant political figure of the
Dominican Republic from 1930 to 1961. Trujillo’s strong
anticommunist stance engendered support from the United
States, despite his despotic rule. (Library of Congress)



to assume power but was exiled following a coup. Nonetheless, Trujillo’s
supporters continued to exercise power in the country until well beyond the
Cold War era. Joaquín Balaguer, who had served under Trujillo, secured the
presidency several times until the United Nations (UN) brokered a deal
forcing him to step down permanently in 1996.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr. and David H. Richards
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U.S. senator (1935–1944), vice president (January–April 1945), and presi-
dent (1945–1953). Born in Lamar, Missouri, on 8 May 1884, Harry S. Truman
worked as a construction timekeeper, bank teller, and farmer before seeing
combat in World War I as an artillery captain in France. He then opened a
clothing store in Kansas City, but it soon failed, leaving him with large debts.
He won election as county judge in 1922 with the backing of the political
machine of Tom Pendergast in nearby Kansas City. Truman’s record of effi-
ciency and fair-mindedness earned him considerable praise. A Democrat,
he was elected to the U.S. Senate in 1934, where colleagues appreciated his
hard work, modesty, and amiability. Reelected in 1940, he gained national
prominence during World War II as chair of a Senate committee investigat-
ing corporate waste, bureaucratic incompetence, contractor fraud, and labor
abuse in the defense industry.

Truman, the surprise choice for the vice presidential candidate on Pres-
ident Franklin D. Roosevelt’s successful 1944 reelection ticket, had no inter-
national experience when he assumed the presidency upon Roosevelt’s death
in April 1945. Truman closely guarded his authority and took actions that
were decisive and at times impulsive. This was especially true in foreign
affairs, where he immediately faced the challenge of emerging discord with
the Soviet Union. As a senator, Truman had favored wartime aid to the So-
viets but suggested shifting U.S. support to the Nazis once communist forces
had the advantage. Only days into his presidency, he sharply rebuked Soviet
Foreign Minister Vyacheslav I. Molotov, sternly lecturing him about trying
to dominate Poland. This contretemps was a harbinger of Truman’s hard-line
policy toward the Soviet Union.

In July 1945, Truman and Soviet leader Josef Stalin met at the Potsdam
Conference but did not reach agreement on any major issues. While there,
the president received word that the test explosion of an atomic bomb had
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succeeded, although he only made an ambiguous reference
about this to Stalin. Truman subsequently ordered atomic
attacks on two Japanese cities in August. His justification
was to save lives, but he may have also used Hiroshima
and Nagasaki to intimidate the Soviets and keep them out
of the Pacific war. Just before Japan surrendered, the So-
viets entered the war in the Pacific, resulting in Korea’s
division into two zones of occupation. Truman rejected
Stalin’s request for a similar arrangement in Japan, appoint-
ing General Douglas MacArthur to implement sweeping
reforms there under complete U.S. control. After 1947, a
reverse course in U.S. policy transformed Japan into an
anticommunist bulwark in Asia and a security partner of
the United States in the Cold War.

Meanwhile, Truman struggled to end the civil war in
China between the Guomindang (GMD, Nationalists) and
the Chinese Communist  Party (CCP) led by Mao Zedong.
Late in 1945, Truman sent General George C. Marshall
to negotiate a cease-fire and a political settlement, which
never took hold. Marshall returned home in early 1947,
became secretary of state, and advised Truman to disen-
gage from China. By then, Truman had decided to imple-
ment the containment policy against the Soviet Union.

Truman’s application of pressure at the United Nations
(UN) had forced Soviet withdrawal from Iran in 1946. His
Truman Doctrine speech in March 1947 called for U.S.
aid to any nation resisting communist domination. Con-
gress then approved Truman’s request for $400 million for
Greece (to suppress a communist insurgency) and Turkey
(to check Soviet advances). A proposal in June 1947 to help
Europe avert economic collapse and keep communism at
bay led to the Marshall Plan, an ambitious and successful
endeavor that helped reconstruct war-torn economies.

Stalin’s reaction to Truman’s successes greatly intensified the Cold War,
beginning early in 1948 with the communist coup in Czechoslovakia. The
Soviets then blockaded West Berlin to force U.S. and British abandonment of
the city, but Truman ordered an airlift of food and supplies that compelled
Stalin to restore access one year later. Countering the Soviet threat led to the
1949 creation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and a U.S.
commitment of military defense for Western Europe. Truman sent U.S. troops
and huge amounts of military assistance across the Atlantic, but he refused to
replicate this policy in China, resisting Republican pressure to expand sup-
port for Jiang Jieshi’s Nationalist regime. This led to charges that Truman had
allowed disloyal American diplomats to undermine the Nationalists and lose
China after the communists triumphed in October 1949. The Soviet explo-
sion of an atomic bomb that September only increased popular anxiety in the
United States. As fears of internal subversion grew, Truman appeared to be
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soft on communism when Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, an obscure Wisconsin
Republican, charged that 205 communists worked in the State Department.

Early in 1950, Truman approved development of a hydrogen bomb but
initially refused to implement National Security Council Report NSC-68,
which called for massive rearmament. He would not approve NSC-68 until
September of that year. When the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
(DPRK, North Korea) attacked the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea)
in June, Truman committed troops because he believed that Stalin had
ordered the invasion and that inaction would encourage more expansionist
acts. He then ordered military protection for Jiang’s regime on Taiwan and
greater support for the anticommunist efforts of the British in Malaya and
the French in Indochina. Even before MacArthur, whom he had named UN
commander, had halted the invasion, Truman approved an offensive into
North Korea that provoked Chinese intervention. Truman’s courageous
decision to recall MacArthur in April 1951 for trying to widen the war was
highly unpopular but won acclaim from most military observers and Euro-
pean allies. Armistice talks began in July 1951 but deadlocked after Truman
refused to force repatriation of communist prisoners. Unable to end the
Korean War, he had made the Cold War more dangerous and intense with
the implementation of NSC-68, military strengthening of NATO, and the
rearming of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany).

Truman left office in January 1953 and returned to Independence, Mis-
souri, to write his memoirs. He died on 26 December 1972 in Kansas City,
Missouri.

James I. Matray
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U.S. foreign policy doctrine enunciated by President Harry S. Truman that
formally committed the United States to fight communist expansionism
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abroad. On 12 March 1947, President Truman addressed a joint session of
Congress and stated: “I believe that it must be the policy of the United States
to support free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed
minorities or by outside pressures.” He was of course referring to communist
“pressures” and thereby committed the United States to uphold the contain-
ment policy, which pledged that all necessary measures would be taken to
check the spread of communism and Soviet influence.

The catalyst for the Truman Doctrine had been Britain’s February 1947
announcement that it could no longer afford to provide military or financial
support to Greece and Turkey. This meant that these nations might fall to
communism, and this was especially true for Greece, whose pro-Western
government was fighting a communist guerrilla insurgency in the northern
part of the country.

The eastern basin of the Mediterranean, including the Middle East, had
historically been under British influence since the nineteenth century. The
area was still important to Britain after World War II, but it took on great
importance in light of the developing Cold War. Soviet presence in the region
would jeopardize the ability of the Western powers to launch strategic air
strikes on the Soviet Union from bases in the area. The defense of the region
had been a British preserve and rested on British military bases, the largest of
which was in Egypt. British power was declining, however, while at the same
time Soviet activity in the region seemed on the increase.

The Soviet Union had demanded that the Turkish government change
the rules governing ship movements through the Dardanelles and allow it
to participate, along with other Black Sea nations, in the defense of the
straits. The U.S. interpretation of the Soviets’ demand was that they in-
tended to secure hegemony over Turkey, build bases there, and then gain
control over Greece. From there it could dominate much of the Middle East
and the eastern Mediterranean. The demand in itself was of relatively minor
importance because it was made in the form of a diplomatic note, not sup-
ported by any explicit or implicit military threats.

For planners in Washington, there seemed to be a power vacuum in the
region, the result of Britain’s declining strength. Britain was providing mili-
tary aid to Turkey, but the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) thought that
because of its strategic importance and in order to increase its ability to meet
Soviet aggression, the United States should increase its economic and mili-
tary aid to Turkey. As long as the British furnished military assistance, how-
ever, the Truman administration would provide only economic aid.

American attitudes toward the situation in Turkey were linked to the
situation in Greece. Like Turkey, Greece was considered a barrier between
the Soviet Union and the Mediterranean. The struggle in Greece was not
one inspired by the Soviet Union but rather resulted from conflict between
rightists seeking to restore the monarchy who were also failing to tackle the
grave economic situation and left-wing parties seeking to install a communist
regime. Washington, however, chose to view the Greek Civil War through
the lens of the Cold War. A loss in Greece to the communists would not only
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result in a victory for the Soviets but, it was argued, would also open the
entire region to communist subversion. Thus, the Americans could not tol-
erate the establishment of a communist regime in Athens whether or not it
was inspired by Moscow. Despite the shortcomings of the anticommunist
Greek government, the Truman administration now moved to provide assis-
tance to it. The decisive turning point came with London’s announcement
in February 1947 that Britain would be unable to continue its support to
Greece and Turkey. It was obvious to U.S. State Department officials that
the United States had to fill the breach. While preparing the draft legislation
for the 1947 Greco-Turkish aid package, however, Undersecretary of State
Dean Acheson found it difficult to justify the assistance request for Turkey,
as it was not under a direct threat from either the Kremlin or an indigenous
communist insurgency. Acheson also knew that Congress was in no mood to
approve a large foreign aid request without proper justification, as it was en-
gaged in efforts to curtail spending and pay down the national debt accrued
during World War II. Also, Moscow was issuing conciliatory messages, fur-
ther reducing the incentive in Congress to take strong measures against the
Soviet Union.

Truman and his advisors, determined to provide military and economic
assistance to both Greece and Turkey, had to find a way to sell this foreign
aid package to Congress. Just prior to Truman’s speech, Acheson described
to the congressional leadership in stark terms the implications of Soviet
domination over the eastern Mediterranean and the worldwide geopolitical
consequences of such a scenario. In response, Republican Senator Arthur H.
Vandenberg, a formerly steadfast isolationist, informed Truman that if he
were to present his request to Congress in the manner that had been used by
Acheson, he and the majority of Congress would support the aid deal. As a
result, Truman’s request for a $400 million aid package earmarked for Tur-
key and Greece was presented in the Cold War terms of a struggle “between
alternate ways of life,” marking the emergence of the Truman Doctrine,
which came to represent a concerted long-term effort to resist communist
aggression around the world. Vandenberg kept his promise. The Greco-
Turkish aid package was speedily approved.

David Tal
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Program launched by U.S. President Harry S. Truman requiring federal
employees to take an oath of loyalty to the government, which enabled fed-
eral agencies to investigate employees and, if warranted, dismiss them for
activities considered suspect. In the first years after World War II, as fears of
malfeasant Soviet power abroad and communist subversion at home mounted,
the politics of anticommunism became a potent weapon. Charges that Soviet
spies or disloyal Americans were serving in important government posts began
to circulate, and the Truman administration was powerless to stop the largely
untruthful allegations. Soon, a Red Scare set in, and Truman felt obliged to
take action to quell the resultant paranoia.

The Democrats lost control of Congress to the Republicans in 1946, put-
ting great pressure on Truman, a Democrat. At the same time, the House
Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC) was uncovering alleged com-
munist subversion in nearly all American institutions, including the govern-
ment. Under political pressure from the Republicans and the right wing of
his own party, Truman ordered the Department of Justice to develop a list
of possibly subversive government employees, who were then required to
sign a loyalty oath. Truman unwittingly added to the general atmosphere of
paranoia by feeding the flames of anticommunist fervor.

The Loyalty Program established by Executive Order 9835 on 21 March
1947 mandated that all federal employees be subjected to background checks
and sign a pledge of loyalty to the U.S. government. To aid in this endeavor,
loyalty boards in each of the federal agencies were created. These boards
performed security checks and background investigations. The loyalty review
boards investigated more than 3 million federal workers, of whom roughly
3,000 were forced to resign or lost their jobs without indictment. Truman
personally fired 212 executive-level employees. Soon, the loyalty oath pro-
gram spread to other government agencies, especially in education.

At the time, the program seemed to some, at least, to be a violation of
civil liberties and an infringement on Americans’ constitutionally guaranteed
rights. In the federal government, employees lost their right to openly criti-
cize U.S. foreign policy, own books on socialism, or attend certain foreign
films. In 1951, under Executive Order 10241, if the government had “rea-
sonable” grounds for believing that a person was disloyal, it could fire that
person.

When Truman left office in January 1953, McCarthyism was in full swing.
Truman’s Executive Orders 9835 and 10241 and Public Law 733 were prece-
dents for Executive Order 10450 on 17 April 1953, which President Dwight
Eisenhower used to purge additional alleged subversives or security risks
from the government. As a result, 600 federal workers resigned, and 1,500
more were fired.

In 1947, Julia Steiner of the Los Angeles County Library System, along
with two unions, tried to obtain an injunction prohibiting supervisors from
asking employees about reading interests, political views, or past associations.
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This challenge became the first of thirty-three cases to eventually challenge
the entire Loyalty Program. From the 1950s into the late 1960s, a series of court
cases gradually dismantled the various elements of the Truman-Eisenhower
loyalty oath programs, largely on procedural grounds. But the concept of a
loyalty oath was not overturned.

In 1972 the U.S. Supreme Court reaffirmed the legitimacy of loyalty
oaths, which remain in use, most commonly by licensing boards and in pub-
lic education. While the issue of such oaths has become muted, it is clear that
Truman’s original 1947 action helped set the stage for the corrosive politics
and excesses of the McCarthy era (1950–1954) and the attendant civil liberty
violations that ensued.

John H. Barnhill
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Yugoslav military officer and first president of the Republic of Croatia
(1990–1999). Born in Veliko, Trgovis hc ae, in the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes (now Croatia) on 14 May 1922, Franjo Tud mman attended secondary
school in Zagreb and graduated from the Military Academy in Belgrade in
1957.

Tud mman worked in the Yugoslav Ministry of National Defense during
1945–1961, becoming one of the youngest generals in the Yugoslav Army in
1960. He left active military service the next year and began a new career as
head of the Institute for the History of the Labor Movement of Croatia
(1961–1967). During 1963–1967 he was also an associate professor of history
at Zagreb University, where he earned a doctorate in political science in 1965.

Tud mman was a member of the Socialist Republic of Croatia’s parliament
during 1965–1969. After participating in the Croatian Spring movement, he
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was imprisoned for two years beginning in October 1972. He was again
imprisoned during 1981–1984 for his political activities aimed at Croatian
independence.

In 1989 Tud mman was one of the founding members of the Croatian
Democratic Union (HDZ). After the HDZ won the first democratic elections
in 1990, he joined the parliament, which designated him president of the
new Republic of Croatia. In 1991 Tud mman led his country to full indepen-
dence from Yugoslavia and in the subsequent war with Serbia, which lasted
until 1995 and claimed thousands of lives.

Tud mman was reelected president in direct elections in 1992 and 1997.
His regime was characterized by both significant human rights abuses and
political repression. In 1995 he signed the Dayton Agreement but refused to
cooperate with the International Criminal Tribunal. Tud mman died on 10 De-
cember 1999 in Zagreb.

Lucian N. Leustean
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North African nation. The Republic of Tunisia, an overwhelmingly Sunni
Muslim nation, covers 63,170 square miles, about twice the size of the U.S.
state of South Carolina, and had a 1945 population of approximately 3 mil-
lion people. Tunisia borders Algeria to the west, Libya to the south, and the
Mediterranean Sea to the east and north. Until the late nineteenth century,
Tunisia had been dominated by various larger powers as well as Arab and
Berber dynasties. In 1881, the French signed an agreement with the bey, the
local Tunisian ruler, establishing a French protectorate there. Prior to that,
Tunisia had been part of the Ottoman Empire. Tunisian culture was greatly
affected by the long period of French colonial rule, which did not officially end
until 1956.

Following World War II, a strong nationalist movement in Tunisia en-
gaged in a protracted struggle against French colonial rule. On 20 March
1956, following arduous, delicate, and behind-the-scenes negotiations, an
independence protocol was signed by French Foreign Minister Christian
Paul Francis Pineau and Tunisian Prime Minister Tahar ben Amara. On 25
July 1957, the Tunisian Constituent Assembly ousted the bey, Muhammad
VIII al-Amin, who was sympathetic to France and had long been unpopular;
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declared the formation of the Tunisian Republic; and elected Habib Bour-
guiba as president.

Bourguiba, who ruled until 1987, was decidedly pro-Western in his ideas
and foreign policy. He also maintained cordial relations with France. As he
tried to transform Tunisia into a modern, democratic state, he was backed by
the majority of young, Westernized Tunisian intellectuals. His main political
support came from the well-organized Neo-Destour Party, which he had
founded in 1934, that constituted the country’s chief political force.

Bourguiba was not without political rivals, however. Early in his presi-
dency, he was strongly challenged by Salah ben Youssef, who leaned toward
Egypt and Pan-Arabism and who championed the continuation of Tunisia’s
ancient Islamic traditions. Youssef was generally supported by conservative,
wealthy urbanites and traditionalist Muslims.

The constitution of Tunisia was introduced in 1959 and amended in 1988.
It provides for a presidential system not unlike that of the current French
Fifth Republic. The president is elected by popular vote for a five-year term,
while the prime minister is appointed by the president.

During the Cold War, Tunisia aligned itself squarely with the West and
was considered a strong American ally. During the June 1967 Arab-Israeli War,
for example, Bourguiba refused to sever relations with the United States
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over its support of Israel, despite considerable pressure to do so from other
Arab states.

In spite of its support of Western-style democracy, the Bourguiba regime
exerted strong, centralized authority. The economy was closely controlled
by Tunis, and as fears of Islamic fundamentalism increased, especially after
the late 1970s, the government increasingly relied on censorship and illegal
detentions to smother radical movements. Bourguiba’s heavy-handedness
and frail health combined to bring about his ouster on 7 November 1987 dur-
ing a bloodless coup led by General Zine al-Abidine Ben Ali, who succeeded
him as president.

In recent years, under Ben Ali’s tenure, Tunisia has taken a moderate,
nonaligned stance in its foreign relations. Domestically, it has sought to dif-
fuse rising pressures for a more open political system while at the same time
dealing with increased Islamic fundamentalist activities and growing anti-
Western sentiments. These efforts have resulted in significant government-
sponsored repression and a deteriorating human rights record.

Tunisia’s principal industries have been agriculture, mining, tourism, and
light manufacturing. Petroleum is the chief mineral resource. Government
control of economic affairs, while still heavy, has gradually moved toward pri-
vatization, simplified tax codes, and a more prudent approach to debt man-
agement. Since the late 1990s, Tunisia’s economy has witnessed significant
growth, which has begun to attract foreign investment. In 1995, Tunisia also
signed an agreement with the European Union (EU) to remove trade barriers
over the next decade. Broader privatization, increased government efficiency,
and further reductions in the trade deficit are among the challenges that still
lie ahead.

Nilly Kamal and Mark Sanders
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Straddling both Europe and Asia Minor, Turkey occupied an important
strategic position during the Cold War. With an area of 300,948 square miles,
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Turkey is larger than the U.S. state of Texas. European Turkey borders
Greece and Bulgaria to the east and north, while in Asia Minor it shares com-
mon borders with Georgia to the northwest, Armenia and Iran to the east,
and Syria and Iraq to the south. Its 1945 population was some 18.79 million
people, while at the end of the Cold War in 1990 it had grown to some 56.47
million people.

In the early-modern period, the Ottoman Empire controlled the Balkans
and on two occasions threatened Vienna. The empire also dominated the
Middle East and North Africa. Turkish power receded in the nineteenth
century, however. Regarded as the “Sick Man of Europe,” the Ottoman
Empire was forced to yield most of its territory in the Balkans. The empire
was also on the losing side in World War I and suffered substantial territorial
losses, especially in the Middle East.

Turkey became a republic in October 1923 with the abolition of the sul-
tanate. Domestically, Turkey had been a secular state since 1924, but it was
hardly a democracy. Only one political group, the Republican People’s Party,
was permitted.

The father of modern Turkey, Mustafa Kemal, known as Atatürk (“the
father of the Turks”), mounted a successful military effort against the Greeks,
whose army had occupied western Anatolia (including Izmir/Smyrna) after
World War I. Atatürk also carried out a rapid and enforced Westernization,
insisting on strict separation of religion and state. In 1924 religious instruc-
tion in the schools was forbidden. Turkish replaced Arabic as the national
language, and the nation adopted Roman letters. Islamic law was abolished
in favor of a new civil code.

Atatürk died in 1938. Premier Ismet Inönü, his closest associate, suc-
ceeded him as leader of the nation and the Republican People’s Party. Inönü
was reelected president in 1943. He and other Turkish leaders were deter-
mined to maintain Turkish neutrality in World War II. They kept the large
Turkish Army mobilized, alarmed by the ambitions of Germany and the
Soviet Union and especially concerned that the two might combine against
Turkey. Italian ambitions in the Balkans were also a concern.

Once the Germans controlled the Balkans, in June 1941 Ankara signed a
Treaty of Territorial Integrity and Friendship with Germany that offered
economic concessions. Inönü, however, strongly resisted pressure from Berlin
to enter the war on its side. As soon as the Allies were ascendant, Turkey
resumed its pro-Western position, although it also resisted pressure from the
United States and Britain to join them in the war. Not until February 1945
did Turkey declare war on Germany, and this was done to assure member-
ship in the United Nations (UN).

Following the war, the Soviet Union applied tremendous pressure on
Turkey in an effort to annex Kars and Ardahan. These two northeastern
Turkish provinces had long been in contention between the two states. Mos-
cow also demanded a share of control over the defense of the straits con-
necting the Black Sea to the Mediterranean (the Bosporus, Sea of Marmara,
and the Dardanelles).
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Soviet pressure on Turkey along with the communist
threat to Greece led to the 1947 Truman Doctrine and U.S.
aid. Turkey sought to join the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO) at its founding in 1949 but was rebuffed.
Not until Turkey hinted that it might pursue a neutral
course was it admitted to NATO membership, along with
Greece, in 1952.

In fulfillment of its obligations to defend the West, Tur-
key sent a brigade to fight on the UN side in the Korean
War (1950–1953). There, Turkey established an excellent
combat record. Turkey also provided bases to the United
States for communications intelligence gathering on the
Soviet Union and in 1955 joined the Baghdad Pact.

Internally, Turkey struggled to achieve a Western econ-
omy and style of government. After World War II, Inönü
allowed the formation of a genuine second political party.
The 1946 elections were held so abruptly, however, that the
new Democratic Party, led by Celal Bayar, lacked time to or-
ganize properly and was only able to secure 63 of 465 seats.

In the 1950 elections, by contrast, the Democratic Party
won a landslide victory, taking 408 seats to only 69 for the
Republican People’s Party. Bayar became the president,
with Adnan Menderes as premier. The Democratic Party
held power until 1960 and emphasized private enterprise.
Under the leadership of Menderes, Turkey embarked on
an economic development program. Agrarian reform had
already been introduced by the previous regime, but the
Menderes government continued the process of breaking
up the large estates, government holdings, and ecclesiasti-
cal lands and transferring these to the peasants. It also
sought to introduce modern farming methods, with agricultural production
doubling over the next decade. As more than 80 percent of the Turkish pop-
ulation lived in the countryside, the benefits of these reforms, including new
roads and rural electrification, provided a powerful base for the Democratic
Party. Some state-owned industries were also turned over to private owner-
ship, and new factories were built to produce sugar, textiles, cement, and steel.

Rapid development, however, brought both large government deficits
and inflation. Some $3 billion in U.S. aid as well as loans from Europe drove
up both prices and the cost of living. As its unpopularity increased in the
cities, the Menderes government began to restrict political liberties. It won
an easy election victory in 1954, but only repressive measures kept it in
power thereafter. Then, in 1957, all other Turkish political parties combined
against the government. The government struck back by declaring this il-
legal and denying the opposition access to the media.

In May 1960 the Turkish armed forces stepped in, seizing power. The
armed forces repeated this process two more times, in 1971 and in 1980.
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Much to its credit, each time the army also peacefully relinquished power.
General Cemal Gürsel headed the new government, made up chiefly of
younger army officers. In 1961 the government submitted for voter approval
a new constitution that established a bicameral parliament and proportional
representation, along with a constitutional court. New elections gave the
Republican People’s Party 173 of 450 seats in the national assembly, and
Inönü became premier. Unfortunately, the system of proportional represen-
tation led to many small blocs in parliament and political stalemate. At first
the Republican People’s Party and the Justice Party (successor to the Demo-
crat Party) shared power, but in 1962 Inönü formed a new ministry made up
of members of the Republican People’s Party and smaller political parties. The
Cuban Missile Crisis of October 1962 affected Turkey, for as part of the set-
tlement President John F. Kennedy agreed to remove obsolete U.S. Jupiter
missiles from Turkey.
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Seemingly intractable problems remained in regard to a large foreign
debt and annual budget deficits. Help came in the form of a $100 million
loan from a consortium of twelve nations. Turkey also benefited from admis-
sion as an associate member of the European Economic Community (EEC)
in 1963. The Turks resented the fact that they could not secure full mem-
bership, a consequence not only of Turkey’s economic problems but also of
concerns among many West Europeans that Turkey was a Muslim nation.

Early in 1965, the Justice Party brought down the government in a vote
of no-confidence, and Inönü again relinquished power. Elections later that
year gave the Justice Party 240 seats and the Republican People’s Party only
134 seats of 450 in the assembly. Süleyman Demirel became premier. The
Justice Party continued to draw the bulk of its support from the countryside,
conservative Muslims, and part of the middle class, while the Republican
People’s Party drew its support chiefly from the cities.

In March 1971, with Turkey sharply polarized between Right and Left
and strikes occurring, the military again seized power. The generals modified
the constitution, and in October 1973 new elections brought an odd coalition
of leftists and Islamists to power.

A crisis with Greece over the island of Cyprus complicated matters. In
July 1974, Greeks on the island seized power in order to reunite Cyprus with
Greece. The Turkish government appealed to the British for a joint military
intervention, but London refused. That same month, Turkey sent 40,000
troops to northern Cyprus. They drove out some of the Greeks there and
occupied 37 percent of the island. Turkish troops remain on the island, with
Ankara claiming that they are there to protect the Turkish Cypriot commu-
nity. Talks to resolve the impasse have been unsuccessful, and the Turks have
set up a de facto Turkish Cypriot state. With Greece and Turkey longtime
enemies, concern remained through the Cold War and afterward that these
two NATO members might go to war with each other. The Turks believed
that their allies, particularly the United States, had let them down, and by
the mid-1960s Ankara was distancing itself a bit from Washington and seeking
improved ties with Moscow. A U.S. embargo on the sale of arms to Turkey
plunged relations between the United States and Turkey to a new low.

Turkey benefited from the Islamic Revolution in Iran and the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan, both in 1979. That same year the United States
substantially increased its assistance to Turkey. Aid went from $300 million
a year to $500 million. The United States also continued to maintain military
bases in Turkey.

For most of the 1970s, the government was run by the left-of-center
Republican People’s Party headed by Bulent Ecevit or, at the end of the
decade, Demirel’s rightist Justice Party. As neither party was able to win a
majority in parliament, both were forced to form uneasy alliances with smaller
parties and independents. Meanwhile, many of Turkey’s fundamental prob-
lems went unaddressed.

In September 1980 the army, led by Chief of Staff General Kenan Evren,
again took power. The junta dissolved parliament, suspended the consti-
tution and some civil liberties, and arrested Premier Demirel and more than
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100 other politicians. The army also arrested thousands of suspected terrorists
and executed a number of them. The army’s action had again been sparked
by political infighting; neglect of the nation’s serious economic problems,
including an inflation rate of nearly 100 percent a year; and right- and left-
wing terrorists who had killed more than 2,000 people in 1980 alone. The
generals were particularly concerned with the rise of Islamic fundamentalism
in view of recent events in Iran.

The army takeover led to Turkey’s expulsion from the Parliamentary
Assembly of the Council of Europe, a halt in negotiations with the EEC, and
investigations by the European Commission on Human Rights in Stras-
bourg. But General Evren saw himself as a leader in the mold of Atatürk. In
1982 Evren became president for a seven-year term in a referendum that was
also a vote for a new constitution. The referendum received a 92 percent
favorable vote. The new constitution was framed to increase presidential
powers and, in the case of the Grand National Assembly, the Turkish parlia-
ment, to encourage the development of a stable two-party system.

In the 1983 parliamentary elections, the party favored by the military,
the Nationalist Democratic Party, came in third. The big winner was the
Motherland Party, led by Turgut Özal, that won an absolute majority in the
Grand National Assembly, the first party to enjoy such power since the 1960s.
Özal put the nation back into financial order and created a free market
economy. In 1985 Turkey was readmitted into the Council of Europe. There
was some resentment toward the West, with Turkey’s leaders believing that
their allies had failed to appreciate the situation that had necessitated mili-
tary rule.

In 1989 there was a crisis with neighboring Bulgaria when that country
drove out many members of its Turkish minority (1.5 million people out of
a total population of 10 million) into Turkey. Turkey did benefit from the
crisis over Iraq’s seizure of Kuwait. Özal was quick to join his country to the
anti–Saddam Hussein coalition, but Turkey suffered economically. By No-
vember 1990, rigid enforcement of the economic blockade had cost Turkey
an estimated $3 billion in revenues, chiefly from shutting down an oil pipe-
line through the country.

Turks resented the phobia expressed by many Americans and West
Europeans toward its Muslim identity and what it perceived as a lack of sup-
port for Ankara’s efforts to stamp out demands for autonomy by its Kurdish
minority (20 percent of the country’s overall population) in southern Turkey.
This was evident in Operation STEEL CURTAIN in March 1995, when Turkey
sent 35,000 troops into the Kurdish zone of northern Iraq in an effort to trap
several thousand guerrillas and halt cross-border raids by the Marxist Kur-
dish Workers’ Party (PKK). The PKK had been fighting for more than a
decade in southeastern Turkey to establish a separate Kurdish state. More
than 15,000 people had been killed since 1984, and Turkey mounted the
military campaign in an effort to wipe out the movement. Economic prob-
lems in the cities also led to a rise in Muslim fundamentalism, perhaps the
greatest threat to the secular Turkish state. At the end of the Cold War,

2082 Turkey



Turkey nonetheless remained committed to NATO and sought to become a
full-fledged member of the European Community.

Cem Karadeli and Spencer C. Tucker
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The Turkish armed forces consist of the Territorial Army, Navy, Air Force,
and the Gendarmerie. The last is used for policing duties in rural areas.
Turkey’s armed forces played important roles during the Cold War both in
Turkish domestic developments and internationally.

The Turkish military remained fully mobilized during
World War II. Following Soviet pressure on Turkey at the
end of the war and the country’s alliance with the West,
Turkey sent a brigade to fight in the Korean War. Com-
manded by Brigadier General Tahsin Yazici, the brigade was
attached to the U.S. 25th Infantry Division and secured an
enviable reputation for its fighting ability. Turkish military
involvement in the Korean War helped improve the Turk-
ish image in the West. However, Turkey did not become a
member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
until February 1952.

With NATO membership, the role of the Turkish armed
forces changed from protecting the country and safeguard-
ing Westernization to active involvement in NATO. Turkey
received substantial military assistance from the United
States to modernize its armed forces and achieve NATO
compatibility. The army also saw itself as the guarantor of
law and order in the nation, and three times it seized power:
in 1960, 1971, and 1980. Each time, once order had been
restored and much to its credit, the military voluntarily
relinquished power back to an elected civilian government.
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Turkish troops in Korea crowd into a landing craft, which
will carry them to a waiting transport that will take them
home, 9 August 1953. (U.S. Department of Defense)



In the late 1960s, with the rise of tension with Greece over Cyprus, Turkey
began a military modernization effort aimed at producing its own warships,
landing ships, and other military equipment. In 1974, when Greeks on
Cyprus tried to bring about union of the island with Greece, Turkish forces
invaded the island. Some 35,000 troops were deployed in the operation,
which seized 37 percent of the island. Some 30,000 Turkish troops remain in
northern Cyprus.

Turkish military intervention in Cyprus led the U.S. Congress in Febru-
ary 1975 to impose an embargo on the sale of military equipment to Turkey.
As a result, the Turkish government declared the suspension of the 1969
U.S.-Turkish Defense Cooperation Agreement and announced that the Turk-
ish armed forces would have complete control and jurisdiction over American
bases and installations in Turkey. A new Defense Cooperation Agreement
was concluded on 26 March 1976, but the U.S. embargo continued until 1978.

In 1985, Turkey embarked on an ambitious ten-year, $10 billion military
modernization program. In 1990, Turkey had an army of approximately
800,000 men, the second-largest standing force in NATO, plus several hun-
dred thousand more in the reserves. Resentment toward the United States
lingered, especially over the 10–7 rule imposed by Washington. The rule re-
quired that Greece receive $7 in U.S. military aid for every $10 for Turkey.

The Turkish Army consists of four armies, ten army corps, two mecha-
nized infantry division headquarters, one infantry division, one infantry
training division, fourteen mechanized infantry brigades, fourteen armored
brigades, twelve infantry/domestic security brigades, five commando brigades,
and five training brigades. The Turkish Air Force is composed of nineteen
fighter squadrons as well as two reconnaissance, five training, six transport,
one tanker, and eight surface-to-air missile (SAM) squadrons. It has the
largest number of F-16 fighters after the United States. The Turkish Navy
deploys twenty-one frigates, twenty-two mine countermeasures support ships,
twenty-one cruise missile gunboats, thirteen submarines, fifty-two landing
craft, twenty-three naval patrol airplanes and helicopters, and one amphibious
Marine Corps brigade.

The Turkish armed forces can field an army corps of 40,000–50,000 troops
for joint operations on very short notice and can transfer a force of five to six
battalions over a long distance in limited time through night and day air-
borne assault. In the wake of the Cold War, the Turkish armed forces actively
participated in United Nations (UN) peacekeeping activities in such locations
as Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo, and Afghanistan.

Cem Karadeli
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The February 1956 meeting of the governing body of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union (CPSU) that formally denounced Stalinism. Theoreti-
cally the ruling body of the CPSU, the party congress was usually a pro forma,
ceremonial event. However, the Twentieth Party Congress, held in Moscow,
was a watershed in the history of international communism and the Cold
War. In his celebrated so-called secret speech, First Secretary of the CPSU
Nikita Khrushchev revealed to dumbstruck delegates that the late Soviet
leader Josef Stalin was a bloodthirsty criminal responsible for systematic
killing and mass terror instead of a wise and beneficent ruler to be adored
and idolized.

Khrushchev delivered his speech in the very early hours of 25 February
1956 to a closed session of the congress from which all foreign delegates had
been excluded. Khrushchev himself was largely responsible for the decision
to issue a stinging denunciation of Stalin’s rule. It had been opposed by the
overwhelming majority in the presidium, who did manage to prevent the
incorporation of the speech into Khrushchev’s formal, open report. Khrush-
chev limited his comments to Stalin’s use of terror against “loyal commu-
nists” after 1934. Revelation of Stalin’s “violations of socialist legality” (the
term “crimes” was avoided) was restricted to abuses against the party elite.
Khrushchev went on to speak approvingly of Stalin’s struggle against Trot-
skyist and Bukharinist “oppositionists” in the 1920s and during the indus-
trialization drive. Khrushchev did not question the one-party system, land
collectivization, or the command economy, all of which he sought to preserve.

In spite of these limitations, the speech was a political bombshell, expos-
ing the mechanism of terror and the system of arbitrary rule that had domi-
nated the Soviet Union for thirty years. Khrushchev employed dozens of
government papers and a wealth of detail to document the brutal character
of Stalin’s reign of terror. One such document, which Khrushchev read aloud,
was a letter from a Politburo member whose spine was broken by his inter-
rogator. Khrushchev convincingly demonstrated that the history of the CPSU
under Stalin consisted of a pattern of criminal acts, unlawful mass deporta-
tions of non-Russian peoples, political errors such as the break with Josip
Broz Tito’s Yugoslavia, inept leadership, the methodical falsification of his-
tory directed by Stalin himself, and the abandonment of Leninist principles
of collective leadership in favor of the cult of personality. In short, Khrush-
chev entirely debunked the mystical aura that surrounded Stalin.

The allegedly secret speech, deliberately leaked to a Western correspon-
dent through a former Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB) official,
has long overshadowed the rest of the Twentieth Party Congress’s proceed-
ings. Yet Khrushchev’s 14 February open speech on peaceful coexistence
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with the West was almost as significant. He jettisoned the classic thesis of
Marxism-Leninism, namely that war with the West was inevitable as long as
capitalism survived. He also called for nonviolent competition between cap-
italism and communism; argued that communism would inevitably prevail
over capitalism because it was a fairer system; acknowledged that there were
different transitional forms from capitalism to socialism, including the parlia-
mentary route of free elections; and insisted that the Soviet Union did not
seek to export revolution.

The implications of Khrushchev’s secret and public speeches reinforced
each other with overwhelming effect. On the one hand, Stalin’s authoritar-
ian methods were discredited; on the other hand, a peaceful, parliamentary
road to socialism was acclaimed. For authoritarian communist parties such as
those in Albania, the People’s Republic of China (PRC), and the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea), this was heresy, but for
others, such as Poland’s, it was liberating. The nation most profoundly
affected by the Twentieth Party Congress was Hungary. Within the Hungar-
ian Workers’ Party, a movement seeking greater democratization and national
independence soon gathered momentum. In July 1956, Hungary’s first sec-
retary of the Central Committee, Mátyás Rákosi, was dismissed. In early
October, László Rajk and other Hungarian victims of the 1949 Stalinesque
trials were paid tribute, and in late October the new regime of Imre Nagy
replaced that of ErnoP GeroP. Unfortunately, however, the Budapest uprising
of 1956 was soon quashed by the Soviet Army.

The Twentieth Party Congress did not reverberate only in Eastern
Europe. It also shattered the chimera of ideological continuity between 1917
and 1956. In so doing, it created the possibility for a new, more independent
direction for world communist movements.

Phillip Deery
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