
President of Austria and secretary-general of the United Nations (UN). Born
in St. Andra-Wordern, Austria, on 21 December 1918, Kurt Waldheim entered
the University of Vienna in 1937, intending to pursue a course of study that
would lead to law and diplomacy, and earned a law degree in 1944. At the
same time, during World War II he served as a junior officer in the German
Army in the Balkans.

Waldheim entered the diplomatic service in 1945 and
quickly rose through the ranks. He served as first secretary
of the Austrian Legation in Paris (1948–1951) and worked
in the Foreign Ministry in Vienna before being appointed
as Austria’s representative to the UN in 1955. Although he
served only one year, the appointment marked the begin-
ning of his long association with the UN.

After a stint in Canada (1956–1960), Waldheim again
returned to Vienna, rising to the post of director-general
for political affairs in 1962. Two years later, he was reap-
pointed as Austria’s representative to the UN. In 1968, he
became minister for foreign affairs under Josef Klaus.
Waldheim left the Austrian government in 1970 to serve as
chairman of the Safeguards Committee of the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). He became Austria’s rep-
resentative to the UN for a third time later that year.

Following an unsuccessful campaign for the presidency
of Austria in 1971, Waldheim won election as secretary-
general of the UN that December, succeeding U Thant. As
secretary-general, Waldheim campaigned for peace around
the globe. He traveled frequently to the Middle East, vis-
ited Cyprus several times, and attempted to establish peace
talks among India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh. He took part
in the Paris International Conference on Vietnam and pre-
sided over the opening session of the Geneva Peace Con-
ference on the Middle East in 1973. In his second term, he
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Kurt Waldheim served as secretary-general of the United
Nations from 1971 to 1982. He was elected president of
Austria in 1986 despite concerns over revelations regard-
ing his German Army service in World War II. (Austrian
Press and Information Service)



negotiated, unsuccessfully, for the release of American hostages from Iran.
The People’s Republic of China (PRC) blocked his attempt to win a third
term in 1981.

In 1986, Waldheim ran again for the post of president in Austria as the
candidate of the Austrian People’s Party (OVP). His campaign presented
him as “a man the people trust” and emphasized his humanitarian role with
the UN. Journalistic investigations into his background, however, uncovered
evidence that he had been part of a German Army unit guilty of atrocities
during World War II. Waldheim claimed that he had been on leave in Vienna
when the crimes were committed and knew nothing about them.

Older Austrians rallied behind Waldheim, and he was elected president
following a run-off election in June 1986. The decision proved troublesome,
as the international community quickly ostracized Austria. Only the Vatican,
the Soviet Union, a few nations in Eastern Europe, and some Arab states
allowed Waldheim to visit as head of state. The opposition within Austria
called for his resignation. Instead, the government launched its own inquiry
into Waldheim’s past.

The results of the investigation, released in February 1988, largely exon-
erated Waldheim. His response was to make a televised speech noting that
the Holocaust was one of the most tragic events in history and, for the first
time, admitting that Austrians had played a shameful role in it. Waldheim
served the rest of his term in relative anonymity and chose not to run again
in 1992. He died in Vienna on 14 June 2007.

Timothy C. Dowling
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Allegations of involvement in Nazi atrocities against Kurt Waldheim, the
former secretary-general of the United Nations (UN) who was running for
president of the Austrian Republic. Waldheim began his second campaign to
become president of Austria in late 1985. He had run unsuccessfully in 1971
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but lessened the sting of that defeat by negotiating his election as secretary-
general of the UN the following year. He served two terms as secretary-
general and established a reputation as a man of peace. His attempt to win a
third term in 1981 was blocked by the government of the People’s Republic
of China (PRC), however, and Waldheim retired to Vienna. He published his
autobiography in 1985.

Despite Waldheim’s presence, the Austrian presidential campaign of 1986
merited little international attention until Profil, an Austrian news magazine,
printed a series of articles alleging that Waldheim had omitted crucial details
about his service in the German Army during World War II in both his auto-
biography and in his presidential campaign. Waldheim’s account claimed
that although a junior officer in a German SA unit before 1939, he had spent
most of the war in Vienna recuperating from wounds and studying law. Pro-
fil revealed evidence that Waldheim had spent considerable time on duty in
the Balkans and in Salonika, Greece. Although the magazine did not accuse
Waldheim directly, it did note that his unit had murdered Yugoslav partisans
and deported Jews to concentration camps during his service. Waldheim re-
sponded by saying that he had no knowledge of any atrocities and had simply
“done his duty as a soldier.”

The affair quickly became the focus of the presidential election. Older
Austrians generally supported Waldheim, claiming that Austria was a victim
of Nazi aggression and an unwilling participant in the war. Younger Austri-
ans, however, tended to be more suspicious and called for an open discussion
of Austria’s Nazi past. After heated debate and a run-off election, Waldheim
emerged as president of Austria in June 1986, winning 54 percent of the vote.

His presidency put Austria in the international spotlight, but in a most
unfavorable way. After an investigation by the U.S. Department of Justice,
Waldheim became the first head of state ever placed on a watch list of unde-
sirable aliens and was denied entry to the United States. Many other states
also treated Waldheim as persona non grata, leaving Austria isolated inter-
nationally. Only the Vatican, the Soviet Union and its satellites, and a few
Middle Eastern states that had received similar treatment allowed Waldheim
to visit.

Amid growing tensions, the Austrian government launched its own inves-
tigation, which largely exonerated Waldheim. Where the U.S. report had
concluded that there was “a prima facie case that Kurt Waldheim assisted or
otherwise participated in the persecution of persons because of race, religion,
national origin or political opinion,” these new findings found no evidence
that Waldheim had participated in war crimes. At the same time, the report
concluded that as a translator in the unit, Waldheim must have had knowl-
edge of the atrocities.

Waldheim remained in office after this ambiguous finding, claiming that
he did so in the best interests of the Austrian people. He also went on Aus-
trian television to plead his case. He admitted that Austrians had played some
role in the Holocaust, which he described as one of the greatest tragedies in
human history, and he condemned fanaticism and intolerance in all forms.
The international community remained unmoved. Whether or not Waldheim
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affected Austrian opinion is hard to say. He chose not to run for reelection in
1992. At the very least, Waldheim gave Austrians the chance to discuss a com-
plicated past that had been kept under wraps for nearly fifty years.

Timothy C. Dowling
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Polish labor activist, Nobel Peace Prize winner (1983), and president of Poland
(1990–1995). Born to a peasant family in the village of Popowo on 29 Sep-
tember 1943, Lech Waflecsa completed vocational school and from 1961 was
employed as a car mechanic. During 1965–1967 he performed his mandatory
service in the Polish Army.

Waflecsa then began work as an electrician in the Lenin Shipyard in
Gdanask. In December 1970, following government announcement of price
increases, Waflecsa was one of the leaders in a strike at the shipyard. Arrested,
he was convicted of antisocialist behavior and sentenced to a year in prison.
On his release, he was elected to the new workers’ council and acted as a vol-
untary work inspector. He also participated in various labor demonstrations
and rallies.

In 1976, Waflecsa was fired from his job at the shipyard for collecting sig-
natures on a petition to build a memorial to commemorate the 1970 casual-
ties. He supported his family by taking temporary jobs. In 1978, together
with Andrzej Gwiazda, Aleksander Hall, and other activists, Waflecsa took the
lead in the organization of free, independent, noncommunist trade unions in
the Baltic region. The security forces closely observed this activity. Waflecsa
was often detained and arrested and could not find a permanent job.

In August 1980 Poland was struck by yet another wave of strikes. When
this agitation reached Gdanask, Waflecsa became the leader of the strike com-
mittee. As a result of the wave of strikes and negotiations with the commu-
nist government of Poland, he and the strike committee reached an agreement
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with the government on 31 August that allowed workers
to organize their own independent, noncommunist trade
unions.

This was the beginning of the Solidarnosac a (Solidarity)
trade union. One year later, in 1981, Waflecsa became presi-
dent of Solidarity, which was joined by some 10 million
Polish wage earners, about 70 percent of the employed
population. Solidarity became a vast movement that sought
sweeping social and economic changes. Although there
were voices raised against the Soviet Union and Poland’s
membership in the Warsaw Pact, Waflecsa and the Solidarity
leadership never let the union drift fully into the political
arena.

On 13 December 1981, with the Soviet Union threat-
ening military invasion, Polish General Wojciech Jaruzel-
ski proclaimed martial law, whereupon Waflecsa and other
Solidarity leaders were arrested. Released in November
1982, Waflecsa returned to work at the Gdanask shipyard and
maintained contact with underground Solidarity leaders.

Although martial law ended in July 1983, not much had
changed. With many of the legal restrictions continuing in
place, Waflecsa refused to collaborate with the government.
In October 1983, at the time virtually under house arrest,
he was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.

In 1989, faced with no economic improvement and a
steadily worsening political climate in Poland, Jaruzelski
agreed to talks with Wafle csa and his colleagues. These
occurred during February–April 1989, with Waflecsa leading
the opposition side. The two sides reached agreement allowing semifree
national elections to be held in June 1989 that resulted in a new govern-
ment under noncommunist Premier Tadeusz Mazowiecki, Waflecsa’s choice.

With the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe and the end of the
Cold War, Waflecsa, still head of the now-legal Solidarity labor union, traveled
widely abroad and met with world leaders. In November 1989 he addressed
a joint session of the U.S. Congress.

In national elections in December 1990, Waflecsa was elected president. His
tenure as president was a mixed one, and his effort to make that office a strong
one was only partially successful, bringing with it frequent clashes with pre-
miers and parliament. He lost his bid for reelection in 1995. Waflecsa nonethe-
less remains one of the most important figures in twentieth-century Poland.

Jakub Basista
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U.S. Army general and controversial right-wing ideologue. Born in Center
Point, Texas, on 10 November 1909, Edwin Walker graduated from the New
Mexico Military Institute in 1927 and the U.S. Military Academy, West Point,
in 1931. During World War II he led the so-called Devil’s Brigade of com-
mandos who fought at Anzio and in the invasion of southern France. By 1951
a colonel, Walker commanded an artillery unit in the Korean War, then com-
manded the Arkansas Military District. After Brown v. Board of Education
(1954), he was tasked with desegregating Little Rock’s Central High School.
Although he himself adamantly opposed desegregation, he ordered his troops
to protect from segregationist mobs nine African American students entering
the high school. Promoted to major general in 1959, he commanded the 24th
Infantry Division in Augsburg, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West
Germany).

In the early 1960s, Walker became embroiled in controversy after he
developed a broad campaign to warn soldiers and civilians about the growing
menace of communism. Its centerpiece was a propaganda program known as
Pro-Blue that included everything from the scheduling of ultraconservative
speakers to the distribution of voting guides, approved reading lists, and lit-
erature from the reactionary, right-wing John Birch Society. In April 1961 a
U.S. Army investigation accused Walker of attempting to indoctrinate troops
under his command with ultrarightist views and literature. Public pressure
against him quickly mounted, with The New York Times and numerous other
publications calling for his ouster. He resigned in November 1961, retiring as
a major general.

Walker never fully capitalized on the fame generated by his brush-up
with the U.S. Army. He frequently wrote and spoke on anticommunist and
right-wing topics, but his only serious effort to gain elective office ended in
defeat in the 1962 Texas gubernatorial primaries. Walker, who died in Dal-
las, Texas, on 31 October 1993, is perhaps best remembered as being Lee
Harvey Oswald’s first assassination target. Oswald shot at Walker but missed
as the general sat at his desk in his Dallas home on 10 April 1963.

Shawn Francis Peters
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U.S. naval officer and spy. Born in Washington, D.C., on 28 July 1937, John
Walker Jr. has been assessed as the most damaging Soviet spy in the United
States during the Cold War. He actually headed a family of spies, including
his son Michael Walker (b. 1962) and a brother, Arthur Walker (b. 1934). The
other member of John Walker’s espionage ring was his good friend and col-
league Jerry Whitworth (b. 1939). All were members of the U.S. Navy, and
their treachery involved the sale of vital navy secrets to the Soviet intelli-
gence agency Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB).

Walker graduated from high school but did not attend college. He en-
listed in the navy in 1965 and was trained in electronic communications. By
the date of his retirement in 1976, he had attained the rank of chief warrant
officer. He served tours of duty on nuclear-powered submarines and worked
shore assignments in San Diego, Norfolk, and Charleston. In the fall of 1967
he contacted the Soviet embassy in Washington, D.C., and in return for appro-
priate compensation offered his services to the KGB. For eighteen years he
delivered to the Soviets Navy cryptological materials, including secret codes,
key lists, and manuals on the internal operations of U.S. cryptographic
equipment. Former KGB Major General Oleg Kalugin has estimated that
Walker was paid at least $1 million during his espionage career.

Walker enjoyed the considerable income that spying offered. Thus,
upon retirement he found it necessary to recruit agents to provide him with
the desired information. Walker’s brother, Arthur, was a retired naval lieu-
tenant commander and worked for the VSE (Value Systems Engineering)
Corporation, which provided services to the navy. Arthur was able to provide
his brother with material sought by the Soviets. John Walker’s son Michael
enlisted in the navy in December 1982. After an assignment on the U.S. air-
craft carrier Nimitz in January 1984, he too became a source for secret mate-
rial. Michael was placed in charge of the burn bag and could easily look for
valuable documents on their way to destruction. He hid the selected material
aboard ship until it could be delivered to his father. Perhaps John Walker’s
most valuable agent was not a family member but rather a former colleague
and a senior chief radioman, Jerry Whitworth. During 1975–1979, Whitworth
secured for Walker a wide range of secret material in cryptology. Whitworth’s
spying income was estimated to be about $330,000.

John Walker was an unscrupulous person, an accomplished liar, a heavy
drinker, and a womanizer. His former wife, Barbara Crowley Walker, knew of
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his spying activity. Finally disenchanted by his corrupt
behavior, she reported him to the Federal Bureau of  Inves-
tigation in November 1984. Walker was placed under sur-
veillance and was finally arrested while servicing a dead-drop
zone in a rural area near Washington, D.C. His spy ring
quickly unraveled upon his arrest. Walker and son Michael
turned against Whitworth and bargained for a lighter sen-
tence for Michael. Whitworth and Arthur Walker were left
to the mercy of a judge and jury. On 7 November 1986,
Michael Walker received a sentence of 25 years in prison.
He was released on parole on 17 February 2000. Whitworth
was given the harshest sentence: 365 years in prison and a
$410,000 fine. Arthur Walker received life imprisonment
coupled with a $250,000 fine. John Walker, the prime cul-
prit and spy mastermind, received a life sentence.

Ernie Teagarden
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U.S. politician, New Deal administrator, and vice president of the United
States (1941–1945). Henry Wallace was born on 7 October 1888 on his
family’s farm in Adair County, Iowa. His father was an amateur publisher
whose magazine Wallace’s Farmer became so influential that he served as
agriculture secretary for Presidents Warren G. Harding and Calvin Coolidge.
The younger Wallace broke with his family’s Republican leanings and, as
editor of the Farmer, endorsed Franklin D. Roosevelt for president in 1932.
Wallace was subsequently rewarded with his father’s old job in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. For the next eight years, he was a fiercely loyal member
of the New Deal elite, using the powers of the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration (AAA) and the Farm Security Administrations (FSA) to shore

2222 Wallace, Henry Agard

John Walker Jr., leader of the notorious spy ring bearing
his name, is led from the Rockville, Maryland, detention
center on his way to the U.S. District Court in Baltimore
on 18 October 1985. One of the most damaging spies in
U.S. history, Walker sold U.S. secrets to the Soviets for
seventeen years. (Bettmann/Corbis)
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up crop market prices and modernize small farm holdings.
His visibility in office persuaded Roosevelt to choose him
as his vice presidential running mate in 1940, despite the
misgivings of conservative Democratic Party members who
claimed that Wallace was too intellectual for the office.
Such suspicions deepened during World War II as Wallace
espoused an increasingly radical left-wing agenda, partic-
ularly in international matters, in which he was accused
of being naïvely sympathetic toward the Soviet Union. A
combination of southern Democrats and urban northeast-
erners prevented Wallace’s renomination at the 1944 party
convention, during which Senator Harry S. Truman was
chosen instead. When Truman became president in April
1945, Wallace was shunted to the political sidelines with
the post of commerce secretary.

Wallace refused to stay quiet, however, and soon be-
came a leading critic of Truman’s hard-line stance toward
the Soviet Union, forcing the president to dismiss him in
September 1946. Recognizing that his future as a promi-
nent Democrat had ended, Wallace decided to run in the
1948 election as a third-party candidate on a platform that
advocated socialist-style reform and racial integration at
home and rapprochement with the Soviet Union’s East-
ern bloc abroad. Hawkish liberal organizations such as the
Americans for Democratic Action (ADA) accused Wallace’s neophyte party of
being a communist front, an exaggeration but one that its leader did nothing
to quash. Whether or not the Progressives were conscious fellow travelers,
their opposition to the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan on the
grounds that they frustrated Russo-American amity was, by 1948, viewed as
foolish utopianism. Wallace’s national support slipped away under a barrage
of criticism, and his 2.7 percent of the November 1948 vote left him in fourth
place behind Strom Thurmond, a humiliating defeat that shattered the anti-
Truman Left. Wallace withdrew from public life and spent his remaining
years as a successful gentleman farmer. He died in Danbury, Connecticut, on
18 November 1965.

Alan Allport

See also
Americans for Democratic Action; Marshall Plan; Roosevelt, Franklin Delano; Tru-

man, Harry S.; Truman Doctrine

References
Culver, John C., and John Hyde. American Dreamer: The Life and Times of Henry A.

Wallace. New York: Norton, 2000.
Markowitz, Norman. The Rise and Fall of the People’s Century: Henry A. Wallace and

American Liberalism, 1945–1948. New York: Free Press, 1973.

Wallace, Henry Agard 2223

Henry A. Wallace, vice president of the United States.
(Library of Congress)



Walton, Richard. Henry Wallace, Harry Truman, and the Cold War. New York: Viking,
1976.

Chinese communist politician and foreign minister of the People’s Republic
of China (PRC). Born in Sanyuan, Shaanxi Province, Wang Bingnan joined
the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) in 1925. He enrolled at the University
of Berlin in 1931 and graduated in 1935, after which he returned to China
and became chief assistant to Zhou Enlai. Throughout both the Sino-Japanese
War (1937–1945) and the Chinese Civil War (1946–1949), Wang assisted Zhou
in handling the CCP’s liaison and foreign affairs.

Following the birth of the PRC in October 1949, Wang became director
of the Foreign Ministry’s Staff Office, a post he held until the end of 1954,
and accompanied Zhou to the Geneva Conference in April 1954. In January
1955, Wang was appointed ambassador to Poland. As a result of the Bandung
Conference in July 1955, he was named the Chinese representative to the
Sino-American Ambassadorial Talks, the only direct diplomatic channel be-
tween the PRC and the United States since 1949. The talks began on 1 August
1955, and initially the negotiations went smoothly on the issue of the mutual
release of nationals. However, they soon deadlocked over the status of Tai-
wan. The talks were suspended in December 1957 when the U.S. represen-
tative U. Alexis Johnson was recalled. The ambassadorial talks were resumed
in September 1958 after the Second Taiwan Strait Crisis, with Wang remain-
ing the Chinese representative.

In April 1964, Wang was appointed vice foreign minister. His tenure,
which lasted until July 1975, coincided with the ultraleftist Cultural Revolu-
tion (1966–1976), and his previous overseas service invited revisionist criti-
cism. In 1968, he was taken into custody and imprisoned until 1972. In August
1975 he was assigned to head the Chinese People’s Association for Friend-
ship with Foreign Countries, resuming his diplomatic activity as the head of
Chinese delegations to many nations until he was elected chairman of the
Organizing Committee for the International Peace Year 1986. Wang died on
22 December 1988 in Beijing.

Law Yuk-fun
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Politico-military alliance among the Soviet Union and its East European satel-
lite states. The multilateral Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual
Assistance signed on 14 May 1955 in Warsaw, Poland, formally institution-
alized the East European alliance system, the Warsaw Treaty Organization,
known as the Warsaw Pact. The Warsaw Treaty was identical to bilateral
treaties concluded during 1945–1949 between the Soviet Union and its East
European client states to assure Moscow’s continued military presence on
their territory. The Soviet Union, Albania, Bulgaria, Romania, the German
Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany), Hungary, Poland, and Czecho-
slovakia pledged to defend each other if one or more of the members were
attacked.
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Warsaw Pact officials and generals observing military maneuvers near the Polish border, 6 April 1981. Polish Prime
Minister General Wojciech Jaruzelski is second from right. To his right is General Viktor Kulikov, commander in chief 
of the Warsaw Pact armed forces. (Keystone/Getty Images)



The Warsaw Pact was created as a political instrument for Soviet leader
Nikita S. Khrushchev’s Cold War policy in Europe. The immediate trigger
was the admission of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Ger-
many) into the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) on 5 May 1955
and the Austrian State Treaty of 15 May 1955, which provided for Austrian
neutrality and the withdrawal of Soviet troops. The creation of the Warsaw
Pact sent important signals to both Eastern Europe and the West. On the one
hand, the Soviet Union made clear to its satellite states that Austria’s neutral
status would not likewise be granted to them. On the other hand, Khrush-
chev allured the West with a standing offer to disband the Warsaw Pact simul-
taneously with NATO, contingent upon East-West agreement on a new
collective security system in Europe.

The Political Consultative Committee (PCC) was established as the
alliance’s highest governing body, consisting of the member states’ party
leaders. The PCC met almost annually in one of the capitals of the Warsaw
Pact states. On the military side, a unified command and a joint staff were
created to organize the actual defense of the Warsaw Treaty states. Soviet
Marshal Ivan G. Konev was appointed as the first supreme commander of
the Warsaw Pact’s Joint Armed Forces.

In its early years, the Warsaw Pact served primarily as a Soviet propa-
ganda tool in East-West diplomacy. Khrushchev used the PCC to publicize
his disarmament, disengagement, and peace offensives and to accord them a
multilateral umbrella. The first concrete military step taken was the admis-
sion of the East German Army into the unified command, but not until the
Berlin Crisis (1958–1961) was there a systematic militarization of the Warsaw
Pact. The Soviet General Staff and the Warsaw Pact unified command pre-
pared East European armies for a possible military conflict in Central Europe.
In 1961, the Soviets replaced the old defensive strategy of Soviet leader Josef
Stalin with an offensive strategy that provided for a deep thrust into Western
Europe. In the early 1960s, the Warsaw Pact began to conduct joint military
exercises to prepare for fighting a nuclear war in Europe. The new strategy
remained in place until 1987. Despite détente, the militarization of the War-
saw Pact accelerated under Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev in the 1970s.

Behind the façade of unity, however, growing differences hounded the
Eastern alliance. Following Khrushchev’s campaign of de-Stalinization, Poles
and Hungarians in the fall of 1956 demanded a reform of the Warsaw Pact to
reduce overwhelming Soviet dominance within the alliance. Polish generals
issued a memorandum that proposed modeling the Warsaw Pact more after
NATO, while Hungary’s new Communist Party leader, Imre Nagy, declared
his country’s neutrality and plans to leave the Warsaw Pact. In November
1956, the Soviet Army invaded Hungary and soon crushed all resistance.

In 1958, Romania demanded the withdrawal from its territory of all Soviet
troops and military advisors. To cover Soviet embarrassment, Khrushchev
termed this a unilateral troop reduction contributing to greater European
security. At the height of the Berlin Crisis (1961), the Warsaw Pact’s weakest
and strategically least-important country, Albania, stopped supporting the pact
and formally withdrew from the alliance in 1968.
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The Warsaw Pact was left in ignorance when Khrushchev provoked the
October 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis. Only after the crisis was ended did East
European leaders learn in a secret meeting that a nuclear war had been nar-
rowly avoided. Romania reacted promptly to Moscow’s nonconsultation in
such a serious matter. In 1963, the Romanian government gave secret assur-
ances to the United States that it would remain neutral in the event of a con-
frontation between the superpowers. In the same year, Romanian and Polish
opposition prevented Khrushchev’s plan to admit Mongolia into the Warsaw
Pact.

In the mid-1960s the Warsaw Pact, like NATO, underwent a major crisis.
The 1965 PCC meeting, convened by East Germany, demonstrated profound
disagreements among Warsaw Pact allies on matters such as the German
question, nuclear weapons’ sharing, nuclear nonproliferation, and the Sino-
Soviet split. In early 1966, Brezhnev proposed a Soviet plan to reform and
institutionalize the Warsaw Pact. But resistance by Moscow’s allies prevented
the implementation of the scheme for more than three years.

In 1968, the Czechoslovak Crisis resulting from the Prague Spring seri-
ously threatened the cohesion of the alliance. While the Soviet Union tried
to intimidate Alexander Dubc hek’s liberal Czechoslovak government with
multilateral Warsaw Pact military maneuvers, the invading forces sent in
on 20 August 1968 were mostly from the Soviet Union with token Polish,
Hungarian, and East German contingents but no Romanian troops. Romania
denounced the invasion as a violation of international law and demanded the

Warsaw Pact 2227

12°E 14°E 16°E 18°E 20°E 22°E

50°N

48°N Vienna

Budapest

Brno

Ostrava

Leipzig

Dresden

Usti Nad Laben

Wroclaw

Krakow

Kosice

Plzen
Prague

Karlovy
Vary

BratislavaA U S T R I A

WEST
GERMANY

EAST
GERMANY

H U N G A R Y

SOVIET
UNION

C Z E C H O S L O VA K I A

P O L A N D

0 25 50 mi

0 25 50 km

N

Soviet and East German forces

Soviet and Polish forces

Soviet forces

Hungarian and Bulgarian forces

WARSAW PACT INVASION OF CZECHOSLOVAKIA, 1968



withdrawal of all Soviet troops and military advisors from
its territory. It also refused to allow additional Soviet forces
to cross or conduct exercises on its territory.

The consolidation that resulted from the PCC session
in Budapest in March 1969 transformed the Warsaw Pact
into a more consultative organization. It established a com-
mittee of defense ministers, a military council, and a com-
mittee on technology. With these three new joint bodies,
the Warsaw Pact finally became a genuine multilateral mil-
itary alliance.

In 1976, previous informal gatherings of the Warsaw
Pact foreign ministers were institutionalized into a com-
mittee of ministers of foreign affairs. In the 1970s, consul-
tations within Warsaw Pact bodies primarily dealt with the
Council on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)

process. Despite détente, preparations for a deep offensive thrust into West-
ern Europe accelerated and intensified during numerous military exercises.
In 1979, a statute on the command of the alliance in wartime was finally
accepted by all but Romania after a year-long controversy.

During 1980–1981, the Solidarity Crisis in Poland heralded the end of
Moscow’s domination of Eastern Europe. Yet it did not pose a serious threat
to the Warsaw Pact’s integrity. At first, Moscow was tempted to threaten the
opposition with military exercises and, eventually, military intervention. To
avoid the high political costs of such a move, however, Moscow in the end
trusted that the loyal Polish military would suppress the opposition on its own.
The imposition of martial law by General Wojciech Jaruzelski was a major
success for Moscow, as it demonstrated that the Moscow-educated Polish
generals were protecting the interests of the Warsaw Pact even against their
own people.

During the renewed Cold War of the 1980s, internal disputes in the War-
saw Pact increased. Romania demanded cuts in nuclear and conventional
forces as well as in national defense budgets. It also called for the dissolution
of both Cold War alliances and for the withdrawal of both U.S. and Soviet
forces from Europe.

The issue of an appropriate Warsaw Pact response to NATO’s 1983 de-
ployment of U.S. Pershing II and cruise missiles in Western Europe, match-
ing Soviet SS-20 intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) aimed at West
European targets, proved to be most divisive for the Eastern alliance. In 1983,
East Germany, Hungary, and Romania engaged in a damage control exercise
to maintain their ties with the West, which they had established during the
era of détente in the 1970s.

At the time of the Warsaw Pact’s thirtieth anniversary in 1985, Mikhail
Gorbachev became the new Soviet leader and improved the role of Warsaw
Pact consultations on the desired nuclear and conventional cuts in the East-
ern alliance. At the PCC meeting in Berlin in May 1987, he changed Warsaw
Pact military doctrine from offensive to defensive. In the late 1980s, however,
East Germany, Bulgaria, and—in a reversal of its earlier opposition—even
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Romania proposed to strengthen the Warsaw Pact by improving its intrabloc
political consultative functions.

After the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, East and West at first saw merit
in keeping both Cold War alliances in place. In January and February 1991,
however, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, and Bulgaria declared that they
would withdraw all support by 1 July of that year. The Warsaw Pact thus
came to an end on 31 March 1991 and was officially dissolved at a meeting
in Prague on 1 July 1991.

Christian Nuenlist
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Although aircraft carriers and submarines drew the headlines during the
Cold War, nonaviation surface ships constituted the bulk of the world’s navies
and conducted most naval operations. The nature, size, and armament of
those ships changed gradually as the Cold War advanced. Radar and torpedo
technology limitations eliminated small coastal fast-attack craft that had
proven effective against ships lacking radar during World War II. The aircraft
carrier and the expense of operation drove the battleships out of service by
1960 and relegated World War II–era gun cruisers to the flagship role based
on their ability to carry extensive communications suites.

In fact, in Western navies, fleet surface combatants served primarily as
escorts that protected the aircraft carrier. Thus, air defense and antisubmarine
warfare became their dominant missions. For most U.S. Navy cruisers, that
meant carrying long-range surface-to-air missiles (SAMs), but the United
States was the only country that could afford to operate such ships. Thus, the
unarmored general-purpose destroyer was the mainstay of the world’s sur-
face fleets for most of the Cold War. The Soviet Union was the first country
to equip these units with a surface-strike capability, and that development,
combined with microminiaturization technology, drove the development and
missions for nonaviation surface combatants during the Cold War’s final years.
Of course, there were also specialized surface ships such as logistics ships,
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mine countermeasures, and rescue/salvage ships, which were critical to naval
operations.

Having been reduced primarily to the limited roles of providing naval
gunfire support for amphibious assaults and supplementing the aircraft car-
rier’s close-in air defense, battleships became the first major surface combat-
ants to go. Britain’s last battleship, the Vanguard, was commissioned in 1946,
but the Royal Navy scrapped eleven of its surviving pre–World War II battle-
ships before 1949. The Vanguard and the four King George V–class units were
decommissioned by 1957 and scrapped in 1960. Similarly, the United States
decommissioned all of its pre–World War II battleships by 1948, and the
remainder left service by 1960. Naval planners briefly flirted with the idea of
converting the four Iowa-class units into massive air defense and nuclear
missile strike platforms but abandoned the idea because of the costs involved
in modifying the heavily armored hulls.

The United States briefly brought the Iowa-class battleship New Jersey
into service for a year during the Vietnam War and then returned all four
Iowa-class battleships into service in the early 1980s but spent millions of
dollars modifying them with new air defense systems and surface-to-surface
missiles for both antiship and land attack missions. However, the age of their
operating systems and the heavy manning required to operate those systems
necessitated their retirement within two years of the Soviet Union’s collapse.
A 1995 review determined that they were no longer cost-effective to operate
and surplus to naval requirements. All are now museum ships.

Although Soviet leader Josef Stalin flirted briefly with building battle-
ships after the war, the Soviet Union in 1956 decommissioned its two sur-
viving battleships, initially commissioned in the 1920s, and scrapped them
in 1957. France discarded its two surviving battleships as well, the Richelieu
and Jean Bart, in 1959 and 1960, respectively.

The Soviet Sverdlov-class gun cruisers carried 152mm guns and were
based on a blend of Italian and German World War II–era designs and tech-
nology. However, the Soviets retained them primarily as flagships and naval
gunfire support platforms. Interestingly, some of the U.S. Navy’s latest cruiser
designs were decommissioned relatively soon after entering service. The large
light cruisers Worcester and Roanoke, for example, mounted a troublesome
new main armament suite and served only from 1948 to 1958. The large Des
Moines–class ships were used primarily as flagships in the U.S. Sixth Fleet,
with the Newport News serving until 1975.

The British and French simply decommissioned most of their gun
cruisers. The Royal Navy discarded all of its pre–World War II cruisers by
1949, and all but two of its modern cruisers had been decommissioned by
1965. Those two, the Lion and Tiger, were converted into helicopter cruisers
after 1965, retaining only one forward 6-inch gun turret. Both were reduced
to reserve status by 1979 and scrapped in 1986.

The United States modified a number of its cruisers to carry heavy long-
range SAMs. The first of these, the former heavy cruiser Boston, was recom-
missioned as a guided missile heavy cruiser in November 1955, carrying two
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Terrier SAM systems in place of its aft 8-inch gun turret. The Canberra fol-
lowed eighteen months later.

Other cruisers were subjected to a more radical modification. The former
heavy cruisers Albany and Chicago were completely converted to air defense
cruisers during 1959–1964, losing all of their guns to make room for two
short-range (10 nautical miles, NM) Tartar SAM systems and two long-range
(80 NM) Talos SAM systems. They were also equipped with sonars and anti-
submarine rockets (ASROC) to become the world’s first multipurpose cruisers
(capable of antisurface, antiair, and antisubmarine warfare). Several U.S. Navy
light cruisers surrendered their aft 6-inch gun turrets for Talos or Terrier SAM
systems.

Finally, the United States built the Long Beach (CGN-9) as the first cruiser
designed as a guided missile platform. More importantly, upon its 9 Septem-
ber 1961 commissioning, it became the world’s first nuclear-powered surface
warship. Initially completed without guns, the Long Beach had two single
5-inch gun mounts added in 1963 at the direct request of President John F.
Kennedy, who thought it unwise to rely entirely on missiles for defense.
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These conversions and decommissionings left destroyers as the work-
horses for all the world’s navies, including some whose missions were little
more than coastal defense. The need to improve the destroyers’ antiair war-
fare (AAW) and antisubmarine warfare (ASW) capabilities meant adding more
radars, missiles, and eventually helicopters in order to increase their surveil-
lance and attack ranges. As a result, destroyers become increasingly complex
and expensive as the Cold War entered its second decade. A ship type that
had averaged 2,200 tons of standard displacement in 1945 had grown to more
than 7,000 tons by 1975.

In fact, among the democracies, legislative resistance to funding such ex-
pensive destroyers led to a complete reclassification of warships. The heavily
modified classification system that dated back to the London Naval Limita-
tion Treaties was abandoned completely. Now, destroyers were ships that
focused on a single mission but had limited capabilities in another. Many
multipurpose destroyers were then redesignated as cruisers. Ships that had
once been designated as destroyer escorts (ASW-focused destroyers) became
frigates, and coastal attack craft became corvettes.

Interestingly, perhaps the greatest changes in surface warship design came
about because of Soviet developments in naval weaponry. Lacking the re-
sources to build aircraft carriers during the Cold War’s early years, the Soviet
Union focused on developing long-range antiship missiles (ASMs) as well as
SAMs for its ships. Thus, the Soviets introduced the world’s first operational
guided surface-launched antiship missile (SASM) into service aboard the
destroyer Bedoviy in 1961. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
designated the ship as a Kilden-class DDG (guided missile destroyer). Its
P-1 Strela Shchuka-A (NATO designation, SS-N-1 Scrubber) cruise missile
with a nuclear warhead had a range of more than 90 nautical miles (NM), far
beyond the Bedoviy’s onboard radars and other sensors. The missile system’s
weight also affected the ship’s handling capabilities and stability.

The Soviets then developed a smaller and shorter-ranged missile, the
now famous SS-N-2 that NATO designated the Styx missile. Entering ser-
vice in 1962, the Styx, with a range of 30 NM, equipped small coastal attack
boats not much larger than the American PT boats of World War II. The much
longer-ranged (300 NM) SS-N-3 also entered service that year when the
Soviet Union’s first Kynda-class cruiser entered service. As with the Kilden-
class DDG, however, the Kynda’s command-guided missiles far outranged
the ship’s sensors. To support a long-range engagement, the ship required an
aircraft to remain within radar range of the target and provide its location to
the ship throughout the engagement. For a reconnaissance or targeting air-
craft to survive an engagement that close to the carrier seemed improbable
in wartime. As a result, the Soviet Union focused on starting and winning the
war with the first shot: finding and targeting the aircraft carrier and then
launching the attack during the war’s early minutes.

Soviet technology and tactics had a profound effect on the U.S. Navy’s
tactical thinking and ship designs into the 1990s.

The United States had studied surface-to-surface missiles during the
1950s but abandoned them due to funding issues. It was hard to justify put-
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ting surface-to-surface missiles on surface ships after investing billions in air-
craft carriers, aircraft, and SAM systems. Developing a guidance system for a
surface-to-surface missile such as the then-existing Regulus missile did not
seem cost-effective. More importantly, battleships and cruisers were the only
units large enough to carry them. With their resources focused on aircraft car-
rier, aviation, and submarine technology, the West abandoned development
of surface-launched antiship missiles in 1956. It was a mistake that would
prove costly and embarrassing in the Cold War’s third decade.

Secure in the belief that the carriers would always be there, Western
intelligence agencies largely ignored the Soviet antiship missile threat. Dur-
ing the Vietnam War, since U.S. naval aircraft had destroyed the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam’s (DRV, North Vietnam) missile patrol boat force, these
craft were not considered a serious problem. Certainly, they were not seen as
a threat that warranted new solutions. All that changed on 21 October 1967,
when a Soviet-supplied Egyptian missile patrol boat sank the Israeli destroyer
Eilat with a single Styx missile without even leaving port. Fast coastal attack
craft could no longer be taken lightly. One hit was enough to cripple, if not
destroy, a $100 million unarmored warship.

The United States and France reacted swiftly, introducing high-priority
programs to develop new missiles specifically designed to take out ships.
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The United States went a step further, developing long-range surveillance
and targeting systems to support over-the-horizon engagements. Some were
satellite-based, some were installed on ships, and others were installed on
submarines and aircraft. All navies began to develop electronic and infrared
detection and countermeasures systems to defeat these missiles’ terminal
guidance. Electronic warfare now encompassed more than the need to defeat
an enemy’s air defense systems. By 1972, a ship’s electronic warfare capabil-
ities were as critical to the ship’s survival as its weapons systems.

These developments occurred parallel to the U.S. Navy’s development
of a global naval monitoring system driven by the Soviet Navy’s first world-
wide naval exercise, OKEAN-70, and the introduction of the first exercises
demonstrating its first-shot tactics. The resulting Ocean Surveillance Infor-
mation System (OSIS) entered service in 1972. By the late 1970s, OSIS had
taken on the additional mission of supporting rapid over-the-horizon target-
ing by U.S. Navy and NATO missile-equipped ships. Although the Soviets
never developed a similar global oceanic monitoring capability, they did
develop an extensive array of electronic air- and space-based targeting sys-
tems to support their naval units. Both sides developed increasingly complex
and long-ranged antiship, air defense, and surveillance systems.

All this led to navies pursuing two completely different paths of surface
warship development. Smaller navies could no longer afford oceangoing
ships equipped with all of these systems. This forced them to seek smaller
ships that carried weapons and sensors more suited to the missions of coastal
defense, environmental protection, and patrol and control of economic exclu-
sion zones.

The rebirth of mine warfare after the 1967 Arab-Israeli War also rejuve-
nated interest in mine countermeasures ships in the U.S. Navy and in Asian
navies. (North Korea’s and Europe’s navies had never lost interest in mine
warfare.) General-purpose corvettes with limited AAW and ASW capabilities
and mine countermeasures ships have become the predominant units of the
world’s smaller navies. Occasionally, these navies employ frigates as their
flagships and on long-distance patrols, but 900–1,100-ton corvettes are these
navies’ workhorses. Destroyers and 10,000-ton all-purpose guided missile
cruisers are found only in oceangoing navies—those whose country can afford
the ships and the expensive shore facilities and ocean surveillance networks
required to support their operations.

Surface ships execute the majority of naval operations, from show-the-
flag and gunboat diplomacy, through disaster relief and emergency evacua-
tion operations, to land attack and maritime transport operations. Although
the combatant ships garner the headlines and are most often featured in the
recruiting posters, a balanced fleet includes tankers, transports, repair and
rescue ships, and even range and telemetry ships to help with the calibration
of weapons systems and electronics. The Cold War saw these ships evolve
from the simple, manually operated systems and uncomplicated designs of
World War II to the highly automated, lightly crewed ships of today. More-
over, the Cold War’s end brought new missions beyond the traditional ones
of the past. Environmental and resource concerns and disaster relief are now
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major naval missions, and ship designs are being modified to accommodate
those new missions.

Carl Otis Schuster and Dallace W. Unger Jr.
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Summit meeting between U.S. President Richard M. Nixon and Soviet Gen-
eral Secretary Leonid Brezhnev during 16–25 June 1973. Despite growing
tensions in the Middle East and in Indochina, in early 1973 the United States
and the Soviet Union continued to build upon détente. Indeed, one major
outcome of Nixon’s 1972 visit to the Soviet Union had been the resolution
to hold regular summit meetings. Although neither side’s expectations of
the Washington summit were as high as for the earlier Moscow meeting, the
1973 meeting nonetheless reaffirmed the U.S. and Soviet commitment to
improving relations. As with the Moscow summit, daily bilateral agreements
were signed, and two major agreements pertaining to the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks (SALT) were concluded.

In 1973, Nixon’s domestic problems were legion. Congressional hearings
on the building Watergate scandal were drawing closer to incriminating the
president, and there was a dramatic increase in inflation coupled with slug-
gish economic growth. These economic problems only fueled growing dis-
content. The summit offered Nixon a respite from his domestic problems, an
opportunity to divert attention from Watergate, and the chance to demonstrate
the continuing success of détente.

Brezhnev gave a television address to the American people emulating
Nixon’s speech in Moscow a year prior. The Soviet leader spoke to the U.S.
Senate Foreign Relations Committee and engaged in daily discussions with
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Nixon. One of Brezhnev’s important goals was to further the Soviet Union’s
case for most-favored nation (MFN) trade status from the United States.
Brezhnev viewed MFN status as a key to the continuation of détente, with
the hope that it would revive a declining Soviet economy. In discussions with
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Brezhnev conceded that the main
obstacle to receiving MFN status was congressional opposition to Moscow’s
policy restricting Jewish emigration. Despite his eloquent plea and soft-
pedaling of the emigration policy, he was not successful in making his case.

Nixon and Brezhnev discussed bilateral issues concerning agricul-
ture, transportation, atomic energy, commercial relations, education, culture,
oceanography, taxation, and air services. The two conferees reached agree-
ments on Indochina and Europe but differed on policies concerning the
Middle East. In the spirit of the 1972 Moscow Meeting, two important agree-
ments concerning nuclear disarmament were reached. The Basic Principles
of Negotiations on the Further Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms and
the Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War reaffirmed American
and Soviet commitments to continuing SALT. Although the Basic Principles
agreement was not groundbreaking, it nevertheless served as a new impetus
to the continuation of détente and the SALT process. On 21 June, Nixon
and Brezhnev signed the Basic Principles framework. The following day, the
Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War was signed. Nixon’s national
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security advisor, Henry Kissinger, pointedly revealed the importance of this
document. The principal problem in the current global situation was how to
prevent a nuclear war, not how to conduct one.

As the summit concluded, Nixon and Brezhnev issued a joint commu-
niqué summarizing the intentions and outcomes of the summit. As with the
previous year’s Basic Principles of Mutual Relations, the document reaffirmed
both parties’ commitment to détente. Although there were no completely
new initiatives addressed during Brezhnev’s visit, it strengthened the prece-
dent of annual summits between American and Soviet leaders. Despite
mounting public criticism of the Nixon administration over the Vietnam
War, the state of the American economy, and the Watergate scandal, Nixon
appeared to be successfully reducing Cold War tensions. Unfortunately, tech-
nological advances in nuclear weaponry and Nixon’s weakening political
position prior to his last visit to Moscow in 1974 largely stalled the forward
momentum of détente, a process that had been the cornerstone of both
Nixon’s and Brezhnev’s Cold War foreign policies. The meeting also alarmed
the leaders of the People’s Republic of China (PRC), who feared that the
two superpowers would cement an understanding on détente at the expense
of the burgeoning Sino-American rapprochement.

Jonathan H. L’Hommedieu
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Summit meeting between U.S. President Ronald Reagan and Soviet Gen-
eral Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev on 7–10 December 1987. The principal
agenda item for the meeting was nuclear arms reduction. The Washington
Meeting showcased not only Gorbachev’s new style of leadership but also
the unprecedented thaw in the Cold War, which would by 1991 end upon
the dissolution of the Soviet Union. The conference marked the first super-
power summit on U.S. soil in fourteen years and endeavored to build upon
the November 1985 Geneva Meeting, during which Reagan and Gorbachev
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agreed to a 50 percent mutual reduction in strategic nuclear weapons, and
the Reykjavík Meeting of October 1986, which ended on a negative note over
disagreements concerning Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). The
summit in Washington saw both sides agree to eliminate an entire class of
nuclear weapons (land-based intermediate-range missiles), codified by the
signing of the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty in Moscow
during Reagan and Gorbachev’s final meeting together in May–June 1988.

In spite of the breakthrough in superpower relations, Reagan and Gor-
bachev still found themselves in disagreement on key issues during the 1987
negotiations. First, the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty was inter-
preted differently by the Americans and the Soviets, which underscored the
problems posed by SDI, colloquially referred to as “Star Wars.” Gorbachev
believed that SDI violated the ABM Treaty, while Reagan tried to legitimize
SDI by arguing that it fell into a category of space-based testing and devel-
opment that did not violate previous agreements. Neither leader even men-
tioned SDI during postconference speeches to their respective nations, which
may explain why the conference was deemed a success. Further, Reagan and
Gorbachev failed to come to terms on regional issues in American and Soviet
spheres of influence. Reagan criticized Gorbachev for turning a blind eye
to the human rights record of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and also
for failing to establish a timetable for the withdrawal of Soviet troops from
Afghanistan. Gorbachev, in a press conference held three hours after the de-
parture ceremony, stated that a proposal for withdrawal would be instituted
as soon as the United States agreed to halt arms shipments and financial aid
to insurgent forces battling Soviet troops in Afghanistan. Gorbachev also
criticized Reagan over the Iran-Contra scandal and argued that the time had
not yet come for the United Nations (UN) Security Council to impose sanc-
tions on Iran for refusing to accept an earlier UN resolution demanding a
cease-fire in the Iran-Iraq War.

Even if deemed a marginal success, the 1987 Washington meeting
should be considered a significant turning point in Cold War history. Ameri-
cans were well aware of Gorbachev’s internal reforms (glasnost and pere-
stroika) and saw his visit as powerfully symbolic, perhaps even foreshadowing
the end of the Cold War. People crowded the streets to get a glimpse of Gor-
bachev, and many scholars indeed argue that Reagan needed the Soviet
leader’s cooperation in order to improve the image of the United States. Rea-
gan had little choice but to address Gorbachev’s initiatives regarding nuclear
disarmament as an opportunity to divert public attention from domestic
issues, such as the Iran-Contra scandal, to those that involved a dynamic new
approach to foreign policy.

Whatever the ramifications of the 1987 Washington Meeting, it must be
remembered not as the culmination of a process but rather as the beginning
of both a new route to nuclear arms reductions and, perhaps more impor-
tantly, the end of the Cold War.

John C. Horn
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Far-reaching political scandal involving President Richard M. Nixon (1969–
1974) that lasted from 1972 to 1974 and led to a constitutional crisis and the
resignation of Nixon in August 1974. Nixon was by nature a secretive and
untrusting man, and it was this mild paranoia that drove the Watergate scan-
dal into a colossal political and constitutional crisis.

The genesis of Watergate can be traced to the leaking of the top-secret
United States–Vietnam Relations, 1945–1967: A Study Prepared by the Depart-
ment of Defense, often referred to as the Pentagon Papers, that occurred begin-
ning in June 1971. The papers revealed highly classified—not to mention
embarrassing—policy decisions made vis-à-vis the Vietnam War going back
to the 1940s. By 1971, the Vietnam War had become a political nightmare for
Nixon and had deeply divided the nation. The Pentagon Papers served only
to heighten public distrust and discontent with the war. Nixon was livid at
the leaks and vowed to get even with the man who had released the infor-
mation, RAND Corporation employee Daniel Ellsberg. In fact, the first ille-
gal break-in encouraged by the Nixon administration occurred in September
1971, when quasi-government operatives ransacked the office of Ellsberg’s
psychiatrist in an attempt to discredit the RAND employee. Meanwhile, the
Nixon administration tried unsuccessfully to halt the publication of more sen-
sitive information.
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Now obsessed with plugging any leaks from within, Nixon’s aides formed
an informal committee of secret operatives whose job was to stop leaks,
stonewall Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) probes, and retaliate against
those who did leak information. The committee was fittingly called the
“Plumbers.”

On 17 June 1972, Washington, D.C., police arrested five men for bur-
glarizing the offices of the Democratic National Committee, located in the
Watergate complex (hence the name of the scandal). While the motive of
the break-in is still unclear, one of the burglars, James W. McCord Jr., was
on the payroll of the Committee to Reelect the President (CREEP). This
seemed to implicate White House involvement, although the connection
would not be made in full for many months.

Officials at the White House, meanwhile, began to cover their tracks,
engaging in an ever-widening cover-up that only bred more illegal activities.
When questioned about the Watergate break-in, Nixon’s press secretary
famously dismissed it as a “third-rate burglary” of which the White House
had no knowledge, and Americans believed him.

Nixon’s secret taping system recorded a discussion on 23 June 1972
between the president and his chief of staff in which Nixon agreed that
the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) should be employed to block the FBI
investigation into the Watergate affair. This was clear evidence that the
White House was involved in the botched break-in. Nixon went on to win a
landslide reelection in November 1972, and Watergate seemed all but for-
gotten. But the walls were about to close in beginning with the trial of the
Watergate burglars in January 1973.

The five burglars pled guilty but said nothing. Indeed, CREEP had paid
them hush money not to reveal anything that would implicate the president.
But McCord, encouraged by the fact that he would receive leniency if he
cooperated, recanted his testimony and implicated CREEP in instigating
the break-in and in paying hush money to the accused. The rope was now
getting tighter for Nixon, who continued to deny any involvement in the grow-
ing scandal. Congress now clamored for bipartisan hearings on the Watergate
scandal, which began in May 1973 and lasted until August. The nation was
riveted by the televised hearings, which revealed one bombshell after another.
Perhaps as much as 85 percent of the American public viewed some or all of
the hearings. The first bombshell was the realization that the White House
had been directly involved in the scandal, indicated by the testimony of John
Dean, Nixon’s lawyer. The second was the revelation that Nixon had em-
ployed a secret taping system in the Oval Office that recorded virtually all
conversations. Nixon’s popularity began to plummet, and there were spo-
radic calls for his impeachment, even by stalwart Republicans.

As soon as the existence of the taped conversations was revealed, Archi-
bald Cox, Watergate special prosecutor, and the U.S. Senate moved to sub-
poena the tapes. Nixon refused to surrender them, citing executive privilege
and “national security concerns.” Neither party agreed with that logic, how-
ever, and many Americans now believed that Nixon was either directly in-
volved in the scandal or was trying to cover something up. In October 1973,
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when Nixon ordered Cox to withdraw his subpoena, the
special prosecutor refused. The White House promptly
fired him. That in turn led Nixon’s attorney general and
his deputy to resign in protest. A new prosecutor, Leon
Jaworski, again subpoenaed the tapes. Nixon, now under
immense pressure, responded by releasing selectively
edited transcripts of the tapes, which pleased no one. Worse
yet, one of the tapes that the White House did release to
Jaworski had an unexplained gap, which White House offi-
cials blamed on a clerical error committed by Nixon’s per-
sonal secretary. In the spring of 1974, Congress continued
to insist that it receive all of the contested tape recordings.
Nixon stood firm.

In July 1974, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the
Nixon administration must turn over all of the tapes re-
quested by Congress. Meanwhile, in the House of Repre-
sentatives, articles of impeachment were being prepared
against the president. Nixon now had no choice but to sur-
render the tapes, which he knew would condemn him. On
27 July 1974, the House of Representatives passed the first
of three impeachment articles against Nixon, citing him
for obstruction of justice. On 29 and 30 July, respectively,
two more articles of impeachment passed—one for abuse
of power, the other for contempt of Congress. After being
told by a delegation from his own party that he would not
survive an impeachment trial in Congress, Nixon decided
to resign the office of the presidency on 9 August 1974. He
was succeeded by his vice president, Gerald R. Ford.

Although the immediate crisis that was Watergate
ended with Nixon’s resignation, the episode had troubling
and long-term implications for American politics and gov-
ernment. Many Americans rightly conflated Watergate with Vietnam. Indeed,
just as U.S. policymakers led the nation into a costly, unpopular, and un-
winnable war with little public discussion and no real congressional over-
sight, so too had the Nixon administration engaged in secretive and unsavory
activities in the name of national security. As a result, Americans’ trust in
their politicians—and their political system—suffered a major blow. Many
also talked with consternation about the unchecked powers of the presi-
dency, which the Nixonian abuses of power so clearly highlighted. Watergate
undermined the power of the Republican Party for a time and may indeed
have led to the rise of President Jimmy Carter, who won the presidency in
1976 based in large part on his outsider status, personal integrity, and self-
effacing manner. In the end, Watergate displayed in shocking clarity the
results of the so-called imperial presidency and a national security state in
which personal freedoms were subordinated to political whim and alleged
public safety.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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American left-wing organization supportive of the worldwide struggle against
alleged American imperialism that initiated terrorist attacks against the U.S.
government in the late 1960s and early 1970s. The Weathermen emerged in
late 1968 as one of several militant factions within the Students for a Demo-
cratic Society (SDS). Frustrated with the ineffectiveness of the anti–Vietnam
War protests of the 1960s, Bernardine Dohrn, Bill Ayers, Kathy Boudin, and
other members of the Weathermen called for a white revolutionary move-
ment that would support African American militants such as the Black Pan-
thers and developing-world revolutionaries in an international struggle against
what they viewed as U.S. imperialism. The group took its name from its first
position paper, “You Don’t Need a Weatherman to Know Which Way the
Wind Blows,” a line adopted from a Bob Dylan song. This founding state-
ment was circulated during the last SDS convention in June 1969 in Chicago,
where the Weathermen and their allies gained control of the organization.

Following Marxist-Leninist logic, the Weathermen believed that Amer-
ican imperialism would compel the American working class to unite in a rev-
olutionary struggle to transform the United States into a socialist state. The
Weathermen, who were mainly upper-middle-class college students, consid-
ered themselves the vanguard of the coming revolution and intended to spur
workers to join the struggle. The group focused its initial recruiting efforts
on white working-class youth, but most high school students opposed their
militancy and refused to join the group.

As the putative vanguard group of the revolution, the Weathermen also
intended to create revolutionary chaos in the United States. One of the group’s
first campaigns was the so-called Days of Rage that began on 8 October 1969,
when the Weathermen and a few hundred supporters smashed windows and
battled police in downtown Chicago. Although their attempt to bring the war
home failed—a large police force quickly quelled the attack with tear gas,
mace, and clubs—the group considered the melee an important inspiration
for fellow white radicals. In mid-November 1969, the Weathermen precipi-
tated a similar scuffle in Washington, D.C., where members damaged cars
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and windows, threw smoke bombs at the Justice Department building, and
blocked streets with burning barriers until 2,000 police officers intervened.

When it became clear that their plan to bring about a revolution had
failed, the Weathermen decided to continue the armed struggle as a clan-
destine group of terrorist cells that would attack the American government.
During a meeting in Flint, Michigan, on 24 December 1969, the Weather-
men, who never had more than a few hundred members, announced that
they intended to go underground. In the ensuing years, small Weathermen
cells initiated a wave of bombings against government buildings, military
installations, and private companies that they believed supported American
imperialism. On 9 June 1970, for example, the group bombed the New York
City police headquarters as a response to the American invasion of Cambodia.

In December 1970, the Weathermen announced in a letter to the under-
ground press that they had modified their ideology. They no longer con-
sidered violence their only revolutionary tool and assigned revolutionary
qualities to the counterculture of the New Left. In response to criticism of
the group’s sexism, the Weathermen also embraced gender equality, chang-
ing the organization’s name to the gender-neutral Weather Underground.
Despite these tactical changes, attacks against federal buildings and private
companies continued. Nevertheless, the illegal methods used by the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation (FBI) to prosecute members of the group led to
the dismissal of charges against most of them in 1974.

That same year, the Weather Underground once more announced pro-
grammatic changes, calling upon American revolutionaries to organize for
mass action clandestinely as well as publicly. As a result, the organization
began to form the Prairie Fire Organizing Committee (PFOC) as an official
support group. In 1976, internal factionalism led to the split of the organiza-
tion into a reformist New York PFOC, or Central Committee, and a militant
Bay Area Revolutionary Committee (BARC), which became the Weather
Underground Organization later that year. While the Central Committee
abjured violence, the BARC continued its terrorist activities. After 1977,
when several leading members of the original Weathermen surrendered to
federal authorities, the Weather Underground splintered into a number of
separate organizations, some of which continued to advocate violence. In
1987, U.S. authorities arrested the last fugitive member of the Weathermen,
Silas Bissell, and sentenced him to two years in prison.

Simon Wendt
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U.S. politician and secretary of defense (1981–1987). Born in San Francisco,
California, on 18 August 1917, Caspar Willard Weinberger attended Harvard
University, where he earned an AB degree in 1938 and a law degree in 1941.
He served in the army during World War II, reaching the rank of captain.
Following his discharge, he clerked for a federal judge and entered politics,
winning election to the California State Assembly in 1952 and later serving
as chairman of the California Republican Party.

After working in California Governor Ronald Reagan’s cabinet in the late
1960s and early 1970s, Weinberger moved on to Washington, where he was
director of the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) in 1970, deputy director
during 1970–1972, and director during 1972–1973 of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget (OMB), and secretary of Health, Education and Welfare
(HEW) during 1973–1975.

Weinberger served as an advisor to Reagan during the 1980 presidential
campaign, and Reagan subsequently appointed him as secretary of defense
in 1981. When Reagan nominated Weinberger, many conservative Repub-

licans feared that given his reputation as a budget cutter,
Weinberger would not support Reagan’s calls for increased
military spending. As director of the OMB, Weinberger had
earned the nickname “Cap the Knife,” and Jesse Helms, a
right-wing Republican senator from North Carolina, voted
against his confirmation based on those fears. However,
Weinberger soon developed a reputation as one of the
strongest proponents of Reagan’s defense buildup.

Reagan and Weinberger identified several major goals,
including nuclear arms reduction. But during Reagan’s first
term as president, his administration embarked upon a
major buildup of nuclear weapons. Weinberger also pushed
to deploy more nuclear warheads in Europe and supported
Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) for the estab-
lishment of a laser-guided defense system in outer space
to destroy incoming ballistic missiles aimed at the United
States. These and other measures were controversial and
costly, but Reagan and Weinberger defended them as nec-
essary to meet the Soviet threat. Weinberger resigned his
post in November 1987, citing his wife’s poor health.

In November 1992 a grand jury investigating the Iran-
Contra Affair indicted Weinberger on four counts of lying
to a congressional committee and the independent coun-
sel’s office and one count of obstruction of justice. During
the mid-1980s the Reagan administration sold weapons to
Iran in exchange for the freeing of American hostages being
held in the Middle East. Some of the proceeds from the
sale were illegally diverted to the Contra rebels who were
fighting the communist Sandinista regime in Nicaragua.
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Once the story became public, Congress created a committee to investigate
the affair, and an independent counsel was appointed to probe any criminal
wrongdoing. Its office claimed that Weinberger had lied about his knowl-
edge of the sale of arms to Iran. Weinberger declared his innocence and his
intention of fighting the charges, but the case never went to trial. On 24 De-
cember 1992, President George H. W. Bush issued a full and complete pardon
to Weinberger and several other Reagan administration figures. Weinberger
died in Bangor, Maine, on 26 March 2006.

Justin P. Coffey
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Conservative American extremist and founder of the right-wing John Birch
Society. Born in rural Chowan County, North Carolina, on 1 December 1899,
Robert Welch graduated from the University of North Carolina in 1916, then
attended the U.S. Naval Academy, Annapolis, during 1917–1919 and Harvard
Law School during 1919–1921.

In 1922 Welch went to work as vice president of his brother’s candy man-
ufacturing company, retiring in 1956. He served on the board of directors of
the National Association of Manufacturers (NAM). From this forum, he
gravitated toward Republican Party politics. Through his work with NAM,
he formed relationships with numerous conservative business leaders such
as Texas oil magnate H. L. Hunt, the sponsor of radical right-wing groups
and radio programming.

Deeply affected by the anticommunist crusade of Senator Joseph R.
McCarthy and other hard-line conservatives, Welch developed a conspirato-
rial interpretation of U.S. politics and recent historical events. In December
1958, he and eleven other right-wing ideologues founded the John Birch
Society, named after a U.S. intelligence operative executed by the Chinese
communists in 1945. The society espoused the bizarre belief that the entire
U.S. federal government, including President Dwight D. Eisenhower and
numerous high officials such as Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) Director
Allen W. Dulles and Supreme Court Chief Justice Earl Warren, were part
of a vast communist conspiracy to subvert American ideals and surrender
the nation to communism. Welch and his compatriots wielded considerable
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influence within conservative circles of the Republican Party, especially
among the supporters of Arizona Senator Barry Goldwater, a fierce anti-
communist and the party’s 1964 presidential nominee.

Welch’s John Birch Society reached its peak of influence in the early
1960s, when fears over Sputnik 1, the illusory missile gap, and the Cuban
Missile Crisis held the nation in thrall. Welch’s organization claimed between
60,000 and 100,000 members with $5 million in annual contributions during
this period. The society closely guarded the anonymity of its members, behav-
ing as secretively as the supposed conspirators it condemned. The 1960 pub-
lication of Welch’s defamatory Eisenhower exposé, The Politician, which
named the president as “a willing agent of the Soviet Union,” forced a break
between Birchites and most mainstream conservatives.

Welch’s ideology proved a product of deeply held Cold War fears and
McCarthy-era hysteria that resonated well beyond the 1950s. Welch died on
6 January 1985 in Winchester, Massachusetts. His organization survived him,
focusing on the threat of “one world government,” the growth of federal
“socialist” powers, and alleged plans of the United Nations (UN) to take over
U.S. society through the “treason” of establishment politicians.

Michael E. Donoghue
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See Germany, Federal Republic of

A defensive alliance formed by West European states in 1954 to establish a
framework to make the controversial rearming of Germany more palatable.
On 17 March 1948, the United Kingdom, France, and the Benelux countries
(Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg) signed the Brussels Treaty
(Treaty on Economic, Social and Cultural Collaboration and Collective Self-
Defense), which created the European Union (EU). The formation of this
alliance was a response to the extension of Soviet power in Central and East-
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ern Europe. In addition to pledging mutual support in response to an attack
on any member and agreeing to integrate their air defenses and command
structure, the signatories agreed to work toward European integration. The
EU was superseded by the broader military alliance, the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO), established in 1949.

When General Dwight D. Eisenhower was appointed NATO’s first
Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR) in late 1950, the members
of EU merged their military organization into NATO. However, the EU con-
tinued to exist. When the Korean War broke out in June 1950, there was
deep concern about the ability of the United States to fight a major war in
Asia while simultaneously bearing the brunt of European defense. Thus, the
rearmament of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) was
perceived as critical, but there were misgivings, especially in France. The
French were naturally wary of a rearmed Germany on its eastern border, hav-
ing been invaded from the east three times since 1870. When a proposal to
integrate the West German forces into a European Defense Community was
rejected by the French parliament in August 1954, British Foreign Minister
Anthony Eden proposed including West Germany and Italy in the EU and
changing its name to the Western European Union (WEU).

At a special conference in London in September 1954, the signatories to
the Brussels Treaty and the United States and Canada agreed to invite West
Germany and Italy to accede to the treaty. They did so on 23 October 1954,
creating the WEU. West Germany thereby agreed to allow the WEU to exer-
cise control over the size of its military. This concession on the part of the Ger-
mans and Britain’s commitment to keep its forces in West Germany assuaged
the French, who agreed to permit the entry of West Germany into NATO.

The eclipse of the WEU continued. NATO assumed its military role,
the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) replaced the
EU’s economic functions, and its social and cultural roles passed to the Coun-
cil of Europe, which was initiated on 5 May 1949. Nevertheless, the WEU
still existed and in fact played a role in the 1956 Saar settlement and con-
tinued to serve as a link between the European Economic Community
(EEC) and the United Kingdom before Britain joined the European Com-
munity in 1973.

The moribund WEU was resurrected in 1984 in Rome to serve as a Euro-
pean counterpoint to NATO. It was viewed as a body in which European
countries could consult and coordinate their responses to security issues.
WEU members agreed that the foreign and defense ministers of the mem-
ber states would meet twice annually to discuss the implications of ongoing
crises. At a conference in The Hague in 1987, it was agreed that security
issues were inseparable from the process of European integration. In effect,
the WEU became the security component of the European Union (EU),
which had developed from the European Community following the 1991
Treaty of Maastricht.

The WEU was expanded to include Portugal and Spain in 1990 and
Greece in 1992. In 1992 Iceland, Norway, and Turkey became associate mem-
bers of the WEU, and Denmark and Ireland became observers. In 1995
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Austria, Finland, and Sweden became observers. In 1994 the category of
associate partner was created for countries of Central and Eastern Europe
that had signed the Europe Agreement with the EU. Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, and Slova-
kia became associate partners in 1994, and Slovenia became an associate
partner in 1996. In 1999 the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland became
associate members.

Bernard Cook
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Northwest African region. Western Sahara covers 102,700 square miles and is
bordered by Morocco to the north, Algeria to the northeast, Mauritania to the
east and south, and the Atlantic Ocean to the west. Western Sahara’s territory
is contested, and its sovereignty remains in legal limbo. In 1945, it had an
estimated population of 160,000 people. Mostly desert and sparsely popu-
lated but rich in phosphate resources, this part of Africa became a part of the
Spanish Empire in 1884 and was known as the Spanish Sahara.

In the nineteenth-century European scramble for control of Africa,
Spain took over the Western Sahara in 1884, primarily because of the prox-
imity of the region to the Spanish Canary Islands and to match French claims
of suzerainty in neighboring Morocco and Algeria. The Spanish and French
agreed on the border between Morocco and the Spanish Sahara in negotia-
tions conducted in 1900 and 1912. Spanish control was actually limited to
coastal areas, as tribes in the interior continued to operate with considerable
independence. After World War II, European empires collapsed, and decol-
onization swept much of the African continent. Northwest Africa was no
exception, and Morocco became independent in 1956. There were also in-
dependence movements in adjacent areas, such as the bitter conflict for
independence in French Algeria. The native Sahrawi of the Western Sahara
began a struggle for independence before World War II that intensified in
1956.
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The Spanish proved reluctant to commit the resources necessary to main-
tain control of the Spanish Sahara, and the United States did not view this
area as key to the larger Cold War conflict. Independent Morocco remained
firmly in the Western camp, and American support for Spanish claims in the
region was primarily verbal. Agitation for independence increased after the
creation of the Polisario (Front for the Liberation of Saguía el Hamra and Río
de Oro) in 1973. Although this was a movement rooted in communist ideol-
ogy, that fact did not deter the United States from pressuring Spain to accept
the recommendations by the United Nations (UN) in 1966 for a referen-
dum to determine the future of the Spanish Sahara. Spain finally withdrew
its forces in 1975 after agreements for a partition of the Spanish Sahara
between Morocco and Mauritania.

Almost immediately thereafter, both Morocco and Mauritania sent troops
to enforce control over their parts of the Western Sahara. The focus of Polis-
ario then turned toward creation of a Western Sahara, independent of both
Morocco and Mauritania. Both Morocco and Mauritania wanted access to the
abundant phosphate deposits in the area, which were discovered in geologi-
cal explorations beginning in 1949 and are among the world’s largest.

In the 1970s, the issue of Western Sahara’s sovereignty was relegated to
the back burner of international relations, where it remains. Polisario con-
tinues to fight for independence. Mauritania has for the time being with-
drawn from the conflict, but Morocco continues to press forward, as it has
done since settling 350,000 Moroccans, backed by military force, in the area
in 1976. The result of Moroccan policy has been the expulsion of as many as
165,000 Sahrawi natives, many of whom settled in Algeria. The UN has
made repeated attempts to resolve the issue, as has the United States, but to
no avail.

Daniel E. Spector
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U.S. Army general, commander of U.S. forces in Vietnam (1964–1968), and
U.S. Army chief of staff (1968–1972). Born in Spartanburg County, South
Carolina, on 26 March 1914, William Westmoreland graduated from the U.S.
Military Academy, West Point, in 1936. Commissioned a lieutenant of field
artillery, he served with distinction in World War II and the Korean War and
was promoted to brigadier general in November 1952.

Westmoreland, William Childs 2249

Westmoreland, 
William Childs

(1914–2005)



Promoted to major general in December 1956, West-
moreland commanded the 101st Airborne Division (1958–
1960) at Fort Campbell, Kentucky. During 1960–1963, he
was superintendent of the U.S. Military Academy, West
Point. Promoted to lieutenant general, he returned to Fort
Campbell to command the XVIII Airborne Corps in 1963. In
June 1964 he was named commander of the U.S. Military
Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV), as a full general.

Westmoreland subsequently presided over the steep
escalation of the Vietnam War and eventually commanded
more than half a million American troops there. He em-
barked on an effort to seek out and engage communist
forces, defeating them in a war of attrition. He had little
interest in pacification programs. Westmoreland and plan-
ners in Washington never did understand the extent to
which Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Viet-
nam) leaders were prepared to sacrifice manpower to inflict
American casualties and influence opinion in the United
States. Casualty rates heavily unfavorable to the commu-
nists, taken as proof by Westmoreland that the war was
being won, were nonetheless acceptable to Hanoi.

Westmoreland’s overly optimistic predictions regard-
ing the war in late 1967 helped feed public disillusionment
in the United States following the heavy casualties of the
January 1968 communist Tet Offensive, nonetheless lost

by the communist side. Westmoreland interpreted the situation after the
offensive as an opportunity and proposed the dispatch of additional troops to
Vietnam. President Lyndon B. Johnson, although he sent some emergency
reinforcements, denied Westmoreland’s request.

In June 1968, Johnson recalled Westmoreland to Washington as chief of
staff of the army. Westmoreland held that post until his retirement in July
1972, with much of his energies devoted to planning the transition to an all-
volunteer force. Following retirement, he continued to speak out on the
Vietnam War, published his memoirs, and ran unsuccessfully for governor of
South Carolina. He remained a major and controversial figure in the postwar
debate over U.S. involvement in Vietnam. Westmoreland died in Charleston,
South Carolina, on 18 July 2005.

James H. Willbanks
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U.S. Army general, chief of staff of the army during 1962–1964, and chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) during 1964–1970. Born in Washington,
D.C., on 13 January 1908, Earle Wheeler joined the National Guard at age
sixteen and graduated from the U.S. Military Academy, West Point, in 1932.
Commissioned in the infantry, during 1937–1938 he served in Tianjin, China.
After training troops in World War II, from late 1944 he saw combat service
in Europe as chief of staff of the 63rd Infantry Division.

From 1946 to 1949 Wheeler held various staff positions in France and
Germany, and in November 1951, now a full colonel, he commanded the
351st Infantry in Trieste, Italy. From then until 1962, he alternated Euro-
pean and U.S. commands with Pentagon staff positions, being promoted to
brigadier general in November 1952, major general in December 1955, lieu-
tenant general in April 1960, and full general in March 1962.

In October 1962, President John F. Kennedy appointed Wheeler U.S.
Army chief of staff. Almost immediately, his deft handling of racial con-
frontations at the University of Mississippi in Oxford impressed administra-
tion officials. In July 1964, President Lyndon B. Johnson appointed Wheeler
chairman of the JCS. He held this position for six years, a record that no sub-
sequent incumbent has yet surpassed. Although he sought to enhance the
bargaining power of the JCS by persuading all service heads to maintain a
unanimous united front on military issues, in practice decision making often
rested with Robert S. McNamara, the dominating secretary of defense.

The most controversial issue facing Wheeler was the
Vietnam War, on which he consistently took a strongly
hawkish line. He disliked the Johnson administration’s grad-
ual escalation of the war, an ad hoc strategy that Wheeler
thought likely to prove ineffective, and unavailingly pressed
political leaders to call up reserve forces to supply the man-
power needed to meet American commitments in Vietnam
and elsewhere. The JCS never, however, came out forth-
rightly to their civilian superiors to condemn the graduated
response strategy and demand the application of over-
whelming force against the enemy, an omission that sub-
sequent historians have fiercely criticized. Nor did the JCS,
including Wheeler, express their reservations over the
Johnson administration’s limited rather than full-scale air
bombing campaigns.

Wheeler consistently endorsed commanding General
William C. Westmoreland’s requests for additional man-
power. After the 1968 Tet Offensive, Wheeler urged
Westmoreland to demand an additional 206,000 troops,
a requirement that he apparently hoped would trigger
the call-up of reserves but instead helped to precipitate
the Johnson administration’s March 1968 decision to open
negotiations with a view to withdrawing American forces.
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Wheeler also supported President Richard M. Nixon’s controversial 1969
decision to begin secret air strikes on communist sanctuaries in Cambodia.

After suffering several heart attacks, at least partly due to stress and
frustration over Vietnam, Wheeler retired in July 1970. He died in Freder-
ick, Maryland, on 18 December 1975. One significant legacy of his tenure as
chairman of the JCS was that subsequent American military leaders came to
believe that the United States should not intervene in military situations
unless civilian officials were prepared to endorse the employment of forces
sufficient to guarantee swift and overwhelming victory.

Priscilla Roberts
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Grounding of a Soviet submarine on the Swedish coast that caused an inter-
national incident in October 1981. Throughout the 1980s, neutral Sweden
was plagued by a series of Soviet submarine intrusions into its territorial
waters. The most significant and public of these events was the grounding of
a Soviet Whisky-class diesel-powered attack submarine inside a restricted
zone located near the Swedish naval base at Karlskrona. The sub ran aground
on the night of 27 October 1981 and was discovered by a Swedish fisherman
as its crew was attempting unsuccessfully to extricate themselves.

When queried by astonished Swedish Navy officials, the Soviet captain
declared that a “navigation error” brought the submarine to its resting place.
Swedish signals intelligence, however, intercepted orders from a Soviet
Kashin-class destroyer instructing the captain to concoct a cover story. Swe-
den formally complained to Soviet officials and asked them to apologize, pay

2252 Whisky on the Rocks Crisis

Whisky on the 
Rocks Crisis
(27 October 1981)



for salvage costs, permit a Swedish salvage crew to do the job, and allow the
submarine’s captain to be interrogated. The Swedish ambassador to the
Soviet Union was then confronted by a Soviet deputy foreign minister—and
ten silent Soviet admirals behind him—who agreed to the first three demands
but refused to allow the submarine captain to be questioned.

Meanwhile, a formidable Soviet naval task force assembled off the
Swedish coast in international waters to intimidate the Swedish government.
Six days passed. Then, a Swedish radiological survey team discovered that
radiation was leaking from the Soviet sub’s torpedo tube area. At that point,
the Swedes concluded that the Whisky-class boat contained nuclear weapons.
Sweden eventually permitted the submarine to depart after having taken
full advantage of the crisis for propaganda purposes. It was later determined
that the Whisky-class boat had been covertly observing classified Swedish
torpedo trials off Karlskrona.

In 1982, unidentified submarine intrusions into Swedish territorial waters
increased dramatically. It was assumed that they were of Soviet origin. Small
submersibles, some using a tracked propulsion system, infiltrated Swedish
minefields, and divers tampered with the mine suspension chains. On a
number of occasions, Swedish antisubmarine forces dropped depth charges
on suspected submarine contacts. The number of intrusions increased to
sixty in 1983, finally tapering off to fifteen in 1986. The reasons behind this
Soviet submarine activity are uncertain, although it is assumed that this
was prompted by a combination of reconnaissance, intimidation, and training
exercises.

Sean M. Maloney
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U.S. Air Force general and chief of staff (1957–1961). Born in Walker, Min-
nesota, on 6 August 1902, Thomas White graduated from the United States
Military Academy, West Point, in 1920. Before World War II, he served in the
U.S. Army’s infantry and aviation branches and in a series of attaché posi-
tions, among them duty posts in China (1927–1931), the Soviet Union
(1934), Italy (1934–1937), and Brazil (1940–1942), where he was stationed
when the United States entered World War II. During the war, White served
in a series of senior staff positions and rose to become deputy commander of

White, Thomas Dresser 2253

White, Thomas 
Dresser

(1902–1965)



the Thirteenth Air Force and commander of the Seventh Air Force in the
Pacific theater.

After the war, White first commanded the Fifth Air Force in Japan and
then returned to the United States to work in several staff positions on the
air force staff. In June 1953 he was named vice chief of staff and promoted to
full general. In July 1957 he was elevated to chief of staff of the air force.

During his tenure at the top of the air force, White was a strong advocate
of the primacy of strategic nuclear airpower and the development of modern
weapons-delivery technologies. He was especially aggressive in pursuing
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) capabilities and military operations
in space. He was responsible for inserting the term “aerospace” into air force
doctrine and using the concept to claim a lead role for the air force in the mil-
itary use of space. White retired in June 1961 and died in Washington, D.C.,
on 22 December 1965.

Jerome V. Martin
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Australian Labour Party politician and prime minister (1972–1975). Born on
11 July 1916 at Kew, Victoria, Gough Whitlam was educated in the Canberra
public schools. He graduated with a degree in arts and law from the Univer-
sity of Sydney in 1938 and served in the Royal Australian Air Force during
1941–1945, leaving the service as a flight lieutenant.

After the war, Whitlam returned to the University of Sydney to study law
and was admitted to the bar in 1947. He joined the Labour Party in 1945 and
entered politics in 1950 when he attempted but failed to win election to the
New South Wales state parliament. In 1952 he won election to the national
Parliament as a member from Werriwa, a seat he held for more than twenty
years. In 1967 he became the head of the Labour Party.

Whitlam led his party to a resounding victory in 1972 and began a reform
program based on his campaign platform. His ambitious program included
abolishing conscription, withdrawing Australian troops from the Vietnam
War, banning South African sports teams from participating in events in Aus-
tralia, establishing diplomatic relations with the People’s Republic of China
(PRC), reforming state- and church-run schools, and negotiating aboriginal
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land rights. However, his reform agenda was crippled by
rocketing oil prices and a stagnant economy.

Against a backdrop of rising unemployment and infla-
tion, members of his party tried to secure $2 billion in
overseas loans and then provided incomplete answers when
this activity was discovered. The party was also handi-
capped by a sex scandal involving a senior Labour Party
official. These events and the Australian Senate’s block-
ing of the budget led to a showdown on 11 February 1975,
when Whitlam refused to call a general election. Governor-
General Sir John Kerr then dismissed the Whitlam gov-
ernment, and the ensuing election brought a new coalition
government to power.

Following a second electoral defeat in 1977, Whitlam
resigned as head of the Labour Party in 1978. During 1982–
1986 he served as ambassador to the United Nations Edu-
cational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO).

Herbert Merrick
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U.S. secretary of defense (1953–1957) and president of General Motors (1941–
1953). Born on 18 July 1890 in Minerva, Ohio, Charles Wilson earned an
electrical engineering degree in 1909 from the Carnegie Institute of Tech-
nology. He began his business career at Westinghouse Electric Corporation,
where he was involved in the engineering of military radio equipment dur-
ing World War I. He joined General Motors in 1919 and eventually became
its president in 1941. During World War II, he oversaw the company’s mas-
sive production of military equipment.

President Dwight D. Eisenhower selected Wilson as secretary of defense
in January 1953. Wilson’s experience running a large corporation with sig-
nificant dealings with the Department of Defense was viewed as an asset.
During his nomination hearing, however, his business background led to
controversy, including his initial refusal to sell his General Motors stock and
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a statement he made that was famously simplified to “What is good for Gen-
eral Motors is good for the country.”

Wilson shared Eisenhower’s goals of maintaining a strong defense while
also reducing the defense budget and reorganizing the armed forces. This
was reflected most clearly in the New Look military policy, which relied upon
nuclear deterrent forces and strategic airpower in place of mass conventional
forces. To implement this, Wilson gradually reduced the defense budget and
shifted the defense emphasis to the U.S. Air Force, leading to tensions with
the U.S. Army and the U.S. Navy. This policy transformation was most clearly
seen in his 1956 decision to give the air force control over intermediate-range
ballistic missiles (IRBMs) and intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs)
while sharply limiting the army’s role in strategic missile forces.

Wilson resigned his post in October 1957 and returned to the private sec-
tor. He died in Norwood, Louisiana, on 26 September 1961.

Michael A. George
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Head of German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany) intelligence.
Born in Hechingen, Germany, on 19 January 1923, the son of communist
writer and doctor Friedrich Wolf, Markus Wolf fled with his family to Mos-
cow when Adolf Hitler came to power in 1933. Wolf eventually joined the
Communist International (Comintern) and was trained as an operative. He
became a member of Walter Ulbricht’s group while in exile and was sent
back to Berlin in 1945. Throughout the Cold War, Wolf was known as “the
man without a face” because no reliable pictures of him existed.

Wolf initially worked as a journalist, but in 1953 he became one of the
founding members of the new foreign intelligence service within the East
German Ministry of State Security (Stasi) headed by Erich Mielke. Among
Wolf’s tasks was organizing teams of so-called Romeo spies (also referred to
as “swallows”) who seduced their targets to obtain information. His agents
successfully penetrated the office of Federal Republic of Germany (FRG,
West Germany) Chancellor Willy Brandt in the early 1970s, causing an inter-
national scandal, and Wolf gained an international reputation as a spymaster.
He retired in 1986 and gained a different sort of notoriety as a prominent
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supporter of Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev’s policies of glasnost and
perestroika.

When the East German state collapsed in 1989, Wolf was one of the
first targets of scrutiny. Although he claims that the U.S. Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) offered him sanctuary, he remained in Berlin. He was sub-
sequently arrested on charges of treason after the reunification of Germany
and was tried and sentenced to six years in prison. That conviction was
overturned, but he was later tried and convicted on charges of kidnapping
East German citizens during the Cold War and received a two-year sus-
pended sentence. He testified in several court cases about his activities and
written several books, but he remains unapologetic. Wolf died in Berlin on
9 November 2006.

Timothy C. Dowling
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Outdoor music festival held near Woodstock, New York, on 14–16 August
1969. Billed in advance as the greatest rock concert ever, the event was per-
haps the high point of the countercultural movement of the 1960s.

Neither the concert organizers nor the government officials of this small
upstate New York community were prepared for the number of people who
gathered for the three-day concert. Called together for a musical celebration
of peace and love, the watchwords of the counterculture, individuals and
groups of all descriptions poured into Woodstock from all over the United
States. As the song later written by Joni Mitchell to commemorate the event
suggested, most of the participants thought of themselves as coming together
with other young people who were “stardust” and “golden.” Observers from
outside the counterculture, however, formed an entirely different impression.

The 500,000 people who showed up for the concert quickly overwhelmed
the supply of food, the provisions for sanitation, and various other health
services. There was no apparent shortage of drugs or alcohol, however.
Planned as a camping event, a torrential rainstorm turned the occupied 600-
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acre area into a huge sea of mud. In spite of these and
other inconveniences, including a 20-mile-long traffic jam,
the gathering ended without violence and was a huge suc-
cess in the minds of most participants.

Press coverage focusing on the nudity, drug consump-
tion, and casual sex enjoyed by many participants who often
overlooked the real reason for the gathering: the music.
There were well over thirty bands at Woodstock that man-
aged to play in spite of enormous technical difficulties.
The concert brought together folk, rock and roll, blues,
and uncategorized musicians from the western, eastern,
and southern United States as well as many groups from
England. Several performers were well known when they
arrived, while for others, Woodstock launched their careers.
Musicians delighted their followers and made many new
fans. Among the well-known musicians were Joan Baez;
Sly and the Family Stone; Jefferson Airplane; the Who;
the Grateful Dead; Blood, Sweat and Tears; Crosby, Stills,
Nash, and Young; Santana; Jimi Hendrix; Janis Joplin;
Country Joe and the Fish; and the Paul Butterfield Blues
Band.

With such a diversity of artists present, the musicians
coalesced into something much closer to a movement than
had been the case among disorganized countercultural ele-
ments before Woodstock. A similar phenomenon occurred
with most of the crowd as well. Yet in many ways, Wood-
stock was the last innocent celebration of the counter-
culture. Not long after the event, the ravages of the drug
culture became more obvious with the deaths of Hendrix
and Joplin (among others), who had turned in two of Wood-
stock’s most memorable performances. At the same time,

Woodstock’s very success alerted recording companies and other business
ventures to the massive market potential of the counterculture, whose mes-
sages of peace and love were gradually diluted by commercialization.

Spencer C. Tucker
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An organization of the United Nations (UN), the aim of which is to spur eco-
nomic growth and curb poverty in the developing world by providing loans,
policy advice, and technical assistance. The International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development (IBRD), or World Bank as it is more commonly
known, came into existence in 1945. Its charter was drafted at the 1944 Bret-
ton Woods Conference. As of 2007, 185 countries were World Bank members.
Membership in the World Bank requires prior membership in the Inter-
national Monetary Fund (IMF).

In July 1944, the UN convened a conference in Bretton Woods, New
Hampshire, to discuss economic cooperation after the war. Concerns over
monetary stability were most pressing, and thus the IMF was established at
the conference. Postwar reconstruction and economic development issues
were also addressed, which gave birth to the World Bank. In December 1945,
the first members signed its charter, and in 1946 the organization began its
lending operations with a loan of $250 million for French postwar recon-
struction. After the initial postwar reconstruction period in Europe, the
second task of the World Bank, economic development, became most promi-
nent. The World Bank used its status as a first-class debtor to pass on low-
interest loan rates on funds raised on international capital markets to project
countries. Among these nations were newly independent states in Africa and
Asia.

Among the first World Bank signatories were Poland and Czechoslovakia.
In 1950, however, the Soviets forced them to withdraw, as they considered
the World Bank an instrument of U.S. economic imperialism. Since then,
World Bank members have consisted largely of nations with market-oriented
economies. Japan and the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Ger-
many) became members in 1952 and later were among the biggest donors
of soft loans. The World Bank Charter specifically prohibits the body from
interfering in the political affairs of states receiving World Bank aid and
holds that only economic considerations will be used to determine need.
Nevertheless, because the seat of Bretton Woods institutions (the World
Bank and the IMF) was in Washington, D.C., and the World Bank main-
tained close relations with American-based banking institutions, politics did
come into play over the years. The United States has remained the most
influential World Bank member, and the president of the World Bank has
always been an American.

Because the establishment of credibility in capital markets was based on
World Bank recipient nations’ ability to repay loans, in the first fifteen years
of its existence the body focused on lending not to the poorest countries,
which posed too high a risk of default, but rather to middle- or upper-middle-
income countries, such as those in Latin America. This policy, however, did
little to alleviate poverty. It also became problematic in terms of Cold War
geopolitics. Poverty presented itself as a powerful precondition for success-
ful communist or nationalist movements throughout the developing world.
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In recognition of this, in 1960 the International Development Association
(IDA) was created as part of the World Bank. The aim of the IDA was to
make concessional loans to the world’s poorest nations, funded by contribu-
tions of member states. The two largest contributors were the United States
and Japan.

During 1962–1968, under the leadership of President George Woods,
the World Bank broadened its conception of economic development, which
had been formerly restricted to large high-tech projects such as highways or
power plants. Because earnings from these initial projects allowed increased
funding, the World Bank’s new lending policy included longer repayment
periods, involved technical and direct assistance, and provided loans for agri-
cultural purposes, which became a major focus of World Bank priorities.

During 1968–1981, Robert McNamara, a former Ford Motor Company
chief executive officer (CEO) and secretary of defense under Presidents
John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson, served as the World Bank’s pres-
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ident and profoundly changed the institution. During McNamara’s tenure,
the World Bank became involved foremost in poverty mitigation programs
and increased its lending operations from $1 billion in 1968 to more than
$12 billion in 1981. He also had to cope with the 1971 breakdown of the
international monetary system designed at Bretton Woods, the oil price shocks
of 1973–1974 and 1979–1980, and the developing world debt crisis. The first
oil price shock led to the emergence of the so-called petrodollar market of
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Companies (OPEC) countries. Some
of these funds were borrowed by the World Bank to finance development
projects, especially rural development projects in Africa. Unfortunately, the
expansion of lending did not always contribute to the reduction of poverty
but, on the contrary, locked many states into a vicious cycle of higher and
higher debt with no ability to pay the debt or accruing interest.

Because the World Bank raises its funds from international capital mar-
kets, it is largely independent of interventions by member governments.
During the 1960s and early 1970s particularly, the World Bank witnessed
active intervention by the United States to prevent lending to the Demo-
cratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) and other U.S. adversaries.
This obviously politicized the World Bank. Due to successful World Bank–
sponsored development projects in East Asia and Latin America, the 1980s
witnessed the emergence of a consensus view of economic development
based on free markets. World perception of the East Asian miracle in nations
such as the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea), Taiwan, and Singapore
was largely based on a seminal book published by the World Bank in 1993.
The end of the Cold War brought a host of nations clamoring to join the
World Bank, many of them in former communist bloc areas. Today, the World
Bank focuses on creating sustainable economic growth by combating corrup-
tion in recipient nations and by ameliorating the situation of the poorest,
most heavily indebted countries with poor growth records.

Bernhard Johannes Seliger
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Ecumenical, religious organization dedicated to world peace and the preser-
vation of human rights. As early as 1937, religious leaders had agreed to
establish a World Council of Churches (WCC), but World War II delayed
the founding of the organization until August 1948, when representatives of
147 churches assembled in Amsterdam to create the WCC. Today, the WCC
consists of 342 member churches in 120 countries. The WCC is the institu-
tional expression of the modern ecumenical movement, the goal of which is
to achieve Christian unity. WCC-affiliated churches are mainly Protestant
(Lutheran, Reformed, Methodist, Baptist), Anglican, and Orthodox churches.
The Roman Catholic Church is the only major Christian church that does not
belong to the WCC.

The Cold War decided the political framework of the WCC from its start
in 1948, when U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles and Czechoslovak
theologian Josef Hromádka argued about whether the churches should com-
bat communism or champion such socialist ideals as class justice and equal-
ity. The WCC’s first secretary-general, Willem Visser ‘t Hooft, partly settled
the issue by advocating that the churches promote reconciliation rather than
competition between East and West.

This stance changed, however, after the Third Assembly in New Delhi
in 1961, when churches from former colonies in Africa and Asia and Ortho-
dox churches from the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe entered the WCC.
These overwhelmed the older member churches and influenced WCC policy
in a more anti-West direction. Philip Potter from Dominica, as secretary-
general after 1964, was a voice of the former colonies. Western churches now
saw themselves confronted with the indignation of developing-world and
Eastern churches. Consequently, the WCC adopted the Program to Combat
Racism, which proved a valuable contribution to the struggle against South
Africa’s apartheid government. The WCC also came to the defense of human
rights in Latin America during the 1960s–1980s.

In 1975 the WCC Assembly faced a short period of Western criticism
over human rights violations in Eastern Europe. However, Orthodox church
officials—some of them Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB) or
Stasi informers—progressive Western officials, and church deputies from
Africa and Asia soon stanched this criticism and concentrated on anticolonial-
ist, antiracist, and peace programs. In Boston in 1979 the WCC announced a
program to combat militarism that inspired many peace organizations through-
out the world, such as Aktion Sühnezeichen in Germany and Pax Christi
International.

In 1983 in Vancouver, the WCC sought to combine peace, social jus-
tice, and environmentalism into one large conciliar process. This policy
bore fruit, particularly in North America, the Netherlands, and the two Ger-
manies. In the West, it tied many loose church groups together. In East
Germany it went further, stimulating protest against the regime from within
the churches. The conclusion of the conciliar process took place in Seoul
in 1990.
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By that time, the world had changed significantly. The Cold War had all
but ended, and politically driven WCC discussions had receded in impor-
tance. The WCC then had to cope with the accusations of East European
dissidents and oppressed churches who believed that the WCC had not ade-
quately defended them. Council officials were also confronted with revela-
tions about their spying activities on behalf of communist regimes. Because
of these scandals and the WCC’s alleged pro-Soviet inclination, the organi-
zation lost a great deal of credibility. At the same time, Orthodox churches
criticized the WCC because of its progressive positions concerning the ordi-
nation of women or the acceptance of homosexuality.

Beatrice de Graaf
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Organization formally established in 1949 ostensibly to promote world peace
but actually a front organization of the Soviet Union’s Information Bureau
of the Communist and Workers’ Parties (known in the West as the Comin-
form). The origins of the World Peace Council (WPC), sometimes known as
the World Council of Peace, are rather murky, befitting a communist front
organization. Some sources trace its beginning to Poland in 1948, but 1949 is
the year in which the WPC began its activities on a significant level. For the
entire Cold War, the WPC was strategically located in Helsinki. Publicly, the
WPC had a beneficent and worthy goal of promoting peaceful coexistence
and nuclear disarmament.

Almost immediately, however, Western nations, particularly the United
States, accused the WPC of having ulterior motives—that is, the advance-
ment of Soviet foreign policy goals, disinformation, and propaganda and the
infiltration of various Western peace movements. In 1950, Washington openly
accused the WPC of being a front organization of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union (CPSU). The U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
allegedly had evidence that the WPC was being funded by communist bloc
nations. This was proven true in 1989 when the WPC admitted to having
received 90 percent of its funding from the Soviet Union. At its height in the
early 1960s, the WPC may have received more than $50 million a year from
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Moscow. In an attempt to hide Soviet involvement, money earmarked for
the WPC was heavily laundered to make it difficult to trace the source of the
funding.

In 1951, the WPC was expelled from France for its fifth-column activities.
Some evidence exists that the WPC helped circulate stories in 1952 about
the American use of biological weapons in the Korean War, a completely
bogus accusation. The WPC worked independently but also played a role in
other presumably legitimate peace organizations, mainly through infiltration
and co-option. One of its tenets was aggressive insistence on nuclear dis-
armament, and unilateral Western nuclear disarmament became one of its
favorite causes. Tellingly, British philosopher and peace activist Bertrand Rus-
sell, who had spurred on the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND),
denounced the WPC in 1958 (the year the CND was born) for having failed
to condemn the 1956 Soviet intervention in the Hungarian Revolution.

In spite of its dubious parentage and financing, the WPC attracted many
adherents. Quick to condemn U.S. foreign and military policy, the WPC
organized anti–Vietnam War protests in several West European nations. The
WPC was especially active in Australia, where it orchestrated massive anti-
war rallies in the 1960s. At the same time, the WPC remained silent during
the 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. The WPC lost some of its luster
in the late 1960s, therefore, as the New Left came to distrust Soviet com-
munism. Another blow to the organization came in 1966 when the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) withdrew from the WPC, citing the growing Sino-
Soviet split.

Despite the doubts of many, the WPC continued its work and was no
doubt active in the nuclear disarmament movement of the 1980s. The WPC
is still in existence today, but it has been badly discredited. The end of the
Cold War took away much of its mission.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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During World War I (1914–1918), the Entente powers were notably unsuc-
cessful in coordinating their strategic goals and war aims. It was not until
Italy’s catastrophic failure at Caporetto in November 1917 that a Supreme
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War Council was established, and it was a similar near-disaster on the West-
ern Front in April 1918 that finally persuaded the British, French, and Amer-
icans to name a single Allied commander in chief. This disunity persisted
into the postwar period, hindering the Versailles Treaty negotiations in 1919
and helping to prevent the establishment of a lasting peace structure.

Given such abysmal precedents, it is not surprising that British Prime
Minister Winston Churchill and U.S. President Franklin D. Roosevelt placed
great emphasis on maintaining a smooth working relationship among the
Allied powers during World War II. This complex relationship was ham-
mered out in a series of conferences held throughout the war, several involv-
ing direct dialogues among the various heads of government. For Churchill
and Roosevelt, who prided themselves on their ability to finesse negotiations
through charisma, such meetings provided a perfect medium for deal making.

The conference system produced a remarkable degree of harmony be-
tween the British and Americans. While relations with Soviet leader Josef
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British Prime Minister Winston Churchill (left), U.S. President Franklin D. Roosevelt (center), and Soviet leader 
Josef Stalin (right) at the Yalta Conference. The “Big Three” met in Yalta, Crimea (in what is now the Ukraine), 
on 4–11 February 1945 to discuss military and political strategies for ending World War II. (Library of Congress)



Stalin, the third principal in the Allied triumvirate, were never so straight-
forward, it was at least possible to keep the Soviet Union committed to the
fight against the Axis powers. The conferences also established workable, if
far from ideal, settlements of postwar issues.

When Churchill and Roosevelt first met at Placentia Bay, Newfound-
land, in August 1941, there were technically no Allied powers because there
was no alliance of which to speak. The United States was still (nominally)
neutral, and while the Soviet Union was engaged in a bitter fight with Ger-
man forces, it was doing so neither with support from nor in coordination with
the West. The Newfoundland conference was therefore more symbolic than
substantive, although it did produce a powerful statement of democratic
principles in the form of the Atlantic Charter. Perhaps more significantly,
it led the way for the so-called Three-Power Conference in Moscow (29
September–1 October 1941), at which Churchill and Roosevelt’s representa-
tives, Lord Beaverbrook and W. Averell Harriman, agreed to extend American
Lend-Lease support to the Soviets.

After the United States entered the war in December 1941, these ten-
tative contacts were supplanted by full-fledged diplomatic commitments.
Churchill traveled to Washington in the immediate wake of the Pearl Harbor
attack, and at the resulting Anglo-American conference (code name ARCADIA)
during 22 December 1941–14 January 1942, the two nations negotiated the
mechanisms through which they would fight the remainder of World War II

2266 World War II, Allied Conferences

Allied Conferences during World War II

Name Date Location Nations Involved Function and Outcome
Arcadia Conference December 1941– Washington, D.C., United States, Britain discuss strategy and cooperative 

January 1942 United States agreements

Casablanca Conference January 1943 Casablanca, Morocco United States, Britain discuss strategy, demand for 
“unconditional surrender”

Quebec Conference August 1943 Quebec, Canada United States, Britain, discuss strategic bombing, Operation 
Canada, China OVERLORD, Pacific Theater

Moscow Conference October 1943 Moscow, Soviet Union United States, Britain, creation of Four Power Declaration, 
Soviet Union establishment of commissions of

postsurrender issues

Cairo Conference November– Cairo, Egypt United States, discuss military strategy and postwar 
December 1943 Britain, Nationalist territorial changes

China

Tehran Conference November– Tehran, Iran United States, Britain, discuss invasion of France, postwar 
December 1943 Soviet Union division of Germany and Poland,

and Soviiet invovlement in war with
Japan

Dumbarton Oaks August–October Washington, D.C., thirty-nine nations discuss nature and structure of the 
Conference 1944 United States United Nations

Yalta Conference February 1945 Yalta, Ukraine United States, Britain, discuss postwar divisions, Soviet 
Soviet Union resolution to enter war with Japan,

Declaration on Liberated Europe

Potsdam Conference July–August 1945 Potsdam, Germany United States, Britain, discuss future of Germany and 
Soviet Union Eastern Europe, reparations, and

Soviet involvement in war with
Japan



together, including the Combined Chiefs of Staff Committee and joint boards
to coordinate shipping, raw material usage, and industrial production. In
May 1942 the two Western powers drew the Soviets closer to the new alliance
system—known since January as the United Nations (UN)—via an Anglo-
Soviet Treaty (26 May 1942) and a meeting between Roosevelt and Soviet
Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov on 29 May 1942. These somewhat ten-
tative steps helped reduce mutual suspicions between the liberal-capitalist
and communist powers.

It should be noted, however, that the American-British relationship
was not without tension. At the Second Washington Conference in June
1942, it became clear that American and British leaders had very different
ideas about the conduct of the war. Although the Germany First strategy
went largely unquestioned, the Americans’ eagerness to launch a full-scale
invasion of the European mainland as soon as possible clashed with the more
cautious British proposal to restrict activities to the periphery until the Axis
had been sufficiently worn down. At this stage in the war, the British view
tended to predominate, as much for practical reasons as for the cogency of its
appeal: the two allies simply lacked the means to launch anything more than
secondary operations. It remained vital to keep the Soviets in the fight, how-
ever, hence Churchill’s August 1943 visit to Moscow, an uncomfortable
meeting in which the British leader had to inform Stalin that a second Euro-
pean front remained, for the time being, an impossibility.

The successful Allied invasion of French North Africa in November
1942 was followed by the Casablanca Conference (14–24 January 1943) at
which a more confident Roosevelt declared for the first time the Allied policy
of unconditional surrender. He and Churchill also approved the round-the-
clock strategic bombing campaign against Germany. At a follow-up conference
four months later in Washington, D.C. (11–25 May 1943), the Americans
agreed to delay a cross-channel attack for another year, but they extracted
from the still-skeptical British a deadline for such action of 1 May 1944. The
details of this future offensive were elaborated at the first conference between
the Western Allies in Quebec in August 1943, at which the top secret plans
for the Manhattan Project—the atomic bomb program—were also thrashed
out. By mid-1943, with the German assault on the Eastern Front finally
blunted at Kursk and with Italy on the verge of collapse after the invasion of
Sicily, the main issue for the alliance was not so much the defeat of the Axis
but rather how and when that defeat would come.

There remained, nonetheless, great concern about the West’s relation-
ship with the Soviet Union. Might Stalin negotiate a separate peace with Ger-
many? And what of the future map of Europe after an Allied victory? Such
concerns were central to the four-power Moscow Conference (19 October–
1 November 1943), at which representatives of the Big Three powers and
Nationalist-controlled China ratified the unconditional surrender doctrine
and agreed to the establishment of a postwar organization for global security.
To solidify the still-shaky Allied relationship, Churchill and Roosevelt also
suggested a personal meeting with Stalin. At the preparatory Anglo-American
talks in Cairo in November 1943, Churchill believed that he had persuaded
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his American colleague to take a less emphatic line on the timing of the Nor-
mandy landings. To his considerable dismay, however, Roosevelt ignored his
concession in face-to-face discussions with Stalin at the Tehran Conference
(28 November–1 December 1943), where he enthusiastically embraced the
cross-channel invasion, Operation OVERLORD. Tehran marked the fulcrum
point at which American diplomatic efforts shifted decisively toward a bi-
lateral relationship with the Soviet Union, thereby marginalizing its weaker
British ally.

By 1944, conference proceedings were dominated by the shaping of the
postwar world. At Bretton Woods (1 July–15 July 1944) and Dumbarton Oaks
(21–29 August 1944), the Allies drafted constitutions for the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) and the UN, centerpieces of the new postwar finan-
cial and political order. Such bold declarations of idealistic principle con-
trasted with the rather murkier realpolitik conducted at the same time
behind closed doors. At the Second Quebec Conference in September 1944,
Churchill attempted, without much success, to shift the focus of the Pacific
war toward the reconstitution of the British Empire in Southeast Asia. While
in Moscow the following month, he made the notorious percentages agree-
ment with Stalin that divided Eastern Europe and the Balkans into western
and eastern spheres of influence. This spirit of cynicism or, from another
point of view, sober realism pervaded the last meeting among Roosevelt,
Stalin, and Churchill at Yalta (4 February–11 February 1945), at which the
de facto division of Europe was confirmed and a number of Russo-American
agreements on the future shape of East Asia were drawn up without regard
for the British or Chinese.

The Allied conference era was rapidly concluding. The war against Ger-
many was in its closing days when the delegates of the new UN met in San
Francisco in April 1945 for their inaugural session. A month later President
Harry S. Truman traveled to the ruins of Hitler’s defeated Reich to meet
Churchill, his soon-to-be replacement Clement Attlee, and Stalin at Pots-
dam from 17 July–2 August 1945. At Potsdam, the three partners delivered
to Japan a final ultimatum for surrender and attempted to settle the disputed
future of Poland, but despite the glow of certain victory, it was evident that
an alliance born of expedience could not survive in the postwar environ-
ment. Potsdam marked the effective end of wartime comradeship between
East and West and the beginning of forty years of Cold War.

Alan Allport
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By virtually any measurement, World War II was the most devastating con-
flict in human history. All the world was touched by it to some degree. The
war’s economic and financial cost alone has been calculated at perhaps five
times that of World War I. In human terms, World War II claimed half again
as many military lives: 15 million versus 10 million for World War I. Total
deaths from World War II, including civilians, came to 41–49 million people,
a figure that would have been much higher without new sulfa and penicillin
drugs and blood plasma transfusions.

When the war finally ended, vast stretches of Europe and parts of Asia
lay in ruins. Whole populations were utterly exhausted, and many people
were starving and living in makeshift shelters. Millions more had been up-
rooted from their homes and displaced. Many of them had been transported
to Nazi Germany to work as slave laborers in German industry and agricul-
ture. Transportation—especially in parts of Western and Central Europe and
in Japan—was at a standstill. Bridges were blown, rail lines destroyed, and
highways cratered and blocked. Ports, especially in Northwestern Europe
and Japan, were especially hard-hit, and many would have to be rebuilt.
Most of the large cities of Germany and Japan were piles of rubble and their
buildings mere shells.

Some countries had fared reasonably well, however. Damage in Britain
was not too extensive, and civilian deaths were relatively slight. Denmark
and Norway escaped with little destruction. The rapid Allied advance had
largely spared Belgium, although the port of Antwerp had been badly dam-
aged. The Netherlands, however, sustained considerable destruction, and
portions of the population were starving. The situation in Greece was also
dire, and Poland suffered horribly from the brutal German and Soviet occu-
pation policies and from armies sweeping back and forth across its territory.

Among major powers, the Soviet Union was the hardest hit. Its 27 mil-
lion dead in the war dramatically affect national demographics to the present
day. In 1959, Moscow announced that the ratio of males to females in the
Soviet Union was 45 to 55. Aside from the catastrophic human costs, the
Germans had occupied its most productive regions, and the scorched-earth
policy practiced by both the Soviets and the Germans resulted in the total or
partial destruction of 1,700 towns, 70,000 villages, and 6 million buildings,
including 84,000 schools. The Soviet Union also lost 71 million farm animals,
including 7 million horses. There was widespread destruction in such great

World War II, Legacy of 2269

World War II, 
Legacy of

Among major
powers, the Soviet
Union was the
hardest hit. Its 27
million dead in the
war dramatically
affect national
demographics to 
the present day.



cities as Kiev, Odessa, and Leningrad. Perhaps a quarter of the property value
of the Soviet Union was lost in the war, and tens of millions of Soviet citizens
were homeless. Simply feeding the Soviet population became a staggering
task. All of this goes far to explain subsequent Russian policies, both internal
and external.

Recovery efforts in Europe as well as in Asia centered for several years
on the pressing problems of food, housing, and employment. As it turned
out, much of the damage was not as extensive as initially thought, and many
machines were still operational once the rubble was removed. In a perverse
sense, Germany and Japan benefited from the bombing in that they rebuilt
with the most modern infrastructure and factories.

With the end of the war, the liberated nations carried out purges of fas-
cists and collaborators. Many were slain without benefit of trial. In France,
8,000–9,000 people were so executed, while afterward 1,500 were sentenced
to death and executed following regular court procedures. The victorious
Allies were determined to bring to justice the leaders of Germany and Japan,
whom they held responsible for the war. Two great trials were held in Nurem-
berg and Tokyo. Afterward, interest in bringing the guilty to justice waned,
even in the cases of those responsible for wartime atrocities. Punishment
varied greatly according to nation and circumstance, and working out accept-
able formulas that might punish the guilty when so many people had to some
degree collaborated with the occupiers proved virtually impossible.

At the end of the war it appeared as if the idealistic, Left-leaning Resis-
tance movements might realize their goals of new political, economic, and
social institutions to implement meaningful change. Most people thought
that a return to prewar democratic structures was impossible, but the bright
hopes were soon dashed. Resistance leaders fell to quarreling among them-
selves. The fracturing of the Left, as in France and Italy, made room for the
return of the old but still powerful conservative elites. The political structures
that ultimately emerged from the war, at least in Western Europe, were little
changed from those that had preceded it. Even so, extensive social welfare
reforms were implemented throughout Western Europe, in part to com-
pensate ordinary people in those nations for their wartime privations. In the
United States, wartime rhetoric of democracy and equality encouraged African
Americans, many of whom saw military service, to demand an end ro segre-
gation and second-class status, which gave new impetus to the civil rights
movement. In much of Central and Eastern Europe, where the Soviet Union
now held sway, there was significant change including land reform, although
this was seldom to the real benefit of the populations involved. Soviet rule
also brought widespread financial exactions in the form of war reparations to
the Soviet Union and the stifling of democracy.

The war did serve to intensify the movement for European unity. Many
European statesmen believed that some means had to be found to contain
nationalism, especially German nationalism, and that the best vehicle for that
would be the economic integration of their nations, with political unification
to follow in what some called a “United States of Europe.” They believed
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that a Germany integrated into the European economy would not be able to
act unilaterally. Although steps in that direction were slow, such thinking led,
a decade after the end of the war, to the European Common Market.

Asia was also greatly affected by the war. In China, the bitter prewar
contest between the Chinese Guomindang (GMD, Nationalist) party and
the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) resumed in a protracted civil war when
Nationalist leader Jiang Jieshi sent troops into Manchuria in an effort to
reestablish Nationalist control of that important region. The conflict ended
in 1949 with a communist victory. To the west, British imperial India dis-
solved into an independent India and Pakistan in 1947.

The United States granted the Philippines delayed independence, but
in other areas, such as French Indochina and the Dutch East Indies, the col-
onizers endeavored to continue their control. Where the European powers
sought to hold on to their empires after August 1945, there would be further
bloodshed. The French government, determined to maintain France as a
great power, insisted on retaining its empire, which led to the protracted Indo-
china War and a bitter insurgency in Algeria. Fighting also erupted in many
other places around the world, including Malaya and the Dutch East Indies.
Even where the European powers chose to withdraw voluntarily, as in the
case of Britain in Palestine and on the Indian subcontinent, there was often
heavy fighting as competing nationalities sought to fill the vacuum. None-
theless, independence movements in Africa and Asia, stimulated by the long
absence of European control during the war, gathered momentum, and over
the next two decades, much of Africa and Asia became independent.

One of the supreme ironies of World War II is that Adolf Hitler had waged
the conflict with the stated goal of destroying communism. In the end, he had
gravely weakened Europe. Rather than eradicating his ideological adversary,
he had strengthened it. In 1945, the Soviet Union was one of the two leading
world powers, and its international prestige was at an all-time high. In France
and Italy, powerful communist parties were seemingly poised to take power.
The Soviet Union also established governments friendly to it in Central and
Eastern Europe. Under the pressure of confrontation with the West, these
states became openly communist in the years after World War II. In 1948, the
communists made their last acquisition in Central Europe in a coup d’état in
Czechoslovakia. Communists also nearly came to power in Greece.

Indeed, far from destroying the Soviet Union and containing the United
States, Germany and Japan had enhanced the international position of both.
Western and Soviet differences meant that while treaties were negotiated
with some of the smaller Axis powers, there were no big-power agreements
concerning the future of Germany and Japan. Germany, initially divided into
four occupation zones, in 1949 became two states: the Western-style Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) and the communist German
Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany). Korea also had been temporar-
ily divided at the 38th Parallel for the purposes of a Japanese surrender.
Unlike Germany, which was reunited in 1990, in 2007 Korea still remained
divided, another legacy of World War II.
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Despite the continued importance of secondary powers such as Britain
and France, the year 1945 witnessed the emergence of a bipolar world in
which there were two superpowers: the United States and the Soviet Union.
Added to the confrontational mix was the threat of nuclear war as both gov-
ernments embarked on a new struggle, known as the Cold War.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Chinese diplomat and vice foreign minister of the People’s Republic of China
(PRC). Born in Wuhan, Hubei Province, on 6 March 1908, Wu Xiuquan
joined the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) as a youth and served in the Red
Army—later renamed the People’s Liberation Army (PLA)—as a political
instructor, translator, and deputy chief of staff. In 1936 he began his diplo-
matic career as director of the Foreign Affairs Department.

During the Sino-Japanese War and the Chinese Civil War, Wu served on
several military commissions in Northwest and Northeast China, where he
was responsible for liaison and military coordination programs. After the PRC
was established in 1949, he became director of the USSR and Eastern Europe
Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, in which capacity he accom-
panied Foreign Minister Zhou Enlai to Moscow in February 1950 to negotiate
the Sino-Soviet Treaty. In November 1950 Wu, as the PRC’s special envoy,
attended a United Nations (UN) Security Council meeting in which he con-
demned U.S. Korean War measures in the Taiwan Strait, calling them an
invasion of Chinese territory. In 1955 he became the vice foreign minister, a
position he held until March 1955, when he was appointed Chinese ambas-
sador to Yugoslavia. He returned home in late 1956 and became a member of
the CCP Central Committee and in March 1959 became director of the
party’s International Liaison Department. He held both posts until the mid-
1960s, during which time he led a number of delegations abroad, primarily to
communist bloc countries.

In 1966 during the Cultural Revolution, Wu was purged from the gov-
ernment and imprisoned. In 1975 he returned to the public scene, first as
deputy chief of the PLA General Staff. In 1980 he was named director of the
Beijing Institute for International Strategic Studies and was also named vice
foreign minister, in which capacities he played an active role in enhancing
the PRC’s international status. Wu died on 9 November 1997 in Beijing.

Law Yuk-fun
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Vice premier and foreign minister of the People’s Republic of China (PRC).
Born on 19 December 1921 in Shanghai, Jiangsu Province, Wu Xueqian
enrolled at the Jinan University in 1939, where he joined the Chinese Com-
munist Party (CCP). Throughout the Sino-Japanese War and the Chinese
Civil War, he lived in Shanghai, where he engaged in student underground
work. He went on to serve the new PRC as deputy director of the Inter-
national Liaison Department of the New Democratic Youth League of the
CCP’s Central Committee until 1953. Shortly thereafter, he became director
of the International Liaison Department and simultaneously retained mem-
bership in both the New Democratic Youth League and the National Com-
mittee of the Federation of Democratic Youth. He held these posts until the
mid-1960s, during which time he led a number of youth delegations abroad
to foster closer ties among the PRC and other socialist nations as well Asian
and African nations.

In 1967, as a result of the Cultural Revolution, Wu was relieved of all of
his posts and was forced into private life. In early 1978 he reemerged pub-
licly and resumed his former position in the International Liaison Depart-
ment. From May 1982 to April 1988 he served as the PRC’s foreign minister,
during which time he accompanied PRC leaders on visits abroad, notably to
Western Europe and North America. He also reinforced the Sino-American
rapprochement begun by his predecessor. In April 1988 he became vice pre-
mier and continued his efforts to boost China’s international standing. He
relinquished the vice premiership in March 1993, although he retained his
membership in the CCP Central Committee and Politburo, where he con-
tinues to serve.

Law Yuk-fun
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Roman Catholic prelate and prominent Polish dissident. Born on 3 August
1901 in Zuzela, Poland (then a part of the Russian Empire), Stephan Wyszynaski
studied at the Wflocflawek seminary and was ordained a priest in August 1924.
He continued his studies at the Catholic University in Lublin and earned a
PhD in sociology and ecclesiastical law in 1929. He then returned to Poland,
where he taught at the Wflocflawek seminary and edited a theological review.
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During World War II, he served as a chaplain in the Polish underground
army.

In 1946, Wyszynaski was named bishop of Lublin. Two years later he be-
came archbishop of Gniezno and Warsaw, making him primate of the Polish
Roman Catholic Church. In 1953 he was named a cardinal. He was a fierce
opponent of the postwar Polish government, which used Stalinist methods
to seize and retain power. Nevertheless, in 1950 Wyszyn aski signed an agree-
ment with the government that ostensibly allowed considerable freedom to
the Roman Catholic Church in return for its tacit support of the Polish gov-
ernment. But Polish authorities refused to respect the agreement. Communist
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Cardinal Stefan Wyszynaski at the Vatican, October 1958. (Bettmann/Corbis)



officials in fact severely repressed organized religion. In 1953, Wyszyn aski
issued a public repudiation of the government and declared an end to the
Church’s accommodative policies. He was subsequently arrested and impris-
oned during 1953–1956.

In 1956, Wyszynaski resumed his duties under the new anti-Stalinist gov-
ernment of Wfladysflaw Gomuflka. The years after 1956 were less repressive
than the early postwar years, but Wyszyn aski still faced constant challenges
from the communist government. The cardinal maintained cordial and close
relations with Rome and participated in Vatican Council II.

In 1978, when Pope John Paul II became the Roman Catholic Church’s
first Polish pope, the new pontiff praised Wyszyn aski for his steadfast com-
mitment to human rights and thanked him for his sacrifices. In 1979, John
Paul II made a triumphant pilgrimage to his native Poland, a true high point
in the cardinal’s life. Wyszynaski was disappointed, however, when the pope’s
visit did not bring about any immediate change in the Polish government’s
policy toward the Church. Wyszynaski died in Warsaw on 28 May 1981.

Jakub Basista
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